
CITY OF BEAVERTON COUNCIL AGENDA 

TELEVISED 

FINAL AGENDA 

FORREST C. SOTH CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER 
4755 SW GRlFFlTH DRIVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97005 

REGULAR MEETING 
DECEMBER 13,2004 

A reception honoring Councilor Forrest Soth will be held at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Forrest C. Soth City Council Chamber. Mayor Drake and the City Council invite 
all interested citizens to join them in honoring Councilor Soth. 

CALL TO ORDER: 

ROLL CALL: 

PROCLAMATION: 

Forrest Soth Day: December 13,2004 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS: 

COUNCIL ITEMS: 

STAFF ITEMS: 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of December 6, 2004 

Classification Changes 

A Resolution Designating Territory in The Elmonica and Merlo Light Rail 
Station Areas, Millikan Way Station Area, Sunset Hwy./Cornell Road 
Area, and West Slope Area To Be Annexed To The City of Beaverton 
(Resolution No. 3794) 

Boards and Commissions Appointments 

Authorize the Mayor to Enter Into an Intergovernmental Agreement with 
Tualatin Valley Water District for Water Meter Reading Services 



04252 Review and Approval of Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) Update; 
and Approval of Amendment to the 1996 Regional Water Providers 
Consortium Agreement 

04253 A Resolution Stating the Official Results of the November 2, 2004 
General Election (Resolution No. 3795) 

04254 A Resolution Adopting Rules Governing A "Visitor Comment Period" for 
Formal Council Sessions (Resolution No. 3796) 

04255 Development Services Fee Schedule Amendment (Resolution No. 3797) 

Contract Review Board: 

04256 Exemption from Competitive Bidding -Award Contract for Professional 
Services and Legislative Lobbying and Transfer Resolution (Resolution 
No. 3798) 

04257 Exemption from Competitive Bids and Authorize a Sole Seller for the 
Purchase of Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) for Response to 
Chemical, Biological and Radiological Incidents 

ORDINANCES: 

Second Reading: 

04246 An Ordinance Annexing Several Parcels Located in the Vicinity of Barnes 
Road and Cedar Hills Blvd. to the City of Beaverton: Annexation 2004- 
0013 (Ordinance No. 4334) 

04247 An Ordinance Annexing Property Located at 3737 SW 117'~ Avenue and 
Commonly Known as the Mobile Home Corral to the City of Beaverton: 
Annexation 2004-0014 (Ordinance No. 4335) 

EXECUTIVE SESSION: 

In accordance with ORS 192.660 (1) (h) to discuss the legal rights and duties of the 
governing body with regard to litigation or litigation likely to be filed and in accordance 
with ORS 192.660 (1) (e) to deliberate with persons designated by the governing body to 
negotiate real property transactions and in accordance with ORS 192.660 (1) (d) to 
conduct deliberations with the persons designated by the governing body to carry on 
labor negotiations. Pursuant to ORS 192.660 (3), it is Council's wish that the items 
discussed be disclosed by media representatives or others. 

ADJOURNMENT 

This information is available in large print or audio tape upon request. In addition, 
assistive listening devices, sign language interpreters, or qualified bilingual interpreters 
will be made available at any public meeting or program with 72 hours advance notice. 
To request these services, please call 503-526-2222lvoice TDD. 



PROCLAMATION 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
CITY OF BEAVERTON 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

Forrest C. Soth moved into Beaverton shortly after World War II and built 
his own home in 1950: and 

Forrest's City involvement began in 1977 when he was appointed to the 
Planning Commission and the City's Board of Design Review; and 

On January 2, 1981 Forrest took office as Beaverton City Councilor; and 

During his 24 year tenure as City Councilor, Forrest has attended 
approximately 840 City Council meetings; and 

In addition to being City Councilor, Forrest has served on numerous boards, 
committees, commissions, task forces, working groups and consortiums; 
and 

Forrest is recognized throughout the community for his historical 
perspective, institutional memory, integrity and leadership style; and 

Forrest has served the citizens of Beaverton for 24 years as a City 
Councilor and we honor him for his commitment, leadership, fairness and 
friendship; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Rob Drake, Mayor of the City of Beaverton, Oregon, 
do hereby proclaim Monday, December 13,2004 as: 

FORREST SOTH DAY 

BE I T  FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor and City Council do hereby 
appoint Forrest C. Soth as the City's 6cHonorary Historian" who may be 

iled upon to provide historical background information and perspective. 

Mayor 



D R A F T  
BEAVERTON CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR MEETING 
DECEMBER 6,2004 

CALL TO ORDER: 

The Regular Meeting of the Beaverton City Council was called to order by Mayor Rob 
Drake in the Forrest C. Soth City Council Chamber, 4755 SW Griffith Drive, Beaverton, 
Oregon, on Monday, December 6,2004, at 6:35 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: 

Present were Mayor Drake, Couns. Betty Bode, Dennis Doyle, Fred Ruby, Forrest Soth 
and Cathy Stanton. Also present were City Attorney Alan Rappleyea, Chief of Staff 
Linda Adlard, Finance Director Patrick O'Claire, Community Development Director Joe 
Grillo, OperationsIMaintenance Director Gary Brentano, Library Director Ed House, 
Police Chief David Bishop, Deputy Police Chief Chris Gibson, Planning Services 
Manager Hal Bergsma, Building Official Brad Roast, City Utilities Engineer David 
Winship and City Recorder Sue Nelson. 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS: 

Rev. Ja West spoke about various personal and religious issues. 

Henry Kane, Beaverton, said he was preparing a detailed letter concerning whether the 
City could require people cited by photo radar to identify who was driving the car if it was 
not the vehicle owner. He said if this matter was not resolved, the Legislature might 
decide to not allow the City to operate its photo radar program. 

David James, Beaverton, referred to the traffic hazards along Cornell and Walker Roads. 
He said it was hazardous for pedestrians and motorists due to narrow roads, a 45 MPH 
speed limit and lack of a center lane. He said though these were County roads, the City 
Council had a lot of influence over traffic projects in the City. He said several of the 
City's current transportation projects were on Washington County Roads. He added 
Mayor Drake was on the Washington County Coordinating Committee that decided the 
priority of the County's traffic projects. He asked that traffic projects be scheduled based 
on traffic needs and safety only. He gave Council a copy of the results of a survey of 
businesses conducted by the Five Oaksrrriple Creek Neighborhood Association on a 
section of Cornell Road (in the record). He said several of the businesses surveyed 
believed widening Cornell would improve traffic problems in that area. 

COUNCIL ITEMS: 

Coun. Soth said he just returned from the National League of Cities Annual Conference 
in Indianapolis. He said many topics that affected all cities were discussed, including 
unfunded Federal mandates, sales tax on internet sales and municipal bonding issues. 
He said the programs were excellent and it was a productive conference. 
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Coun. Stanton said the City's Annual Holiday Open House would be December 7, 2004, 
from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers and she invited everyone to attend. 
She agreed with Coun. Soth that the NLC Annual conference was excellent. 

STAFF ITEMS: 

There were none. 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

Coun. Bode MOVED, SECONDED by Coun. Soth, that the Consent Agenda be 
approved as follows: 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of November 15, 2004 and the Special Meetings of 
November 18 and 22,2004 

04239 Liquor License Application: New Outlet - Broadway Wines 

04240 A Resolution Adopting Updated Board of Design Review Bylaws (Resolution No. 3792) 

Contract Review Board: 

04241 Design Contract Award - South Central Area A Sanitary Sewer Improvements Project 
No. 6038 

04242 Emergency Contract Award Ratification - SW Avocet Court Waterline and Storm 
Drainage Repair 

Coun. Stanton thanked staff for answering her questions. She asked Chief of Staff, Ms. 
Adlard to schedule an appointment for her with a staff person to discuss questions she 
had concerning the Board of Design Review Bylaws (Agenda Bill 04240). 

Question called on the motion. Couns. Bode, Doyle, Ruby, Soth and Stanton voting 
AYE, the MOTION CARRIED unanimously. (5:O) 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

04243 Adopt Resolution and Authorize Implementation of Building, Mechanical and Electrical 
Permit Fee Increases (Resolution No. 3793) 

Building Official Brad Roast reviewed the staff report in detail. He said a ten percent 
increase was proposed for the building and mechanical permit fees effective January 1, 
2005; it was also proposed to increase electrical permit fees ten percent effective 
January I, 2005 and an additional ten percent increase effective July I, 2005. He said 
these increases were necessary to ensure revenues from these divisions were sufficient 
to cover operating costs. 

Coun. Soth asked how much of these fees went to the State for administration of the 
building codes. 
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Roast explained none of these fees went to the State. He said in addition to these fees, 
the City collected an eight percent surcharge on building permits that funded the State's 
Building Code functions. He confirmed the increased fees would result in additional 
funds to the State. 

Coun. Doyle asked who were the members of the City's Development Liaison 
Committee, for they reviewed and approved this proposal. 

Roast said the Development Liaison Committee was made up of builders, developers, 
contractors and designers who met regularly with the Mayor and staff to discuss issues 
concerning development in the City. He said the Committee members recognized the 
necessity for the increases and appreciated that the increases were done incrementally 
in small amounts, rather than waiting for longer periods and a larger increase. He said 
he also contacted other interested parties, such as builders associations, and provided 
them with the same information the Committee received. He said this way everyone 
was aware of what the City was proposing. 

Coun. Doyle thanked him for going above and beyond to involve all affected groups. 

Coun. Stanton thanked Roast for his work and for his thoughtfulness in splitting the 
electrical permit fee increase as it was beneficial to everyone. 

Mayor Drake opened the public hearing. 

No one wished to testify. 

Mayor Drake closed the public hearing. 

Coun. Soth MOVED, SECONDED by Coun. Stanton, that Council approve Agenda Bill 
04243, the Resolution Authorizing Implementation of Building, Mechanical and Electrical 
Permit Fee Increases. 

Coun. Stanton thanked Roast for increasing the fee annually, in smaller, affordable 
increments. She said she was comfortable supporting the motion. 

Call for question. Couns. Bode, Doyle, Ruby, Soth and Stanton voting AYE, the 
MOTION CARRIED unanimously. (5:O) 

RECESS: 

Mayor Drake called for a brief recess at 7:10 p.m. 

RECONVENED: 
Mayor Drake reconvened the meeting at 7:25 p.m. 

04244 A Public Hearing to Receive Public Input Regarding the Annexation of Several Parcels 
Located in the Vicinity of Barnes and Cedar Hills Blvd. to the City of Beaverton: 
Annexation 2004-001 3 
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and 

04245 A Public Hearing to Receive Public Input Regarding the Annexation of Two Parcels 
Located at 3737 SW 11 7th Avenue and Commonly Known as the Mobile Home Corral to 
the City of Beaverton: Annexation 2004-0014 

Mayor Drake explained the public hearings under Agenda Bills 04244 and 04245 would 
be combined and heard together. 

Community Development Director Joe Grillo read a prepared statement defining the 
process for the hearing (in the record). 

Planning Services Manager Hal Bergsma reviewed the staff report and the City's island 
annexation policy, regulations and objectives. He said both annexations met the 
objectives of the City's annexation policy. He reviewed the size, assessed values, 
zoning and location of each of the proposed annexations (in the record). He explained 
public hearing notices were sent to all necessary parties 45 days in advance of the 
scheduled decision date (December 13, 2004). He said the annexation areas were 
posted and published as required and the City sent hearing notices to all property 
owners in the annexation areas and to the Neighborhood Associations. He added the 
hearing notices and staff reports were posted on the City's Web Site. He said the public 
hearing would be followed by the first reading of the ordinances for the annexations. He 
added the annexations would not require a change in mailing addresses. 

Police Chief David Bishop presented a Power Point presentation on the Police 
Department's calls for service in the proposed annexation areas. He explained twelve 
years ago cities did not respond to calls outside of their jurisdictions; the City received 
many complaints from citizens. He said the area police chiefs met and discussed this 
problem and it was agreed the jurisdictions would work together through first-car 
respondent which had been very effective. He explained 902 calls for service were 
received from the BarnesICedar Hills Blvd. area; the City responded to 585 of those 
calls. He said the calls they responded to were assaults, family disturbances, suspicious 
persons, harassment, burglaries, thefts, property damage and traffic. He summarized 
the number and types of calls the City responded to in comparison to other agencies. 
He said the City provided high-visibility patrol and responded to many calls for service in 
these areas, as well as in other island areas throughout the City. 

Coun. Soth asked what affect AVL (Automatic Vehicle Locator) would have on the 
response to police service calls from these areas. 

Bishop said it would have a positive impact in fostering a safe environment throughout 
Washington County. He said with AVL, the response time in the future would be faster 
than it is today, because dispatchers will be able to determine immediately where a 
police unit was located. He explained how AVL would enhance the response system. 

Coun. Soth asked what affect the AVL and annexation would have on the Enhanced 
Sheriff Patrol coverage. 
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Bishop replied it would be positive for all jurisdictions. He said the City and Washington 
County worked together to foster a safe environment in Washington County. He said 
Washington County worked closely with all the agencies. 

Mayor Drake explained the City provided 1.5 officers per thousand population and the 
Washington County Sheriff's Office provided 1.0 officers per thousand. He said with the 
AVL mapping system, where every patrol car could be pinpointed, since the City has 
more officers the likelihood of the City responding to urban unincorporated areas would 
increase. He explained all City residents paid for a .50 (half an officer) deputy sheriff per 
thousand; this was for County-wide coverage. He said with mutual aid, City residents 
were helping to pay for the Sheriff's officers whether or not they came into the City. 

Bishop replied that was correct. 

Coun. Stanton asked, outside of self-initiated traffic, what percentage of calls inside the 
City was responded to by the Sheriff's Department. 

Bishop explained it was more often the reverse. He said in major situations, the Sheriff's 
officers came in and assisted the City. He said the City responded to all of its calls in 
person; where often the Sheriff's responded to their calls by telephone. 

Coun. Stanton asked if the cities ever discussed with the County receiving financial 
compensation for responding to calls outside the cities' limits. 

Bishop explained this worked both ways; the cities received assistance from the County 
in major operations, emergency situations and interagency teams. 

Coun. Stanton said she was concerned because the Beaverton Police Department was 
providing service to citizens who do not financially support the City. She said she 
believed that in the future rather than going to a County police department, those 
jurisdictions that assisted the County in providing service could be compensated. 

Coun. Bode said the Beaverton Police Department's had a noticeable presence in the 
various neighborhoods. She asked if the Sheriff's Department was as visible in the 
unincorporated areas. 

Bishop replied he lived in the unincorporated area of Bethany and he saw Sheriff's 
patrols up there all the time. 

Mayor Drake opened the public hearing. 

Tom Barron, Beaverton, said he lived at the Mobile Home Corral. He said the Corral 
was a close community with affordable housing. He said the tax assessment would 
increase with the annexation. He said the two properties being considered were 
different in character. He said he thought the Peterkort property should be part of the 
City. He said the Corral was an affordable housing community and was a nice place to 
live for people that did not have a lot of money. 

Coun. Soth asked if some of the units in the Mobile Home Corral were pre-HUD 
(Housing and Urban Development) and did not conform to HUD requirements. 
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Barron said that was correct. 

Coun. Soth asked what streets residents used to exit the Mobile Home Corral. 

Barron replied they used 1 1 7'h Avenue. 

Coun. Soth said that side of 117'~ Avenue was a City street; the residents were using 
City facilities to enter and exit the Mobile Home Corral. 

Barron said he did not disagree with that; he just felt the Corral should be left alone. 

Alfred Louchs, Beaverton, said he recommended not annexing the Mobile Home Corral 
because it had been private ownership for half a century and had not accepted any 
money from a government agency to maintain an over age 55 housing community. He 
said each one of the mobile homes was taxed by the County and the taxes were paid on 
all the units. He said no one in the park received notice that this hearing was scheduled, 
except for the notice posted at the front of the park. He referred to page 12 of the staff 
report, regarding Metro's noticing requirements, which he felt meant mobile home 
owners should have been noticed. He said the notice for the property owners was not 
within the 45-day time limit required. He said most of the residents in the park were on 
fixed incomes; he said this action could force the City to have to subsidize senior citizen 
housing. He said because of this he felt it made more sense to leave the situation alone. 
He asked how maintenance for 11 7th Avenue was financed. 

Coun. Soth said maintenance of 117'~ Avenue was paid for by the City's share of State 
gasoline taxes; no property tax was involved in maintenance of the street. He asked if 
the land under the units was owned by the residents or by the owner of the mobile home 
park. 

Louchs said he felt they were in the same category as condominiums. 

Coun. Soth asked how his situation differed from residents in apartment buildings or 
condominiums, in terms of unit ownership versus land ownership. 

Louchs said if the City wanted to represent them and achieve consent of the governed in 
the Park, it should be on the basis of efficiency. He said the obvious cost of additional 
layers of government had the reverse effect on everyone, including the City. 

Coun. Stanton confirmed with staff that there would be senior-housing units in the new 
building for the Virginia Garcia Clinic. 

George Choban, Beaverton, said he was born in 1929 and was raised in Washington 
County. He said he owned a local restaurant, his family donated four acres to the 
County, and his daughter helped establish the music school in Beaverton. He said they 
brought City water out to their property. He asked how the annexation would affect his 
farm deferral, and how would they be affected by Measure 37. He said he wanted to talk 
to the City Attorney and staff to get his questions answered and he would then submit 
written testimony. 
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Mayor Drake said staff would be happy to talk to him. 

City Attorney Alan Rappleyea said the farm deferral should not be affected as long as 
Choban continued to use the property for farm deferral purposes. He said concerning 
Measure 37, the City would adopt a similar zoning provision as the County had, so the 
land use restrictions should not change. He said he did not see any change in this case. 

Coun. Stanton said the County produced the County 2000 Plan where Washington 
County laid out its plan to remove itself from the urban service business by the Year 
2000. 

Roland Stewart, Salem, said he was responding to ORS 222.750 and Annexation 2004- 
0013. He said he represented five companies that owned land within the peninsula 
along Barnes Road and Cedar Hills Boulevard. He said they had two buildings in 
existence, one building under development and one planned for future development. He 
said they were concerned the annexation would cause depreciation and some of their 
tenants had indicated they would not stay if they were annexed to the City. He said they 
owned four percent of the total number of parcels in this annexation. He said he asked 
to discuss the possibility of paying the City for some of the services it provided, but that 
had not occurred. 

Jack Meek, Beaverton, asked if the final vote on the Mobile Home Corral would occur at 
this meeting. He said the notice they received was only 42 days from today's date and 
not 45 days. He said he would like to see the decision postponed so they could notify 
the tenants in the Park. He said the tenants paid taxes, and per the last election, mobile 
homes were going to be treated as real property for tax purposes. He said he realized 
this was going to happen and he liked Beaverton. He said the taxes would be increased 
by the annexation. He said he tried to keep the rents low but they would have to raise 
the rents to cover the increased taxes. He said he would bring in a petition, signed by 
the tenants. 

Carolyn Sellke, Portland, said she lived on 114'~ Avenue that was not included in the 
annexation. She said they were promised by Beaverton that they would not be annexed 
unless they consented. She said when these annexations were completed; they would 
be surrounded by the City which meant they could be annexed. She said she had 
questions and wanted some answers from the City. 

Mayor Drake said the City was not addressing that issue at this meeting. He asked that 
she send him a letter with her questions. 

Harry Bodine, Portland, said he lived in the unincorporated area of Cedar Hills for 40 
years. He said if the annexation was approved it would reduce his police protection and 
road maintenance to a minor degree. He asked what the City's short and long term 
plans were for the residential areas along Cedar Hills, Raleigh Hills, Cedar Mills and 
Bethany areas. He said the City did not have a Senate Bill 122 Plan in place. He said 
the City was now proceeding with island annexations. He said he could be part of that 
and his taxes would increase 16.7 percent if he was annexed to the City. He suggested 
the Council discuss this with the residents of the City's Urban Services Boundary. He 
said his services were good right now. He suggested working together to develop a win- 
win situation for everyone. 
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No one else wished to testify. 

Mayor Drake closed the public hearing. 

Coun. Soth explained the public record would be held open for seven days for the 
submission of written testimony. He said any written testimony received would be part of 
the record at the next meeting when the final decision woulld be made. 

Coun. Stanton explained if anyone wanted to submit a lawsuit after the fact, they would 
have to be on the record, which was the reason for submitting written testimony. 

ORDINANCES: 

Suspend Rules: 

Coun. Soth MOVED, SECONDED by Coun. Doyle, that the rules be suspended, and 
that the ordinances embodied in Agenda Bills 04246 and 04247, be read for the first time 
by title only at this meeting, and for the second time by title only at the next regular 
meeting of the Council. Couns. Bode, Doyle, Ruby, Soth and Stanton voting AYE, the 
MOTION CARRIED unanimously. (5:O) 

First Reading: 

Rappleyea read the following ordinances for the first time by title only: 

04246 An Ordinance Annexing Several Parcels Located in the Vicinity of Barnes Road and 
Cedar Hills Blvd. to the City of Beaverton: Annexation 2004-001 3 (Ordinance No. 4334) 

04247 An Ordinance Annexing Property Located at 3737 SW 1 1 7th Avenue and Commonly 
Known as the Mobile Home Corral to the City of Beaverton: Annexation 2004-0014 
(Ordinance No. 4335) 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Council at this time, the meeting 
was adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 

APPROVAL: 

Approved this day of 

Sue Nelson, City Recorder 

2004. 

Rob Drake, Mayor 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Classification Changes 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 

FOR AGENDA 0 ~ : ~ ~ ! . ~ ? / ~ ~  BlLL NO: 04248 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: HR 

DATE SUBMITTED: 1 1-05-04 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
Library 
Engineering 

V 
EXHIBITS: Exhibit 1 -- Surveyor (PLS) 

Supervisor Survey 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED: $139,966 (approx.) BUDGETED: $152,747 (approx.) REQUIRED: $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

Enqineerinq 
In August 2004, the Surveyor (PLS) position became vacant. At that time, the Engineering Department 
evaluated its organizational and business service needs. Previously, the survey function was staffed by 
a professional licensed surveyor (PLS) with no managerial responsibilities and an Engineering 
Technician 3. This structure did not provide a well coordinated vision of the evolving mission of the 
survey function that recognizes budgetary constraints, staffing levels (including judicious use of contract 
resources), new trends in surveying technology development, evolving relationships with ISD and other 
departments, and current trends in the demands for the City's surveying services. The Department 
proposes the creation of Surveyor (PLS) Supervisor classification to manage the survey function. 

Library 
Effective October 2004, the Library Department experienced a lay-off of 6.6 FTE positions. The four 
Library divisions were combined into two with Adult Reference and ChildrenNouth Services becoming 
the Readers' Services Division. The Technical Services Division and the Circulation Division were also 
combined into one division. As part of this process, two of the four Division Librarians positions were 
eliminated. One management employee was laid off. The other was moved to a proposed represented 
position in Readers' Services called Senior Librarian. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Enqineerinq 
The new Surveyor (PLS) Supervisor classification would have responsibility for the department's 
mission for the survey function. It will supervise the survey section; be responsible for storage, 
maintenance, retrieval and distribution of survey maps and related records; and coordinate with other 
City Department and external agencies. The position would also include full responsibility for project 

Agenda Bill No: 04248 



' managementon City surveying and mapping projects; management of surveying and 
mapping consulting contracts; and development of surveying and mapping standards. The creation of 
this classification will bring a focused approach to the current and future requirements placed on the 
survey function by the City's annexation plans and the public's growing sophistication with electronic 
mapping information available on the Internet. The centralization of the surveying function will bring 
efficiencies in both internal and external customer service in survey related issues. 

Human Resources conducted a market study for this classification. The market data indicated salary 
level 13 is appropriate. The point factor evaluation also places the classification in salary level 13 
($4,418 -- $5,921). It will cost approximately $64,365 to fund this position for the remainder of the fiscal 
year. However, there are no additional funds required. There is $77,146 remaining in the vacant 
Surveyor (PLS) position, which is sufficient to fund this position. 

Libraw 
The Senior Librarian classification requires a Master's of Library Science degree and will serve as a 
lead worker for Librarians, para-professional and support positions. Although not a managerial 
position, it will provide professional level assistance to the Division Manager in budget preparation, 
Library program development and related issues. There will be no cost associated with the creation of 
this classification. The City's policy is to freeze the employee's current salary when a position is 
reclassified downward. 

Human Resources conducted a market study for this position and found that there were insufficient 
market matches. The point factor evaluation places the classification in salary level 10 ($20.43 -- 
$27.38). This places the classification two salary levels above the Librarian classification which is in 
salary level 8 ($1 7.64 -- $23.64). 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Council approve the following: 
The creation of an exempt, management Survey (PLS) Supervisor classification in salary level 13, 
effective November 15, 2004; 
The creation of an exempt, represented Senior Librarian classification in salary level 10, effective 
October 17, 2004. 

Council authorize the Finance Director to transfer the necessary appropriations to fund the two new 
classifications in the next Supplemental Budget. Council authorize the Human Resources Director to 
negotiate the salary level of the Senior Librarian classification with the Union. 

Agenda Bill No: 04248 
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Exhibit 1 

Surveyor (PLS) Supervisor Survey 
November 2004 

Jurisdiction Title Minimum Maximum Comments 
Clark County Engineering Services Manager Ill 4,988 7,046 Adjusted for retirement plan. 
Portland Surveying Supervisor 4,512 6,023 
Salem Engineer 2 4,481 5,666 Not filled at this time. 
Washington County Survey Supervisor 4,471 5,433 Adjusted for retirement plan. 
Vancouver Professional Land Surveyor 4,151 5,308 Adjusted for retirement plan. 

I I I I 

Averaae I I 4.520 1 5.895 1 

Beaverton Salary Level 13 

Albany No match 
Corvallis No match 
Gresham No match 
Hillsboro No match 
Lake Oswego No match 
Tigard No match 
Clean Water Services No match 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: A Resolution Designating Territory In The FOR AGENDA OF: 
Elmonica and Merlo Light Rail Station 
Areas, Millikan Way Station Area, Sunset Mayor's Approval: 
Hwy./Cornell Road Area, and West Slope 
Area To Be Annexed To The City of DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD 
Beaverton 

DATE SUBMITTED: 11/30/04 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney 

Planning Services 

PROCEEDING: CONSENT AGENDA EXHIBITS: Resolution 
Exhibit A - Map 
Exhibit B - Map 
Exhibit C - Map 
Exhibit D - Map 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

The City Council and Mayor recently approved the "City of Beaverton Urban Service Area and 
Corporate Limits Annexation Policies" by adoption of Resolution No. 3785. This document directs staff 
to take a more assertive approach to annexing territory into the City. Oregon Revised Statutes section 
222.750 authorizes cities to annex areas "When territory not within a city is surrounded by the 
corporate boundaries of the city or by the corporate boundaries of the city and the ocean shore or a 
stream, bay, lake or other body of water...". The owners of property or residents within the territory 
proposed for annexation need not consent. These are generally referred to as island annexations. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

To implement this more assertive annexation policy the Mayor and staff are recommending annexation 
of the territory indicated on the attached maps. These areas contain a mix of developed and 
redevelopable commercial, industrial and residential land, including a few small existing 
neighborhoods, two apartment complexes, a church and an elementary school. Annexation of these 
areas will be consistent with your Council's objectives for island annexations as stated in Resolution 
No. 3785. City Police are currently patrolling the major streets in the areas, which are in the City, and it 
would be more efficient if the areas along those streets are in the City. 

ORS 222.1 1 l(2) indicates that a proposal for annexation of territory may be initiated by a city on the 
motion of its legislative body. Staff interprets that provision to require Council adoption of a resolution 
directing initiation of each proposed island annexation. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Approve by consent the attached resolution with maps identifying the proposed annexation areas. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 3794 

A RESOLUTION DIRECTING CITY INITIATION OF 
ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY 

WHEREAS, the City of Beaverton has adopted Urban Service Area and 
Corporate Limits Annexation Policies; and 

WHEREAS, the City's progress toward annexing its assumed urban 
services area has been slow; and 

WHEREAS, previous incremental annexations have resulted in City 
limits that are odd and create confusion about their location, with many unincorporated 
"islands" surrounded by properties within the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City desires to create more logical boundaries and 
create complete incorporated neighborhoods; and 

WHEREAS, a more assertive policy toward annexation of certain types 
of properties could improve the City's ability to provide services to its residents efficiently 
and at a reasonable cost; and 

WHEREAS, a more assertive annexation policy could result in more City 
control of development in adjacent unincorporated areas that could affect the City; and 

WHEREAS, the Washington County 2000 policy is to have all urban 
unincorporated areas annexed by cities over time; and 

WHEREAS, the City now needs to identify particular areas to begin 
implementing the adopted Annexation Policies; therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
BEAVERTON, OREGON 

Council directs the Mayor to pursue the annexation of territory identified 
on the maps attached hereto as Exhibits A, B, C and D to this resolution. 

Adopted by the Council this day of , 2004. 

Approved by the Mayor this day of , 2004. 

Ayes: Nays: 

ATTEST: 

SUE NELSON, City Recorder 

Resolution No. 3794 

APPROVED: 

ROB DRAKE, Mayor 
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I VICINITY MAP 
Resolution No. 3794 I 

11/0029/04 N 
Elmonica and Merlo Light Rail Station Areas Annexation 

Various 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Map# A 
Application # 

City of Beaverton Planning Services Division To be determined 



I I VICINITY MAP 
Reso lu t i on  No.3794 I 
EXHIBIT "B" I 

Sunset Hwy I Cornell Rd. Area Island Annexation 

Planning Services Division To be determined 



Resolution No. 3794 

EXHIBIT "C" I 

4 
City of Beaverton 

Millikan Way Station Area Island Annexation 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Planning Services Division 

12/07/04 

M.. 
Varlous 

Appl~mtron # 
To be determmed 



I VICINITY MAP EXHIBIT " ~ " 1  

West Slope Area Island Annexation 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEF'ARTMENT Application # 

City of Beaverton Planning Services Division ANX2004-0019 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Boards and Commissions Appointments FOR AGENDA OF: 12-13-04 BILL NO: 04250 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: Mavor's 
OfficeINeiqhborhood Proqram 

DATE SUBMITTED: 12-01 -04 

CLEARANCES: 

PROCEEDING: CONSENT AGENDA EXHIBITS: Applications for new appointments 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED$O BUDGETED$O REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

Opportunities to volunteer on the City of Beaverton's Boards and Commissions were advertised 
extensively in the Beaverton area and Washington County. Citizens were encouraged to apply and 
interested individuals forwarded their applications to the Neighborhood Program. Mayor Rob Drake 
and Councilor Soth interviewed several of the applicants. Mayor Rob Drake is forwarding the following 
recommendations for terms commencing January 1, 2005. 
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INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Arts Commission 

Cheri Arthur (new appointment as alternate) 
James Hendricks (new appointment) 
Eric Lindstrom (new appointment) 
Dan McCue (new appointment) 
TJ Norris (new appointment) 
Beverly Hahn (reappointment) 
Nancy Marie Sikharam (reappointment) 

Bicycle Advisory Committee 

Robert Anderson (reappointment) 
David Brown (reappointment) 
Kathryn lverson (reappointment) 

Board of Construction Appeals 

Patricia Kepler (new appointment to alternate disability position) 12/31/05 
John Marquart (new appointment to alternate public position) 12/31/05 
John Oettinger (new appointment to alternate engineering position) 12/31/05 
Martin Brown (reappointment to building official position) 1213 1/07 
David Gessert (reappointment to alternate fire position) 1213 1/07 
Mark Hettum (reappointment to engineer position) 1 213 1 107 
Mark Siemieniec (reappointment to architect position) 1 213 1 107 

Board of Desiqn Review 

Forrest Soth (new appointment) 
Dennis Collins (reappointment) 
Mimi Doukas (reappointment) 
Jennifer Shipley (reappointment) 
Stewart Straus (reappointment) 

Budaet Committee 

Randy Blake (new appointment) 
Jose Galindez (new appointment) 
Ian King (reappointment) 
Keith Parker (reappointment) 

Citizens' with Disabilities Advisory Committee 

Larry Bowen (new appointment) 
Katherine Dunn (new appointment) 
James Hughes (new appojntment) 
Patricia Kepler (reappointment) 
Jackie Stovall (reappointment) 

Committee for Citizen Involvement 

Eric Schmidt (new appointment) 
Sharon Dunham (reappointment) 
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Historic Resource Review Committee 

Ann Koppy (new appointment) 

Human Rights Advisory Commission 

Francisco Ravelo (new appointment) 
Anne Bliss (reappointment) 
Alton Harvey (reappointment) 
James Maguire (reappointment) 
Heminder Singh (reappointment) 

Library Board 

Richard Colville (reappointment) 

Planning Commission 

Wendy Kroger (new appointment as alternate) 
Gary Bliss (reappointment) 
Dan Maks (reappointment) 
James Shannon Pogue (reappointment) 
Scott Winter (reappointment) 

Senior Citizens Advisory Committee 

Gloria Miller (new appointment) 
Don Jarman (reappointment) 

Traffic Commission 

Bob Sadler (new appointment as alternate) 
Scott Knees (reappointment) 
Carl Teitelbaum (reappointment) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Confirm recommended appointments to the Boards and Commissions. 

Agenda Bill No: 04250 



cher i  ~ r t h u r  app 
From: sue   el son on beha l f  o f    ail box c i t y m a i l  
Sent: Monday, October 04, 2004 9:46 AM 
To: Megan Cal lahan 
Subject:  FW: Boards and Commissions App l ica t ion  

----- o r i  g i  nal  Message----- 
From: bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us] 
sent :  Saturday, October 02, 2004 12:44 PM 
TO : ~ a i  1 box c i  tymai 1 
Subject : Boards and commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i cat ion  

Boards and commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

Board/commi s s i  on ~ p p l  y i  ng f o r :  
F i  r s t  choi  ce: A r t s  commi ss ion 
Second choice: n/a 

Name: che r i se  A r thu r  
Empl oye r : 
P o s i t i o n :  

Address : 
c i  t y  : Beaverton 
Z i p  code: 97005 

Home Phone: 
Business Phone: 
Emai 1 Address : 

HOW d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening? Reading the  l o c a l  newspaper and saw t h e  a r t i c l e  f o r  
members t o  vo lunteer .  

Are you a c i t y  res ident? yes 

~f yes, how long  have you l i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  35  years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  not  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  descr ibe your background and experience: I have been a member o f  t h e  CCI i n  
t h e  past  and a l so  a member o f  t h e  ~ i s t o r i c  ~ e v i e w  commission. I am i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
t h e  a r t s  and have a photo raphy business. I am p resen t l y  teaching photography t o  
c h i l d r e n  through t h e  locay rec rea t ion  department and am i n t e r e s t e d  i n  networking 
w i t h  o the r  a r t i s t s  i n  Beaverton t o  he lp  support t h e  a r t s .  

L i s t  any spec ia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  ~oard/Commission t o  which you are  applying: I have been a photographer f o r  most 
o f  my l i f e .  F ive  years a o I s t a r t e d  a small hotography business. I work we l l  
w i t h  eople and enjoy wor i n g  w i t h  ch i l d ren  (t a t ' s  why I work i n  an elementary C i! R 
schoo ). I t h i n k  I would b r i n g  a d i f f e r e n t  perspect ive t o  your board. 

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing on t h i s  ~oard/Commission: I want t o  be more 
invo lved  i n  my communit and t h e  a r t  community as I l e a r n  more about d i f f e r e n t  a r t  
forms besides photograp i y. I f e e l  t h a t  a r t  i s  important  p a r t  o f  p u b l i c  education 
and want t o  be a supporter o f  t h e  a r t s  through m l o c a l  community. BY ap 1 i n g  t o  
be a member o f  t he  A r t s  commission, I feel I wou d be a good advocate t o  ReYp 
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cher i  ~ r t h u r  app 
encourage young people t o  f o l l ow  t h e i r  dreams i n  pursing a career i n  the a r t s .  

s t a te  your goals f o r  the c i t y :  I f ee l  t ha t  our l oca l  community needs t o  work 
together t o  i nsp i r e  and lead the next generation o f  residents who l i v e  i n  Beaverton. 
I grew up i n  Beaverton and have deep roots here. I f e e l  i t  i s  very important t ha t  

the C i t y  represent a l l  members o f  the community so t h a t  we can be roud o f  where we 
l i v e .  I would l i k e  t o  see the c i t y  and the A r t  commission work we 1 w i t h  the pub l ic  
schools t o  help encourage ch i ldren i n  the profession of a r t s .  

C 
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~ e n d r i  cks appl i c a t i o n  
From: Sue Nel son 
sent:  Thursda , ~ p r i l  01, 2004 9:16 AM 
To: Megan Cal y ahan 
Cc: Jayne Scot t  
sub jec t :  FW: Boards and commi ssions App l i ca t i on  

----- o r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i cat ion@ci  . beaverton .o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i cat ion@ci  . beaverton .o r .  us] 
sent :  Wednesday, March 31, 2004 8:18 PM 
To : ~ a i  1 box C i  tymai 1 
Subject:  Boards and Commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

Boards and Commi s s i  ons App l i ca t i on  

Board/Commi s s i  on Appl y i  ng f o r  : 
F! r s t  choi  ce : A r t s  Commi s s i  on 
second choice: w i l l i n g  but  unsure t h e  o ther  

Name: James Hendri cks 
Empl oye r : 
P o s i t i o n  : 

Address : 
c i  t y  : Beavertor1 
z i p  code: 97005 

Home phone: . 
Busi ness phone: 
~ m a i  1 Address: 

HOW d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening? I had inves t iga ted  t h e  a r t s  commission many t imes 
over t h e  years bu t  u n t i l  now d i d  no t  f e e l  I could make t h e  necessary t ime 
commitment . 
Are you a C i t y  res ident? yes 
~f yes, how long have you l i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  n ine  years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  no t  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  describe your background and experience: I attended po r t l and  Community 
co l l ege  i n  t h e  e a r l y  80 's  and dur ing  t h a t  t ime served as student body president .  
During t h a t  t ime we es tab l ished and a r t  panel, funded i t  w i t h  student fees and 
worked hard t o  a s s i s t  d i f f e r e n t  areas i n  the  a r t s  department t o  fea tu re  the  
student/teacher works a t  t he  co l lege and a few off-campus arenas. I worked f o r  
approximately e i  h t  years a t  s t .  Vincent ~ 0 s p i t a l  as computer o e ra t i ons  supervisor 
and then i n  t h e  9 a t e  80 's  began my rea l  es ta te  career. I have een a c t i v e  s ince my 
teens i n numberous pol  i ti ca l  and c i  v i  c  organizat ions . 

E 
L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  e r t i n e n t  t o  

R 7 t h e  Board/commission t o  which you a re  a p l y ing :  MY spec ia l  s k i l l s  most y  are  i n  
fundra is ing ,  o rgan iz ing  and working w i t  i n  a group t o  achieve goals se t  by t h e  
group. I am a team p laye r .  Having p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  many d i f f e r e n t  organizat ions,  
committees i n  both p r i v a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and pub1 i c.  p a r t i  CI p a t i o n  i n  these 
organizations/cornmittees have been on a very  l o c a l  basis,  s tatewide basis and on a 
few na t iona l  organizat ions dur ing  my c o l l  ege days. 

Discuss your mot iva t ion  f o r  serv ing on t h i s  ~oard/commission: The o l d e r  I get ,  t h e  
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~ e n d r i  cks appl i cat ion  
more i m  o r t a n t  I r e a l i z e  the  a r t s  are f o r  n u r t u r i n g  t h e  sou l .  I d i d  not  always have 
a deep E e l i e f  i n  t h i s  however. ~n  my twent ies and e a r l y  t h i  r t i e s  much o f  my d r i v e  
was i n  mater ia l  success. over the  past t e n  years o r  so however I am reminded d a i l y  
o f  t h e  need f o r  d iverse lea rn ing ,  apprec ia t ion  o f  t h e  a r t s  and a  ersonal pleasure 
in experiencing a r t  i n  i t s  many forms. MY main mot iva t ion  would El e t o  he lp  as many 

eople as ossi  b l e  experience a r t  i n  t h i e r  youth as w e l l  as throughout t h e i r  adu l t  
Pives and ! earn from others a t  the  same t ime. 

S ta te  your goals f o r  the  C i t  : TO he lp  Beaverton t o  someday have a  f i r s t - r a t e  
performing a r t s  center as we r 1 as the reputa t ion  t o  a t t r a c t  a r t i s t s  and the  d iverse 
c u l t u r a l  advantages they would b r i n g  t o  the  c i t y .  
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L i  ndstrom Appl i c a t i  on 
From: Mai 1 box C i  t mai 1 
Sent: ~ u e s d a  , Fe ruary  10, 2004 9:23 AM 7 Z 
To: Megan ca lahan 
Subject:  FW: Boards and Commissions App l i ca t i on  

----- o r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton .o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton .o r .  us] 
sent :  p on day, February 09, 2004 6:22 PM 
To : Mai 1 box C i  tymai 1 
sub jec t :  Boards and commi ssions App l i ca t i on  

~ o a r d s  and cornmi s s i  ons Appl i c a t i  on 

~oard/commission Applying f o r :  
F i  r s t  choice: A r t s  commi ss ion 
second choice: Board o f  Design Review 

Name: E r i c  L. Lindstrom 
Empl oyer : 
Pos i t i on :  . 

Address : 
C i  t y  : Port1 and 
z i p  code: 97225 

Home Phone: _ 
Business Phone: 
Emai 1 Address : 

How d i d  you hear o f  t he  opening? C i t y ' s  web Page 

Are you a C i t y  res ident? yes 
~f yes, how long  have you 1 i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  f i v e  years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  no t  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  describe your background and experience: Formerly Dean o f  Education a t  t h e  
A r t  I n s t i t u t e  o f  Port land,  and i n  charge o f  many a r t  based programs. 

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you ma have t h a t  a re  p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  ~oard/Commi ss ion t o  which ou are  apply ing:  More t an 20 years i n  adve r t i s ing  Z K 
photography and a very s t rong ackground i n  a r t  - commercial and f i n e  app l i ca t i ons .  
I continue t o  be a p r e t t y  good photographer when occassion demands. I can develop 
and d e l i v e r  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and I am a good communicator. 

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing  on t h i  s Board/Commi ssion: I have t h e  oppor tun i ty  
t o  i n v e s t  ersonal t ime i n t o  the  community and be p o t e n t i a l l y  usefu l  i n  areas 
r e q u i r i n g  Rnowledge o f  a r t ,  design, education, management, and leadership.  I am a 
teacher as w e l l  as a s t rong organ iza t iona l  leader.  ~t would f e e l  good t o  be ab le  t o  
make an a c t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  a t  t h i s  p o i n t .  

S ta te  your goals f o r  t he  c i t  : sensib le,  susta inable,  humane rowth f o r  t he  
community Development o f  h i  q u a l i t y  schools t h a t  speak t o  t e young a r t i s t s  i n  t h e  9 il 
community safe and h igh  qua i t y  envi ronment f o r  a l l  c i t i z e n s  p o s i t i v e  so lu t i ons  t o  
t h e  issues o f  homelessness and poverty  w i t h i n  our community Broad based governance 
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Mccue appl i ca t ion  
From: Mai 1 box C i  tymai 1 
sent:  Thursda , December 04, 2003 9:09 AM 
To: Megan Cal y ahan 
subject :  FW: Boards and Commissions Appl i c a t i o n  

- - - - - O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i cat ion@ci  . beaverton. o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2003 5:41 PM 
TO : ~ a i  1 box c i  tymai 1 
Subject : Boards and Commissions ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

Boards and Commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

Board/Commission Applying f o r :  
F i  r s t  choi  ce : Human ~i ghts  Advi sory commi s s i  
second choice : A r t s  Commi ss ion 

Name: Dan McCue 
Empl oyer : 
Pos i t i on :  

Address: . 
c i t y  : Beaverton 
Z i p  code: 97006 

Home phone: 
Business Phone: - 
Email Address- - 

HOW d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening? C i t y  website 

Are you a c i t y  res ident?  no 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  not  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  describe your back round and experience: I work i n  t h e  Community Involvement 
O f f i c e  o f  t he  Beaverton Sc ;I 001 D i s t r i c t  as a communication s e c i a l i s t .  My 
educational and e a r l y  p ro fess iona l  experience i s  as a journa 7 i s t ,  though I have 
worked i n  p u b l i c  education community r e l a t i o n s  fo r  t h e  past  10 years. I worked i n  
Community Re1 a t i ons  f o r  C l  ackamas community C o l l  ege before  comi n t o  t h e  Beaverton 
School ~ i s t r i c t  nea r l y  f o u r  years ago. I have s t ron  s k i l l s  i n  a 1 aspects o f  il 9 
communications and community re1 a t i ons  , i n c l u d i n g  t e product ion o f  pub1 i cat ions  and 
medi a re1 a t i  ons . 

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  Board/Commission t o  which you are apply ing:  I have vas t  experience working 
w i t h i n  a team environment on a v a r i e t y  o f  committees over t h e  past  10 years, 
i n c l u d i n g  (pe r t i nen t  t o  t h e  A r t s  Commission) t h e  c u l t u r a l  A r t s  Committee a t  CCC. I 
have a l so  served on the  Good Neighbor committee and the  Parade p lanning committee 
f o r  t he  C i t y  o f  Beaverton. 

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing  on t h i s  ~oard/Commi ssion: On both a professional 
and personal l e v e l ,  I am i n t e r e s t e d  i n  becomin more invo lved i n  t h e  Beaverton 
community ou ts ide  o f  t he  d i r e c t  scope o f  my sc il ool  d i s t r i c t  p o s i t i o n .  ~t t h e  same 
t ime,  I want t h a t  involvement t o  be a t  l e a s t  i n d i  r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  promotion o f  
student success i n  Beaverton schools. I selected t h e  Human Rights Advisory 
Commission and t h e  A r t s  commission f o r  these purposes. I be l i eve  both have d i r e c t  
t i e - i n s  w i t h  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  t h e  school d i s t r i c t  and can have a powerful ,  p o s i t i v e  
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MCCUe appl i c a t i o n  
i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  Beaverton youth and t h e i r  f a m i l i e s .  The Beaverton school 
D i s t r i c t  obv ious ly  i s  seeing a dramatic inc rease i n  t h e  percenta es o f  e t h n i c  7 m i n o r i t y  students and n o n - ~ n g l i s h  speakers. 1t i s  a major goal o t h e  D i s t r i c t  t o  
h e l p  these students succeed, t o  make t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  f e e l  welcome i n  our community, 
and t o  encourage these f a m i l i e s  t o  become more i nvo l ved  on a l l  l e v e l s .  ~ e a n w h i l e ,  
t h e  A r t s  Commission has obvious connections, many o f  them d i r e c t ,  t o  t he  school 
d i s t r i c t ,  i t s  s t a f f  and students.  I would l i k e  t o  be p a r t  o f  cont inu ing  those 
connect ions, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  l i g h t  o f  t h e  i n c r e a s i n  need t o  supplement t he  a r t s  
educat ion students can expect t o  rece ive  i n  a pub 9 i c  school s e t t i n g .  

w h i l e  I selec ted  t h e  two named commissions f o r  t h e  above urposes, I am a l s o  w i l l i n g  
t o  serve on any commission o r  committee t h a t  t h e  c i t y  f ee  7 s could b e n e f i t  by my 
experiences and t h a t  would have an i n d i r e c t  connect ion t o  t h e  l i v e s  o f  Beaverton 
youth. 

S ta te  your goals f o r  t h e  c i t y :  w i t h i n  t h e  narrow perspect ive  o f  t h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  my 
goal f o r  t h e  c i t y  would be t o  romote par tnersh ips  w i t h  o the r  area agencies, 
o rgan iza t ions  and businesses w g i c h  b e t t e r  t h e  l i v e s  o f  our youth and t h e i r  parents 
and, by extension,  improve t h e  chances o f  our  schools succeeding i n  t h e i r  goals. 
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R 1 

BOARDS AND COMMISSION 
APPLICATION 

J3oardlCommission applying for: 
It' Choice 

Commission 

2na Choice 

-. - 
How did you hear of the opening? 

Name I Employer 
TJ Norrlo - 

Position 
b 

4ctive visual artlsVwriterlfreelance wratar since mid 1980s - have show workln New York, Boston, PorUand. Halifax, NS, Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
New Hampshire and Won in Barcelona Spain and Cologne Germany. BFA from MA C0lle~e of Art. completed exchange program in 
videolfilmlpholography at Nova Scotia College of M 8 Oesign In 1988. Work is In many public and private collections as seen at wwv.y'norris.net 

websire 

Between 2002-2003 1 was the sole curatorial source and founder of Soundvision Gallery whlch was rated as "ono or h e  top ten new places in 
Portland" by the Oreponiarl. My focus was ta present museum quallly works that blended rnulllrnedia visual and sound arts in a conlmporary forum. 

Aridrase 

.-. 

Are you a City resident?' If yes, haw long have you lived 
in the City? 
Yea, new residen~ (been in Portland area 2.5 yean) 

My recent work has been shown in h e  Inaugural show at the newly opened Hare Gallely in the SL Johns area, in "The BesL CoasP curated by Jeff 
Jahn and In the PCAC's "Modem Zoo" exhibition thls past Summer. My sdo exhibition "Genometric8" was presented at Soundvision Gallery wlth 
overwhelmingly successful ullical reviews from The Oregonian. Portland Mercury and Wlllarnette Week. The resulling artist staernem wlll be 
publlshed by MIT's Leonarda Mdgazine and rlsuals will be publlshed inBe Spring of 2004 by New York an zlne F OA RM. 

May we keep your name on a list if not appointed at this 
time? 
Yes 

In 1993 1 was selected as one 6f only 50 artlstr; (from 500) lo be published in !he premelfe edition of the curatwlal guide, New Arnarlcan Palntlngr by 
Open Studio6 Press. In 2001 my work was featured in a book called the  Bear Book II by author Les WrlghL 

1 Home Phone I Business Phone 

City 
Beaverton 

Briefly describe your background and experience: 

The Charter for the City of Beaverton, Chapter V, Section 19, C.2., provides that: 
"Unless waived by a majority vote of the entire council, a member of any committee, 

board or commission shall be a resident of the City" 

Zip 
97005 



11-26-2t F rom-CARE OREGON 

List any special training, skills or experience you mayhave that are pertinent to the Board/Commission to 
which you are applying: 
Gallery ownetlkundor 
Oueet Curator far duratorial studles a1 T u b  Aidekman Arie Center 
LeaIrrrer for art hi~w class from PSU, badford College and Sornerville An Museum 
Curator for show at SUNY Blnghamlon An Mumum, Baundvislon. Cambridge Muldcullurai Art6 Center 
Human Resout~es/Events professlgnal 
Active working artist and wrlter (musicians Journalism: eli Magdne, Just Out, Vllal Weekly, Grooves Magazine, Capital Magazine, Igloo Magazine 
Communitwriented 

Discuss your motivation for serving on this BoardlCommission: 
am interwed In community and seelng that the populatlan k served to tho besl af h e  city's ablllty lhrorrgh arts and culture. The thriving talent and 

mergy can bo tapped into and shared with all in publlc buildings and forums large and small. My hleiest ie in bnnglng Innovahm ideas and 
?xpsdences lo a cornmunl~y rich in diverse ethnic and other oultures. 

State your goals for the City: 
t would be great to gather with others with eimilar creative inlenb. Maybe bulld a cqmrnunily-based arts walk, a monthly night b celebrale music 
md visual arts. eskblish a physical presenae for the arts. Beaverlon has many mall6 end other gathering plaoee - maybe working with busifie6s 
?were to host works of art in windows as done in Portland (Window Alive1 and In St. Johns] -or maybe there are some local developer& with 
mpty space in whleh an exhfbftion can be preeented on a tempawry basis. Look a1 ways of presenting publit art in places you would leael expect, 
espond Lo Lhe needs of diverse cnrllural aoshetiw - Mexican. Asian populations are iaroe in Beaverton - maybe celebrate diverslty through h e  ads 
r f  various voices. 

For addftlonal inforrnatlon, please call the Neighborhood Program at 526-2543. 

Return application to: Nelghborhood Program, City of Beaverton 
P.O. Box 4755 

Beavertan, OR 97076-4756 
Fax: (503) 526-2572 



Megan Callahan 

From: Mailbox Citymail 
Sent: Monday, October 27,2003 10:25 AM 
To: Megan Callahan 
Subject: FW: Boards and Commissions Application 

----- Original Message----- &.' 
From: bcaplication@ci.beaverton.or.us [mailto:bcaplicationBci.be~ -0 *SJ  / , r  
Sent: Sunday, October 26, 2003 10:53 AM P 

i- d' 
.f' 

/' I ,  b 
To: Mailbox Citymail ,- / 
Subject: Boards and Commissions Application 

I 

0 '. I 
,IJ 

I 
/ K  ' 1 

,> 
Boards and Commissions Application 

r ' 
, i 'w ' 

,------ 
Board/Commission Applying for: 
First Choice: Board of Design Review 
Second Choice: cone - 
Name: etricia Kepler 
Employer: Independent Living resourced 
Position: benefits planning outreach 

Address. 
City: Beaverton 
Zip Code: 97007 

Home Phone: 
Business Phon 
Email Address 

How did you hear of the and was told you needed a 
a disability to fill a 

Are you a City resident? yes 
If yes, how long have you lived in'the City? 8 years 

May we keep your name on a list if not appointed at this time? yes 

person with 

Briefly describe your background and experience: I am totally blind and currently serving 
on the CDAC. My work at independent Living resources has educated me to the access 
needs of people with various disabilities. 

List any special training, skills or experience you may have that are pertinent to the 
Board/Commission to which you are applying: I am blind and use a guide dog, I work with 
people in wheel chairs and walkers, or have other mobility isues that limit their use of 
stairs, and other facilities. 

Discuss your motivation for serving on this Board/Commission: I am interested in keeping 
Beaverton accessible to all. A facility that is not accessible limits who can work, shop 
or live their. 

State your goals for the City: I would say they are the same as my reasons for applying. 
I love the city of Beaverton and want it to be a place where anyone can live or work. 





Marquart ~ p p l  i cat ion  
From: Sue Nelson on beha l f  o f  Mai l  box C i tymai l  
Sent: Fr iday,  September 24, 2004 2:55 PM 
To: Megan cal lahan 
sub jec t  : FW: Boards and Commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

----- o r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us] 
sent :  Fr iday ,  september 24, 2004 2:55 PM 
To : Mai 1 box C i  rymai 1 
sub jec t  : Boards and commi ssions App l i ca t i on  

Boards and commi s s i  ons Appl i c a t i o n  

Board/Commission Applying f o r :  
F i r s t  choice: ~ o a r d  o f  Design Review 
Second choi  ce : ~l anni ng Commi s s i  on 

Name: John Marquart 
---+ Empl oyer  : - , , -  

P o s i t i o n  : 

Address: ,,,, ..-. 
c i t y  : Beaverton 
z i p  code: 97006 

Home Phone: ,,. 
Business Phone . - -- 
Emai 1 ~ d d r e s s  : 

How d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening? Recent advertisement i n  The Oregonian. 

Are you a c i t y  res ident?  yes 

~f yes, how long have you l i v e d  i n  the  c i t y ?  1+ month 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  not  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  descr ibe your background and experience: A1 though I have on ly  recen t l y  
relocateded t o  Beaverton, I have over 6 years o f  p ro fess iona l  experience as a 
planner i n  c leveland,  OH. MY du t i es  i n  Cleveland inc luded design review, s i t e  
p lanning,  d i s t r i c t  p lanning and zoni n , t r a n s i t  and i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  planning, p r o j e c t  
p resenta t ion  and pe rm i t t i ng ;  among o t  1 ers .  

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  Board/commission t o  which you are  a p l y ing :  I earned a BA i n  Planning from t h e  

il 7 Levin c o l l e  e o f  urban ~ f f a i r s  a t  c leve  and s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t y ,  n a t i o n a l l y  res ected 
as one o f  t e top  urban s tud ies  programs. I n  Cleveland, I served on t h e  f o l  owing 
bodies: Euc l i d  c o r r i d o r  Transpor ta t ion  P ro jec t  (bus r a p i d  t r a n s i t )  s tee r ing  

7 
committee, c leveland ~ n n e r b e l t  Major Investment Study (freeway and s t r e e t  g r i d )  
s t e e r i n g  committee, Mayor's streetscape commission (subset o f  Planning Commission). 
For 6+ years, I s t a f f e d  / administered a city-empowered design review board. I am a 
member o f  t h e  American Planning Associat ion and t h e  urban Land I n s t i t u t e .  

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing  on t h i s  ~oard /~ommiss ion :  As a planner, I 
s t r o n g l y  be l i eve  i n  t h e  values o f  p u b l i c  serv ice  and t h e  i n c l u s i v e ,  open p lanning 
process. I be1 ieve  t h a t  community involvement, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  arena o f  
p lann ing and development, i s  perhaps the  most basic form o f  governmental 
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Marquart ~ p p l  i c a t i o n  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  c i t i z e n s .  I t  i s  t h e  on-the-ground venue i n  which change 
can best  be e f fec tua ted  and i n f l u e n c e  can be exercised. simply, design review and 
land  use decis ions a re  very  important  t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  o f  any and a l l  
res idents  o f  a g iven c i t y .  

1 a lso  l o o k  forward t o  serv ing  as a means t o  he lp  me become b e t t e r  accustomed t o  m 

as the  p lanning community a t -1  arge. 
Y new c i t y  o f  residence, i t s  leaders,  stakeholders, process, values and issues as we 1 

Sta te  your goals f o r  t h e  C i t y :   gain, I have n o t  been i n  Beaverton very long, b u t  I 
b e l i e v e  t h e  c i t  should s t r i v e  t o  avoid becoming s imply another q u i t e  anonymous and Y, non-descr ipt  su urb  w i t h  segregated uses t h a t  t o o  many o thers  have. I am a 
proponent o f  smart growth, dens i ty ,  new urbanism, and t r a n s i  t - o r i e n t e d  development. 
I be l i eve  t h a t  l and  i s  perhaps t h e  most va luab le  o f  resources and decisions on how 
t o  u t i l i z e  i t  should thus not  be taken l i g h t l y .  I be l i eve  Beaverton can and should 
c a p i t a l i z e  on t h e  presence o f  Tr iMet  se rv i  ce t o  concentrate development, e s t a b l i s h  a 
sense o f  p lace / des t ina t i on ,  b u i l d  dens i ty ,  encourage a mix o f  uses and 
pedestr ianism w h i l e  min imiz ing v e h i c l e  t r i p s  and land devoted t o  park ing.  ~ 1 1  o f  
these e f f o r t s  can p o t e n t i  a1 1 y increase t h e  t a x  base w i t h i n  ex i  s t i n g  1 and resources. 
whi 1 e I have read w i t h  some d i  sappoi ntment t h e  d i  f f i c u l  ti es associated w i t h  
complet ing t h e  bu i l d -ou t  o f  The Round, I t h i n k  t h i s  ambit ious development has 
Beaverton headed i n t h e  r i g h t  d i  r e c t i  on. 
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F-RT JOHN OETTINGER '1 ..a.A - .-nu 

t 
Sep. 17 2084 82: 59PM P1 

~ k r d s  q d  C~nrmissiotls Application -I I l N A  , tlhp ://www.ci.beave~on,or.us/sc~~1r~Ibo8rds/b08rd~L~~tm 

Note; Fields marked with an asterisk (*) are required. 
. . 

Questions about whether the information you submit is prlvatw: please read the City of 
Beaverton Web Site Privacv Policv. 

Further questions: send an emal to cityrnail@ci.beaverton.or,us. 

Important Note: We recommend you prepare your entries offline on your word processor as text 
only, then copy and paste in the text areas provided in the form. Formatting, highlighting, tables, 

etc are lost when pasted into the format of the text areas. 

BoaWCornmission Applying for. 
Fint Choice: " b a r d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  of Design Review . . . . . . .  

I 

Name: * ohn Oettinger .................................................................................................. 

Employer: * k a m d  . .  ,. . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

Position: * l ~ a s  ............ - machine ......................... design/OSHA egineer 

Address: * P ~- - - 
T -. .. - .......................................................................... . . . . . .  

City: * -"' ' - - .... 

Zip Code: * 

& .YOU a Citv resident? * * 
@Yes 

No 



T & JOHN OETTINGER 

Application 

// 

FRX NO. Sep. 17 2004 83 : OOPM P2 
nttps://w~.ci.hcavc~o11.0r.uslscci1relbowddb0~~~~2.cf~ 

If yes, how long have you lived in the City? 
, n y s  

May we keep your name on a list if not appointad at this time? ' 
@ Yes 
,-.. 
.,-,I No 

Briefly describe your background and experience: * 
~ n g r  VP . engr manager, new products manager, technical d i  rector, division manager , 

' 

safety manager for four companies over 55  years. 29 years experience as President o f  
three homeowner's associations, from 60 t o  185 units each. 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

may have that are pertinent to the 

......................... 1. . . . . . . . . .  ......... .- ...................... 

LSst any special training, skills or experience you 
BoardlCornmisslon to which you are applying: " 
besigner, sa'lesman and pro jec t  manager for  jobs as small as a machine guard f o r  a 
lathe to  s i x  f igure automated pulp mills, around the world. Cer t i f i ed  California 
OSHA inspector. Designed and built (with contractor, not by hand) t h r e e  homes i n  
west H i l l s  and Beaverton. ~ 1 1  o f  which has given me very wide experience and 
knowledge in many technical subjects. 

Discuss yaur motivation for sewing on this Board/Commission: " 
p s  of know how now doing nothing, which may be of use to one o f  these Boards. 

C 

State your goals for the City: * 



h0 preserve-and improve rhe quality o f  the c i t y ,  and maybe h e l p  t o - d o  something about 
the god-awful resu l ts  04 over- rap4 d over-bui l d i  ng. 

" The Charter for the City of Beaverton, Chapter V, Section 19, C,2., provides that: "Unless 
waived by a majority vote of the entire council, a member of any committee, board or 
commission shall be a resident of the City" 

For additional information, please call the Neighborhood program at (503) 526-2843. 

Back to Boards and Commissions Pasq 





BI ake appl i cat ion sept 04 
From: Sue  el son on behal f  o f    ail box C i  tymai l  
Sent: Tuesda september 21, 2004 2:17 PM 
To: Megan Ca r iahan 
Subject : FW: Boards and commi ss i  ons ~ p p l  i cat ion 

----- o r i g i  na1 Message----- 
From: bcaplication@ci.beaverton.or.us [mai l to:bcapl icat ion@ci.beaverton.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, september 21, 2004 1:37 PM 
To : Mai 1 box c i  tymai 1 
subject :  ~ o a r d s  and commi ssions Appl ica t ion 

Boards and Commissions ~ p p l  i cat ion 

~oard/commi ss i  on App 
F i  r s t  choi ce: Budget 
second choi ce : T r a f f  

Name: Randy V. Blake 
Empln\lo - 
Posi 

l y i n g  f o r :  
commi t t e e  

i c  commission 

Add recc - 
C i t y :  
Z i p  code: 97007 

Home Phone: 5 C  
Business Phonv 
Emai 1 Address : 

How d i d  you hear o f  the opening? I checked rhe C i t y  o f  Beaverton website and made 
contact  w i t h  Pa t r i ck  o ' c l a i r e .  

Are you a C i t y  resident? yes 

I f  yes, how long have you l i v e d  i n  the c i t y ?  19 years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  not appointed a t  t h i s  time? yes 

B r i e f l y  describe your background and experience: I am a graduate o f  Oregon State 
u n i v e r s i t y  (Finance) and have worked i n  the f i nanc ia l  services indus t ry  f o r  over 20 
years i n  various capaci t ies.  My w i f e  and I l i v e d  i n  Beaverton from 1980 t o  1989 and 
1994 t o  present. I have served i n  various capaci t ies on our neighborhood 
associat ion board from 1995 t o  1998 and a lso served on the  board of a non-prof i t  
professional  organizat ion from 1998-2001. 

L i s t  any special t r a i n i ng ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience 
t he  ~oard/comrni ssion t o  which you are applying: 
i n  the  f inance area. I have worked p r ima r i l y  i n  
investment areas, having worked as an investment 
c e r t i  f i  ed pro 'ec t  Management Professional , which i s not  d i  r e c t l  y re la ted t o  f 
but  prov i  des h o w l  edge on process development and program st ruc ture  . 
Discuss your mot ivat ion f o r  serving on t h i s  Board/commission: I am in terested 
serv ing on the B U ~  e t  Committee because i t  i s  where I can provide the most val  
based on m area o i n t e res t ,  experience and education. I have chosen t h i s  ti Z 9. 
volunteer ecause my ch i ld ren  are i n  h igh school and as they become more independent 
I have more time ava i lab le .  
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Blake app l i ca t ion  sept 04 

State your goals f o r  the  c i t y :  MY goals f o r  the C i t y  are  as fo l lows:  

* Remai n  f i  scal 1  y  responsi b l  e  
* provide the  highest  l e v e l  o f  services ava i lab le  t o  residents 
* Lead and/or support the e f f o r t s  f o r  economic development i n  the c i t y  
* Maintain the  l i v a b i l i t y  o f  the c i t y  
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Gal i ndez Budget 
From: Sue Nelson on behal f  o f  Mai l  box c i  tymai 1 
Sent: Friday, A r i l  16, 2004 4:32 PM 
To: Megan Cal l  a i an 
Subject: FW: Boards and commissions Appl ica t ion 

----- o r i  g i  nal Message----- 
From: bcapl i cation@ci . beaverton .or .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i cat ion@ci . beaverton .or. us] 
Sent: Friday, A p r i l  16, 2004 5:46 PM 
To : Mai 1 box c i  tymai 1 
Subject: Boards and commissions ~ p p l  i cat ion 

Boards and commi ss i  ons Appl i cat ion 

~oard/commission Applying f o r :  
F i r s t  choice: Finance and ~ u d g e t  
Second choi ce : ~l anni ng 

Address : 
C i t y  : Beaverton 
z i p  code: 97007 

Home Phone: 
Business Phone: 
Email Address: _ , ~ ,  -7 I 

How d i d  you hear o f  the opening? A good f r i e n d  from I n t e l  - ~ i c h e a l  Trzupek. 

Are you a C i t y  resident? yes 
~f yes, how long have you l i v e d  i n  the c i t y ?  since september 2001 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  not  appointed a t  t h i s  time? yes 

B r i e f l y  describe your background and experience: cuban by b i  r t h ,  emigratated t o  the 
US i n  1961, spent f i v e  years l i v i n g  i n  ~ l o r i d a  before moving t o  Puerto 
Rico.. . .per fec t l y  b i l i n g u a l ,  Bs i n  physics, 25 ears experience i n  Mater ia ls ,  
Planning and Manufacturl ng Managment a t  D l  g i  t a r  Equipment Corporation and I n t e l  
Corporati  ov. ~i ghly-regarded and e f f e c t i v e  people manager, consi s t e n t l  excel 1 ent 
scores i n  great place t o  work' assessments a t  I n t e l ,  r ec i p i en t  o f  I n t e  ~chievement 
Award. 

Y 
L i s t  any special t r a i n i ng ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  are per t inent  t o  
t he  Board/Commission t o  which ou are appl ing:  25 years experience i n  Materials 
Management and Planning, have g een an I n t e  y I n s t r u c t o r  since 1983, de l i ve r ing  on 
average 8 classes a year on subjects such as Business Pract ices Excellence, (mostly 
re1 ated t o  business ethics)  s i t ua t i ona l  ~eadersh i  p, Constrcutive Confrontat ion and 
code o f  conduct. Have been very ac t i ve  i n  the community over the years; serving as 
President o f  a condominium owners A S S O C ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~  between 1981 and 1984, again a 
President o f  the Residents and owners ~ s s o c i a t i o n  o f  a la rge  (282 home) development 
i n  caguas, Puerto between 1984 and 1987 and then again i n  another development i n  
Palmas Del Mar, Puerto R ~ C O  between 1997 and 2001 when I l e f t  Puerto Rico and came 
t o  Oregon 

Discuss your mot ivat ion f o r  serving on t h i s  ~oard/commission: I have always enjoyed 
Page 1 



~ a l i n d e z  ~ u d  e t  
being invo lved i n  community a f f a i r s  and 1 woulc? l i k e  t o  be so engaged 
t h i s  t ime from the c i t y ' s  s ide i n  l i e u  o f  the r o l e  I am accustomed t o  
i s  as a  leader/member o f  a  community associat ion.  As a  p e r f e c t l y  b i  -cu 
b i l i n g u a l  Hispanic, I t h i n k  I could b r i ng  a  d i f ferent  perspective t o  the counci l  and 
c e r t a i  n l  y  improve i t s  d i ve rs i  t and i nc l  us i  veness . 1 be1 i eve my management sty1 e  
-which focuses heavi 1 y  on resu 7 t s  o r ien ta t ion ,  e f f e c t i v e  probl  em-solvi ng and c r i s p  
deci sion-maki ng- would bene f i t  the c i t y  Counci 1  o r  selected ~ o a r d s .  

Sta te  your goals f o r  the  c i t y :  - Improve e f f i c i e n c  and ' re tu rn '  -value received f o r  
investments made- i n  the c i t y ' s  human and f inanc ia  cap i t a l  i n  education, 
t ranspor ta t ion  and pub l i c  safe ty .  

Y 
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Bowen appl i c a t i o n  
From: sue Nelson on beha l f  o f  Ma i l  box C i t yma i l  
Sent: Fr iday ,  September 24, 2004 11:16 AM 
To: Megan ca l lahan 
Subject : FW: Boards and Commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i ca t ionec i  . beaverton .o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i cat ionec i  . beaverton. o r .  us] 
Sent: ~ r i d a y ,  September 24, 2004 11:16 AM 
To : Mai 1 box c i  tymai 1 
Subject:  Boards and commi ssions App l i ca t i on  

Boards and comrni s s i  ons Appl i c a t i o n  

Board/Commi s s i  on Appl y i  ng f o r  : 
F i  r s t  choice: C i t i zens  w i t h  D i  sabi 1 i ti es Adv 
Second choi  ce: ~i sabi 1 i t i  es Advi sory comm 

Name: L a r r y  Bowen 
Employer : "' - I 

Pos i t i on :  

Address: I r 
c i t y :  H i 7  .. 
z i p  code: - 
Home phone: 
Busi ness Phone: 
Emai 1 ~ d d r e s s  : 

How d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening? Michael Parkhurst ,  c i t y  o f  Beaverton, commercial 
Development 

Are you a C i t y  res ident?  no 

I f  yes, how long  have you l i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  ~ i v e d  i n  area f o r  s i x  years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  n o t  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i  e f l y  descr ibe your background and exper i  ence: CASL i s a speci a1 -needs housing 
p rov ide r  i n  Washington County f o r  eople who a re  working through t h e  d i s a b i l i t i e s  o f  
chemical de endence and mental hea 7 t h  issues.  we have a center  a t  33465 SW TV Hwy i n  
H i l l s b o r o  t E a t  houses 35  men. w i t h  t h e  he lp  o f  t h e  C i t y  o f  Beaverton we have j u s t  
opened a new complex o f f  canyon ~d i n  Beaverton t h a t  w i l l  houses 24 men i n  recovery. 
I h o l d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  de rees and c e r t i f i c a t i o n s :  Doctor o f  ~ i b l i c a l  s tud ies ,  
c e r t i f i e d  c l i n i c a l  Psyc 1 opathologi  s t ,  Doctora l  ~ d d i  c t i o n s  Counselor and c e r t i f i e d  
Domestic Violence Counselor. 

L i s t  any spec ia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  ~oard/Commission t o  which you are  app ly in  : I have been p a r t  o f  t h e  VAN e f f o r t  
t o  work together  w i t h  government, business, t # e fa i th -based community and 
i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  he lp  h u r t i n g  people i n  Washington County. I am a board member o f  t he  
I n t e r - R e l i g i o u s  Ac t ion  Network. I am t h e  c h a i r  o f  t h e  Board f o r  t h e  Community T rus t  
Fund. 

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing  on t h i s  ~oard/Commission: Th is  i s  t h e  t a r g e t  
group o f  my e f f o r t s .  ~f we work together  we w i l l  be more e f f e c t i v e .  I can see t h a t  
t h e  C i t y  o f  Beaverton i s  on the  c u t t i n g  edge o f  l ead ing  the  e f f o r t  t o  he lp  h u r t i n g  
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Bowen appl i c a t i  on 
people i n  t h e i r  c i t y  and county. I would l i k e  t o  lend my strength t o  t h a t  e f f o r t .  

State your goals f o r  the  c i t y :  Because o f  the work we do a t  CASL we see the 
tremendous va l  ue o f  i nd i v i dua l  s who are successful 1  y  working through t h e i  r 
d i s a b i l i t i e s .  we see t ha t ,  i f  given the chance t o  recover and get the he lp  they need 
( inc lud ing safe and a f fo rdab le  housin ) ,  they o f t en  become hu e  assets t o  t h e i r  
community. They have rea t  courage an! c r e a t i v i t y  and often a so have compulsive 8 9 
natures t h a t  can be c  anneled f o r  the good and can help us get the job done! 
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BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
APPLICATION 

k c () q c, f i f i~ lfhC-A 
DATE: c( /~o/cW 

BoardICommission applying for: 
1'' Choice 

~''/=Qs WILG, -Da&;lrhe~ kvlswq C ~ m i * e  
2" Choice 

I Name. \ I Employer I Position 

- u* - \ 

4re you a City resident?* If yds, how long have you lived May we keep your name on a list if not appointed at this 
n the City? 

I 

Briefly describe your background and experience: 

hatter for the City of Beaverton, Chapter V, Section 19, C.2., provides that: 
waived by a majority vote of the entire council, a member of any committee, 

board or commission shall be a resident of the City" 





~ u g h e s  appl i ca t ion  
From: Sue Nelson on beha l f  o f  Mai l  box c i  t yma i l  
Sent: Fr iday,  October 01, 2004 9:08 AM 
To: Megan ca l lahan 
sub jec t :  FW: Boards and Commissions App l i ca t i on  

----- o r i g i  nal  Message----- 
From: bcapl i cat ion@ci  . beaverton. o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i ca t ionoc i  . beaverton. o r .  us] 
Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2004 9:10 PM 
To: Mai 1 box c i  tymai 1 
sub jec t :  Boards and Commissions ~ p p l  i ca t ion  

Boards and cornmi s s i  ons Appl i c a t i o n  

Board/Commi s s i  on Appl y i  ng f o r :  
F i  r s t  choi  ce: c i t i z e n s  w i t h  ~i sabi 1 i t i  es 
Second choi  ce: Senior c i  ti zen Board 

Name: James D.  Hughes 
Employer: I 
Pos i t i on :  . 

Address: L 
C i t y :  Beaverton, OR 
z i p  code: 97006 

Home Phone: 
Business Phone: 
Emai 1 Address: 

How d i d  you hear o f  t h e  o p a i n g ?  Read about i t  i n  t h e  newspaper 

Are you a C i t y  res ident?  yes 

~f yes, how long have you l i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  two p lus  years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  no t  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  descr ibe your background and ex er ience: Have p rev ious l y  served on ~ s l a n d  
Co. c i t i z e n s  Committee (WA State) and t g e WA State Governor's Committee f o r  
D i s a b i l i t y  Isses  and Employmnet. served on t h e  WA s t a t e  DSHS Committee f o r  t he  
A i n g  and Adu l t  serv ices Agency. I am 57 years o l d ,  I am a b i  - l a t e r a l  amputee 
(Yeqs), and have been a long term advocate f o r  t h e  d isabled.  AS a c i v i  1 serv ice  
emp oyee f o r  t h e  Dod I encouraged cost  e f f e c t i v e  compliance w i t h  ADA as we l l  as 
p r o v i  d i  ng b e t t e r  access f o r  d i  sabl ed c l  i ents/empl oyees and t h e  general pub1 i c.  

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  ~oard/commission t o  which you are apply ing:  From 1986 through 1999 served w i t h  
t h e  ~ o d  EEoC sub-committee known as t h e  ~ a r r i e r  Busters. Advocated f o r  d isabled 
c h i  l d ren ,  s t a r t e d  and maintained a wheel chai r basketbal l  team. Fund r a i  sed and 
provided exce l l en t  t r a i n i n g  f o r  t h e  students and parents, a l l  w i thou t  any t a x  
d o l l a r s .  ~ a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  ADA, updates, cur rent  cour t  tendencies and how t o  solve 
issues i n  t h e  best  cost  e f f e c t i v e  manner. 

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing  on t h i s  Board/Commission: I moved t o  Beaverton 
i n  August o f  '02. MY previous involvement i n  d i s a b i l i t y  issues was i n  oak Harbor, 
WA. 1 am motivated t o  become invo lved here, my new home, i n  order  t o  help other  
c i t i z e n s  enjoy a b e t t e r  q u a l i t y  o f  access t o  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  as we l l  as being 
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Hughes appl i c a t i  on 
inc luded i n  'ground-up' design. 

S ta te  your goals f o r  t h e  c i t y :  Desi re t o  he1 t h e  c i t y  save funds, provide q u a l i t y  
access, programs and d e l i v e r y  o f  serv ices,  w g i l e  be in  aware o f  l i m i t e d  resources. 
Since being here I have organ iza t ion  s e c i a l  events a lowing f o r  others t o  Pl 9 
expereince t h e  chal lenges o f  some d i  sa l e d  c i t i z e n s .  Rather than being p a r t  o f  t he  
problem I des i re  t o  be p a r t  o f  t he  reso lu t i on .  Thank You, Jim Hughes 
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E r i c  Schmidt ap 1 i c a t i o n  
From: Sue Nelson on beha l f  o f  Mai l  box Citymai 
Sent: Monday, September 27, 2004 10:38 AM 

C 
To: Me an c a l l  ahan i: Cc: Ro Drake; Linda Adlard 
sub jec t :  FW: Boards and commissions App l i ca t i on  

----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us] 
Sent: Saturday, september 25, 2004 11:44 AM 
To: Mai lbox C i tymai l  

' ions ~ p p l  i ca t ion  sub jec t :  ~ o a r d s -  and Commi ss 

Boards and commi s s i  ons Appl i c a t i o n  

Board/~ommi s s i  on ~ p p l  y i  ng f o r :  
F i  r s t  choice: T r a f f i c  Commi ss ion 
Second choice: Budget Committee 

Name: E r i c  Schmidt 
Emp1 oyer : se1 f Employed 
~ o s i  ti on: Free Lance ~ o u r n a l  i st/communi c a t i  ons consu l tan t  

Address : 
C i t y :  Beavel'torl 
z i p  code: 97008 

Home Phone: 
Busi ness Phone: 
Email Address: . 

How d i d  you hear o f  t he  opening? C i t y  news le t te r  

Are you a C i t y  res ident? yes 

If yes, how long  have you l i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  2 1  years 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  not  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  describe your background and experience: I bought a home i n  Beaverton i n  
1983 a f t e r  e t t i n g  a job  as a news anchor and repor te r  a t  KOIN-TV (CBS-6). I worked 
the re  f o r  t 1 e next  17 years, cover in  a v a r i e t y  o f  news events around the  metro 
area, i n c l u d i n g  Beaverton. My ex-wi ? e served on C C I  fo r  several years and ran 
several successful p o l i t i c a l  campaigns f o r  Beaverton e lec ted o f f i c e s .  I not  on ly  
had t o  l i v e  w i t h  her wh i l e  she d i d  i t ,  I i t c h e d  i n  and helped (behind t h e  scenes o f  

z B course!) and go t  t o  know man o f  t h e  peop e who make Beaverton a g rea t  p lace t o  
l i v e .  I n  2000 I went t o  wor f o r  KPDX-TV (FOX-49) as l ead  anchor. when the  s t a t i o n  
was merged w i t h  KPTV i n  June o f  2001, I was l a i d  o f f ,  bu t  I o t  a news 
reporter /anchor/edi tor 's  j ob  w i t h  KPAM ~ a d i o .  I was l a i d  o f  I t he re  because o f  t he  
economy A p r i l  1 s t  o f  t h i s  year, bu t  I have been kee i n g  cu r ren t  about Beaverton by C watching w and vo lunteer ing  here and there .  I a so moderate t h e  Beaverton 
v o t e r ' s  Forum i n  t h e  spr ing  and f a l l  o f  e l e c t i o n  years and have done so f o r  t h e  past  
four o r  f i v e  e l e c t i o n  cycles.  The v o t e r ' s  Forum i s  sponsored by C C I  and I know many 
o f  t h e  people who serve on t h a t  body as w e l l .  Please see my resume below. E R I C  
SCHMIDT 

14476 sw ~ r a b i a n  D r .  Beaverton, OR 97008 
503-579-3162 
c e l l  503-481-0675 
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E r i  c schmi d t  appl i c a t i  on 
schmeleschmidt@comcast.net 

QUALIFIED 

super io r  communicator, speaker, w r i t e r  , j o u r n a l i s t  
~ e d i  cated team p l  ayer w i t h  proven 1 eadershi p ab i  1 i t y  
Invo l ved  community pa r tne r  

EXPERIENCED 

10/2OO2 - 3/2004 KPAM-RADIO (News - Ta 
News Reporter/Anchor/Editor 
Represented S t a t i o n  a t  pub1 i c Forums 

6/2002 - 10/2002 FREE LANCE JOURNALIST/ 
OR 

k 860) - po r t l and ,  OR 

COMMUNICATIONS CONSULTANT - P o r t l a ~ d ,  

s o l d  News Feature t o  BRAINSTORM NW Magazine 
vo i ce  T r a i n i n g  f o r  P a c i f i c o r p  - Port land,  s a l t  Lake C i t y  

10/2000 - 6/2002 KPDX-TV (Fox 49) - po r t l and ,  OR 
Lead News Anchor 
General Assignment and Feature Reporter - focused on community i n t e r e s t ,  

i ssue o r i e n t e d  s t o r i e s  
~ o s t  - pub1 i c ~ f f a i  r s  ~ n t e r v i  ew Program - in terv iewed hundreds o f  c i v i c  

1 eaders and c i t i z e n s  i nvolved i n  t h e i  r communi t i es 
Represented s t a t i o n  a t  c i v i c  Events 
Broad Based Communi t y  1nvol vement 

9/1983 - 10/2000 KOIN-TV (CBS) - Port land,  OR 
News ~nchor /Repor te r  
~ x c e l l e d  a t  ~ i v e  Report ing f o r  S t a t i o n ' s  e a r l y  evening newscasts 
Represented s t a t i o n  a t  c i v i c  Events 
Broad Based Community Involvement 

9/1982 - 9/1983 FREE LANCE JOURNALIST/ PERFORMER - LOS Angeles, CA 
F i l l  i n  Anchor/Reporter - KHJ-TV - General Assignment and L i v e  r e p o r t i n g  
Free Lance Reporter - "Entertainment Tonight",  Disney channel" 
Speaking r o l e  on daytime drama "General Hosp i ta l "  - var ious  vo i ce  over 

assignments 

1/1977 - 8/1982 KWGN-TV (Ind) - Denver, co  
Lead News Anchor 
General ~SSignment  and Feature Reporter 
Pane l i s t  f o r  Pub1 i c ~ f f a i  r s  Program 
Community Events Representat ive 

3/1973 - 1/1977 KRDO-TV/RADIO (ABC) - colorado Springs, co 
Ass i s tan t  News D i  r e c t o r  (Assignment Ed i to r )  
Anchored weekend TV News 
Anchored D a i l y  Radio News 
General Assignment ~epor te r /Photographer  

2/1973 - 3/1973 KLMO-RADIO - Longmont, CO 
News ~nchor /Repor te r  - DISC ~ o c k e y  

9/1971 - 12/1972 OFFICE OF U.S. REP. FRANK E. EVANS (D-CO) - Washington, D.C. 
S t a f f  ~ s s i s t a n t  - Research, speech W r i t i n g  
Media Re la t ions ,  Const i tuent  Response 

EDUCATED 

1971 UNIVERSITY OF DENVER - Denver, CO 
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~ r i  c schmi d t  appl i ca t ion  
Bachelor o f  A r t s  Degree 
Major - Mass Communications w i t h  Journalism Concentrat ion 

INVOLVED 

Port1 and 
On a i r  fund r a i s e r  f o r  OPB, KMHD-Radio, KBPS-Radio 
~amed  night o f  Rosari a" by Royal Rosarians f o r  Community Involvement 
v o l  unteer Award from ~e ighborhood ~ e a l  t h  C l  i n i  cs 
spokesman, Event MC f o r  BOYS and G i r l s  c lubs 
Moderator - C i t y  o f  Beaverton Voter 's  Forum 

Denver 
Board o f  D i  rec to rs ,  American Lung Associat ion 
on a i r  fund r a i s e r  f o r  KRMA-TV (Publ ic TV) 

Colorado Springs 
President,  Colorado Springs Press Associat ion 
On a i r  fund r a i s e r  f o r  KTSC-TV (pub l ic  TV) 

REFERENCES 

~ v a i  1 ab le  upon request 

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  are p e r t i n e n t  t o  
t h e  Board/Commission t o  which you are  appl i n  : A f t e r  more than 30 ex er ience as a 

o u r n a l i s t  (reporter/anchor/editor),  I wou y d 1 r i n g  a t r a i n e d  e e t o  t e process o f  Z R 
j o c a l  government. wh i l e  i t  would be a l ea rn ing  experience, 1 ave s i g n i f i c a n t  
t r a i n i n g  i n  covering l o c a l  government t o  understand much o f  what needs t o  be done 
and how t o  do i t. I a1 so have some experience working i n  government, a1 though i t  
was a l ong  t ime ago, I s t i l l  r e t a i n  a passion f o r  government and how i t  provides f o r  
i t s  c i t i z e n s  (customer serv ice ! ) .  

Discuss your mot iva t ion  f o r  se rv in  on t h i s  ~oard/commission:   his would be a chance 
f o r  me t o  pu t  my ex er ience t o  wore i n  p u b l i c  serv ice  ra the r  than j u s t  watch i t  and 
r e p o r t  it. I have 7 onged f o r  t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  Beaverton C i t y  
Government ra the r  than watch i t  from t h e  s ide l i nes .  I want t o  get  invo lved i n  my 
c i t  and I want t h e  chance t o  serve. AS a j o u r n a l i s t ,  pa id  by corporate news 
o u t  7 e t s ,  I was e t h i c a l l y  bound t o  s tay  out  o f  u b l i c  serv ice.  I am no longer bound 
by those cons t ra in ts ,  and when I f i n d  a new j o  , i t  w i l l  no t  be i n  t h e  corporate 
news media. 

E 
s t a t e  your goals f o r  t h e  c i t y :  I want t o  see Beaverton cont inue t o  be a sh in ing  
example o f  what l o c a l  government does w e l l .  I want t o  see t h e  c i t y  cont inue i t s  
value based customer serv ice  f o r  everyone who has contact  w i t h  any p a r t  o f  Beaverton 
C i t y  Government. I want a Beaverton my c h i l d r e n  can r e t u r n  t o  a f t e r  they f i n i s h  
t h e i r  educations t o  r a i s e  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s .  I want a safe and clean and w e l l  
organized Beaverton t h a t  recognizes t h e  wor ld i s  r a p i d l y  chan i n g  and must embrace 
d i v e r s i t y  as a f a c t ,  no t  a concept. I want a Beaverton t h a t  k! nows t h e  on ly  constant 
i n  l i f e  i s  change and l o c a l  government must adapt. I want a Beaverton where every 
c i t i z e n  f e e l s  safe and secure but  knows help i s  the re  i f  i t  i s  needed. 

Page 3 





I 

__-- - __I-------- - -  / 
* 

Z did 
I@& 6 ,i, 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
APPLICATION 

I 

Email Address 

r for the City of Beaverton, Chapter V, Section 19, C.2.. provides that: 
d by a majority vote of the entire council, a member of any committee, 

board or commission shall be a resident of the City" 



.ist any special training, skills or experience you may have that are-pertinent to the Board/Commission to 
vhich you are applying: 

p1 dh, $a4 ~ / A - k e  A A Y ~ I J  AL 

For additional information, please call the Neighborhood Program at 503-526-2543. 

Return application to: Neighborhood Program, City of Beaverton 
P.O. Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Fax: (503) 526-3730 



L 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
APPLICATION 

DATE: September 14,2004 

Board/Commission applying for: 
I"' Choice 

Human Rights Advisory Commission 

2na Choice 
Bicycle Advisory Committee 

[ Name I Employer I Position 
Francisco Ravelo I t  Attorney 

Address 
A,--- -. . 

City Zip 
Beaverton 97005 

1 nome Phone ( Business Phone 

Ernail Address 

. -. L,& bpGlllllg !' 

Beaverton newsletter 

Are you a City resident?* If yes, how long have you lived 
in the City? 
Yes; 4.5 years 

Briefly describe your background and experience: 

May we keep your name on a list if not appointed at this 
time? 
Yes 

I attended law school at Lewis and Clark. Northwestern School of Law. After law school, I worked as a contract attorney for a small law firm in 
Beaverton. I then obtained a postion as a Deputy District Attorney for Multnomah County before opening up a law firm in Beaverton. I have been an 
active memeber of the Oregon State Bar since 1993. 

Currently I own a home and small business in Beaverton. 

The Charter for the City of Beaverton, Chapter V, Section 19, C.2., provides that: 
"Unless waived by a majority vote of the entire council, a member of any committee. 

board or commission shall be a resident of the City" 



-ist any special training, skills or experience you may have that are pertinent to the Board/Commission to 
~ h i c h  you are applying: 

luring law school, I was vice president of the Minority Law Students Association. As a member of the Oregon State Bar, 1 have been Chair of the 
kegon Minority Lawyers Association, founding Co-Chair of the Multnomah County Sheriff and District Attorney's Office Diversity Committee, and 
iember of the Affirmative Action Committee for the Oregon State Bar. 

Vhile participating in these different organizations, I have been exposed to a variety of speakers and conferences dealing with the topics of human 
ghts, diverstiy and cultural differences. 

Discuss your motivation for serving on this Board/Commission: 

3eing a Hispanic professional who lives and works in the community, I believe I have a responsibility to help address the needs of the growing 
~opulation of people of color in the Bearverton area. In addition, my wife and I have two young children, with my eldest daughter currently attending 
)re-school at a Montesori school in Beaverton. We anticipate that our children will be raised and attend school in the Beaverton area. i hope to 
tssist in creating a community that will be harmonious and enriching for my children. 

believe my prior community involvement demonstrates my genuine interest in human rights. 

enjoy serving the community and would welcome the opportunity to serve the Beaverton community. 

State your goals for the City: 

To assist in creating a communitythat accepts and understands the different cultures which Beaverton encompasses. 

To help bridge the gap with respect to any tensions that may exsist due to the multicultural population in Beaverton. 

To foster the unique opportunity Beaverton has, a city with a diverse group of citizens and business owners, in becoming a model city for healthy 
wltural relations in the State of Oregon. 

For additional information, please call the Neighborhood Program at 526-2543. 

Return application to: Neighborhood Program, City of Beaverton 
P.O. Box 4755 

Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 
Fax: (503) 526-2572 



Kroger a p l  i ca t ion  
From: ~ e b b i  e ~aidenmann on beha l f  o f  Mai l  g ox c i t y m a i l  
Sent: Thursda , september 23, 2004 5:26 PM 
To: Megan Cal r ahan 
Subject : FW: ~ o a r d s  and commi s s i  ons ~ p p l  i c a t i  on 

----- o r i g i  na1 Message----- 
From: bcapl i cat ionec i  . beaverton. o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i c a t i  on@ci . beaverton. o r .  us] 
Sent: Thursday, september 23, 2004 11:49 AM 
TO : Mai 1 box c i  tymai 1 
Subject:  Boards and commissions App l i ca t i on  

Boards and Commi s s i  ons Appl i c a t i o n  

Board/Commission Applying f o r :  
F i  r s t  choi  ce: Beaverton P l  anni ng Commi s s i  on 
Second Choice: none 

Name: Wendy M. Kroger 
Employer: r e t i  red 
P o s i t i o n  : none 

Address : 
c i  t y :  Beaverton 
Z i p  code: 97008 

Home Phone: 
Busi ness Phone : 
Emai 1 ~ d d r e s s  : 

HOW d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening? through t h e  Oregonian, Metro Sect ion 

Are you a C i t y  res ident? yes 

~f yes, how long have you l i v e d  i n  t h e  c i t y ?  almost one year (since 11/5/03) 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  no t  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  descr ibe your background and experience: ra ised i n  ~ o o d  River  Val 1 ey; BA/MA 
UO; worked f o r  S t  o f  NV running jobs t r a i n i n g  programs and as a workers' comp 
aud i to r .  Us Dept o f  ~ a b o r ,  wash~n  ton ,  DC: ~ m p l o y m e n t / ~ r a i  n i  ng ~ d m i n  f i e l d  
operat ions ; Inspector  General ' s O f  ? i ce senior  aud i to r ;  r e t i  red  t o  sa l  em, 1 i v e d  the re  
10 years and served as an a c t i v e  volunteer :  salem planning commission, 5 years w i t h  
one year as President;  represented Planning commission on water/waste water task  
fo rce ,  Sal em Futures, Revenue Task Force. VP, Sa1 em ~ n v i  ronmental Commi s s i  on ; chai  r , 
Housing/comm DeV Committee; VP, Stormwater Mgt Master Plan committee; neighborhood 
assoc ia t ion  cha i r ;  VP, Salem Neighborhoods, I n c . ;  Parks Master Plan committee cha i r ;  
P r i  ng l  e creek watershed Counci 1 President;  reco n i  zed as Marion county Master 
Gardener o f  t he  Year, 1997; founding member, sa 9 em parks Foundation. 

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  pe r t i nen t  t o  
t h e  
Board/commi ss ion t o  whi ch you are  apply ing:  10 years ' volunteer  experience i n Salem 
and Marion county i n  a wide range o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  serv ice  as a board 
member, o f f i c e r ,  chai r ,  and pres ident  o f  several d i f f e r e n t  cjroips. rhese a l l  served 
t h e  u b l i c  and requi  red l i s t e n i n g  s k i l l s  as we l l  as t h e  abi  i t  t o  d e l i  berate 
c i v i  7 l y  and ~ u b l i c l  y.  MY m i s  I n counseling. I have found t a t  t r a i n i n g  very 
use fu l  i n  pu 11c se t t i ngs  where f e e l i n g s  can o f t e n  run h igh.  Helping people f i n d  a 
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compromise t h a t  works f o r  a l l  i n  i t s e l f .  My work 
experience se rv i ce  product ion.  
~ o o d  judgment was could cost  a program o r  a 
community through 

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  se rv in  on t h i s  ~oard/commission: I am an advocate f o r  
hea l thy ,  d iverse  neighborhoods; we 9 1-planned growth; c lean a i r  and water;  and safe 
s t r e e t s  and t r a i l s . a n d  water. I be l i eve  t h a t  b r i n g  a broad, reasonable and moderate 
perspect ive.  
I am a grandmother who takes se r ious l y  her r o l e  o f  handing over a b e t t e r  wor ld  t o  a 
fu ture  enerat ion.  o ther  than t h i s ,  I am beholden t o  no group. I s t r o n g l y  support 
p u b l i c  9 orums where advocates w i t h  d i ve rg ing  views f e e l  f r e e  t o  voc i fe rous ly  and 
pass ionate ly  expound t h e i r  opin ions on c i t y  l and  use issues.  ~ h e s e  types o f  forums 
are  where democracy i s  a l i v e  and w e l l  today. I be l i eve  a c i t y  p lanning commission 
i s  such a place. 

S ta te  your goals f o r  t h e  c i t y :  cont inu ing d e f i n i t i o n  and development o f  a v i b r a n t  
downtown; cooperat ive co l l abo ra t i on  w i t h  o ther  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  and d i s t r i c t s ;  heal t h y  
and d iverse  ne i  hborhoods ; and a balanced t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  system which i n c l  udes 9 p u b l i c  park ing  o r  MAX. 
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BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

APPLICATION 

- ./ - ,  , -  i /  

Email Address I 

*The Charter for the City of Beaverton, Chapter V, Section 19, C.2., provides that: 
"Unless waived by a majority vote of the entire council, a member of any committee, 

board or commission shall be a resident of the Citv" 



) List any special training, skills or experience you may have that are pertinent to the Board/Commission to 

Discuss your motivation for serving on this Board/Commission: 

State your goals for the City: 

For additional information, please call the Neighborhood Program at 503-526-2543. 

Return application to: Neighborhood Program, City of Beaverton 
P.O. Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Fax: (503) 526-3730 



sad1 e r  
From: sue Nelson on beha l f  o f  Mai 1 box Citymai 1 
Sent: Monday, October 04, 2004 9:46 AM 
TO: Megan c a l l  ahan 
sub jec t :  FW: ~ o a r d s  and commissions ~ p p 1  i c a t i  on 

----- o r i g i  na l  Message----- 
From: bcapl i cat ionac i  . beaverton .o r .  us [mai 1 t o :  bcapl i cat ion@ci  . beaverton .o r .  us] 
Sent: Saturday, October 02, 2004 10:32 AM 
TO : Mai 1 box c i  tymai 1 
sub jec t  : Boards and commi ssions ~ p p l  i c a t i o n  

Boards and Commi s s i  ons Appl i ca t ion  

Board/Commi ss 
F i  r s t  choi  ce : 
Second choice 

i o n  Applying f o r :  
T r a f f i c  Commission 
: Planning Commission 

Name: Bob sad 
Employer: . 
p o s i t i o n :  - 

Address : 
C i  t y  : Beaver~un 
z i p  code: 97007 

Home Phone: 503 
Busi ness phone: 
Emai 1 Address: 

HOW d i d  you hear o f  t h e  opening'? web s i t e  

Are you a C i t y  res ident? yes 

I f  yes, how long  have you 1 i ved  i n  t h e  C i t y?  New 8/04 

May we keep your name on a l i s t  i f  no t  appointed a t  t h i s  t ime? yes 

B r i e f l y  descr ibe your background and experience: 10 Years - p o l i c e  
o f f i c e r / M o t o r c y c ~ e  T r a f f i c  D iv i s ion ,  Santa c l a r a  CA; 14 Years - owned Car Stereo 
company, up t o  55 employees, $475,000 monthly sales; 12  Years Insurance agent / 
Agency manager. (Current ly  manage 5 5  agents and 19 o f f i c e s  f o r  AAA i n  oregon/Idaho 

L i s t  any specia l  t r a i n i n g ,  s k i l l s  o r  experience you may have t h a t  a re  e r t i n e n t  t o  P t h e  Board/commission t o  which you are  apply ing:  I worked as a motorcyc e t r a f f i c  
o f f i c e r  en forc ing  t r a f f i c  laws and i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t r a f f i c  c o l l  i sions. I a1 so worked 
w i t h  t h e  c i t y  engineering department i n  analyz ing and making recommendations f o r  
changes t o  t r a f f i c  f l ow  and i n t e r s e c t i o n  modi f i ca t ions  f o r  t he  c i t y  o f  santa c l a r a .  

I attended t r a i  n i  ng a t  CHP academy f o r  accident i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

Discuss your mo t i va t i on  f o r  serv ing  on t h i s  Board/commission: I want t o  be p a r t  of 
t h e  s o u l t i o n  t o  problems t h a t  face t h e  l o c a l  res idents i n  making Beaverton a b e t t e r  
p lace t o  l i v e  and work. ~ r a f f i c  congestion has a major impact on t h e  every day 
q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e .  

S ta te  your goals f o r  t he  c i t y :  MY goal i s  t o  ensure t roub le - f ree  wel l -organized 
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sad1 er 
t r ave l  throughout the c i t y  o f  Beaverton. BY an t i c i pa t i ng  future development and 
planning the t r a f f i c  f l ow i n  advance o f  congestion we can cont ro l  growth and match 
i t  w i t h  ava i lab le  resources t o  ensure the i n f r as t ruc tu re  kee s ahead o f  the growth 
pat terns.  M guid ing philosophy i s  t o  have e f f i c i e n t  as we1 as a t t r a c t i v e  roadway 
systems i n  t Z e c i t y  o f  Beaverton. 

C 

Page 2 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Authorize the Mayor to Enter Into an FOR AGENDA OF: 121 
lntergovernmental Agreement with 
Tualatin Valley Water District for Mayor's Approval: 
Water Meter Reading Services 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: Finance &o@d 
DATE SUBMITTED: 1 1 /30/04 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney 
Engineering 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: Draft Intergovernmental Agreement 

BUDGET IMPACT 
I EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION I 1 REQUIRED $0- BUDGETED $-0- REQUIRED $-0- I 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
The Tualatin Valley Water District (the District) has been providing water meter reading services for the 
City of Beaverton since April 2000 under a personal services contract that was approved by Council 
through a competitive request for proposal process. The personal services contract is set to expire on 
December 31, 2004. The meter reading services provided by the District have been acceptable to the 
City and both parties would like to continue the services under an IGA (Intergovernmental Agreement). 

Oregon State Statutes and the City's Purchasing Manual exempt public contracts from formal 
competitive procurement when the goods or services are contracted with other public agencies through 
instruments such as IGA's. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Attached is a draft IGA setting forth the terms and conditions for continued reading of the City's water 
meters. The IGA includes the same scope of work that was established under the personal services 
contract. The IGA covers meter reading services for up to 6 years (two three-year periods); however, 
either party can terminate the agreement at any time by giving the other party 180 days notice. The 
180 day notice period would give either party sufficient notice to provide for the termination (for the City 
time to seek other sources for meter reading services and for the District time to adjust staffing levels 
to accommodate the reduction of work). 

Under the current personal services contract for the period beginning July 1, 2004, the City pays the 
District 51.7 cents per meter read. This rate will continue in the IGA through June 30, 2005. In the 
IGA, the rates for the ensuing budget years (i.e., July I ,  2005 through June 30, 2006), are established 
by the preceding March 1'' subject to the City's approval. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Council authorize the Mayor to enter into and sign an lntergovernmental Agreement with the Tualatin 
Valley Water District for Water Meter Reading Services in a form approved by the City Attorney. 

Agenda Bill No. 04251 



INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE CITY OF BEAVERTON AND 

TUALATIN VALLEY WATER DISTRICT FOR 

WATER METER READING SERVICES 

This agreement is entered by Tualatin Valley Water District, a domestic water supply 
district organized under ORS Chapter 264, hereinafter "District" and the City of Beaverton, 
organized under ORS Chapter 221, hereinafter "City". 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, ORS 190.003 - 190.1 10 encourages intergovernmental cooperation and 
authorizes local governments to delegate to each other the authority to perform their respective 
functions as necessary; and 

WHEREAS, the District has provided water meter reading services to the City of 
Beaverton since April 1, 2000 through an existing personal services contract and the two parties 
desire to continue the contractual terms under an Intergovernmental Agreement. 

AGREEMENT 

IN CONSIDERATION OF THE FOREGOING RECITALS AND THE MUTUAL 
PROMISES HEREINAFTER STATED THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. General 

The purpose of this Agreement is for the District to provide water meter reading services for the 
City of Beaverton. 

Section 2. Term and Cancellation 

a. This agreement shall become effective on January 1, 2005 and continue for three (3) 
annual periods ending on December 3 1, 2007. This agreement shall automatically renew 
for an additional three (3) annual periods unless either party gives written notice of intent 
not to renew at least 180 days prior to the term's expiration. 

b. Either party may cancel this agreement at any time by giving the other party at least 180 
days advance written notice of cancellation. In the event that a party shall fail to comply 
with any term or condition or fulfill any obligation of this agreement, the other party may 
terminate this agreement by giving thrty (30) days written notice to the defaulting party. 
In the event of termination, the City shall pay the District for meters read since the prior 
month's billing statement. 
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Section 3. City Obligations 

The City agrees to maintain all such meters and meter enclosures in reasonable repair and proper 
working order at all times so that the District can perform the contracted service without undue 
danger or hardship. The District shall not be held responsible or liable for any defective or faulty 
meters and meter enclosures; however, the District will be responsible for all damage to meters 
and meter enclosures it causes during the course of its work. 

Section 4. District Obligations and Exclusions 

The District shall keep fully informed of all federal, state and local laws, ordinances and 
regulations and all orders and decrees of bodies or tribunals having any jurisdiction or 
authority, which in any manner affects the conduct of the work. The District shall at all 
times observe and comply with all such laws, ordinances, regulations, orders and decrees. 

The District, at the District's own expense, shall procure and maintain in full force and 
effect for the duration of the District's work under this Agreement, the types and 
coverage amounts of insurance conforming to the minimum requirements outlined in 
Exhibit B. 

District shall demonstrate proof of current valid vehicle operator's license for all 
employees who will operate vehicles under this contract. 

The District shall make a diligent attempt to establish a read for each meter. Diligence 
includes but is not limited to: the reader wiping off the meter glass, using a scope to read 
meters underwater, and accessing meters which are enclosed in vaults, as long as the 
reader does not need to physically enter the vault. 

The District shall not be responsible for readings associated with the City's customers 
moving in or out. Further, the District shall not be responsible for reading meters due to 
extreme weather conditions caused by an act of God that would make it impossible for 
the District to perform said contracted service by the City's "Need By7' Date (as outlined 
in Exhibit A). If reading is delayed beyond the "Need By" Date, both parties shall decide 
when or if reading shall be performed by the District for that particular CycleIGroup. 

District shall confine all activity in the field as is necessary or desirable to perform the 
work, from and within the boundaries of public property, public right-of-way, or 
construction easements and shall not enter or remain upon private property without first 
obtaining the prior permission of the property owner. 

The District shall read all meters that the City has designated, which may increase or 
decrease as the City establishes new accounts or removes meters. Currently, residential 
meters are split between even and odd months and are read bi-monthly and commercial 
meters are read monthly. Meters are grouped into reading cycles and the reading 
schedule is outlined in Exhibit A. At a future date, the City may wish to have all meters 
read on a monthly basis, upon a mutually agreed cost per meter read. 
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h. The District will be required, at no additional cost to the City, to make any rereads due to 
any omissions or errors on the part of the Districts' employees. The rereads shall be made 
within two (2) days of being notified to reread. 

i. The District is required to furnish the reading results to the City in a timely manner and 
transmit the file to the City via email. The file shall be in an electronic format that is 
acceptable to the City. The City is responsible for uploading the file to the City's utility 
billing system. The reading results shall also include meter reading codes that indicate 
any non-normal status of the meter including items such as, brokenlscratched lens, 
broken meter top, meter not accessible due to car, debris or any other reason why the 
meter cannot be read, meter box filled with water, etc. The code list is to be mutually 
agreed to by both parties and may be modified from time to time. 

j. The District shall not be required to read meters on property where there is no access. 
The District shall not be responsible for reading meters in large vaults that need to be 
physically entered or which are flooded and cannot be read with a scope. In addition, the 
District shall not be required to take readings as outlined in Section (e) of this section. 
City staff shall read all meters that are excluded from this contract. 

Section 5. Payment for Services 

The District shall submit a monthly bill to the City based on the number of meters read each day 
for the cycles/groups for any given month. The number of meters read each day shall be 
indicated on a report which accompanies the invoice. Monthly additions and deletions shall be 
made to each cyclelgroup, as new services are installed and meters are removed. 

Payment will be made at the cost per meter read, multiplied by the number of meters actually 
read for a given month's cycles/groups. The District will be paid for work completed on a 
monthly basis. District will submit an invoice by the 10th of each month, for the previous 
month's reading services, to the City Finance Department, PO Box 4755, Beaverton, Oregon 
97076-4755. All invoices for services performed, received on or before the 10th of each month, 
will be paid by the 20th of each month. 

By March 1 of each year, the District will provide the City with the cost per meter read for the 
ensuing budget year, which begins on July 1. 

Section 6. Indemnification 

Within the limits of the Oregon Tort Claims Act, codified at ORS 30.260 through 30.300, each 
party agrees to indemnify and defend the other and its officers, employees, agents and 
representatives from and against all claims, demands, penalties, and causes of action of any kind 
or any character relating to or arising from this Agreement, including the cost of defense thereof, 
including attorney fees arising in favor of any person on account of personal injury, death, or 
damage to property and arising out of or resulting from the negligent or other legally culpable 
acts or omissions of the indemnitor, its employees, agents, subcontractors or representatives. 
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Section 7. Relationship of Parties 

No provision of this Agreement shall be construed to create a partnership, joint venture or 
employer-employee relationship. District is acting as an independent contractor to the City for 
Meter Reading purposes as outlined in Section 4. No employee of the City shall be considered to 
be an employee of the District and no employee of the District shall be considered to be an 
employee of the City. 

Section 8. Standard of Care 

Services performed under this Agreement shall be performed in a manner consistent with local, 
state and federal law. Either party has right to audit the records of the other at reasonable times 
and upon reasonable notice. Each party shall carry out its obligations and responsibilities under 
this Agreement in a manner consistent with the standard of reasonable care. 

Section 9. Subcontracts 

District shall not make any subcontract with any other party for performance of the work 
outlined in Section 4 without obtaining prior written permission of the City. 

Section 10. Approval Required 

This Agreement and all amendments shall not be effective until approved by both the 
Beaverton's City Council and the District's Board of Commissioners. The City's Mayor and the 
District's General Manager may approve amendments related to compensation for services 
outside the scope of work described in Section 4 if the cost is within the authority allowed by 
applicable purchasing rules and/or ordinances of the approving party. 

Section 11. Project Managers 

The Project Manager designated to carry out the purposes of this Agreement shall be Patrick 
O'Claire on behalf of the City and Brenda Lennox on behalf of the District. Either party may 
change its Project Manager by providing written notice to the other party. All notices and 
correspondence between the parties shall be addressed to Brenda Lennox, Tualatin Valley Water 
District, P.O. Box 745, Beaverton, Oregon 97075 and Patrick O'Claire, City of Beaverton, P.O. 
Box 4755, Beaverton, Oregon 97076. 

Section 12. Interagency Communications 

The City and the District agree to meet periodically and may establish a joint oversight 
committee to address issues that may arise during the term of this Agreement. Additionally, the 
City and District agree to share information, including periodic data transfers, which may assist 
the parties in accomplishing the tasks set out in this Agreement. 
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The City's Mayor and the District's General Manager may provide for additional and agreed 
upon procedures, protocols and understandings in order to carry out the terms of this Agreement 
and to enhance communication between the two entities by written and signed memorandum. 

Section 13. Dispute Resolution 

In the event of a dispute between the parties regarding their respective rights and obligations 
pursuant to this Agreement, the parties shall first attempt to resolve the dispute by negotiation. 
Initially, the Project Managers will negotiate on behalf of the entities they represent. If a dispute 
is not resolved within ten (10) business days, the following procedure shall be utilized by the 
parties as explained below: 

Upon failure of the Project Managers to resolve a dispute, the nature of the dispute shall be 
rendered in writing and shall be presented to the City's Mayor and the District's General 
Manager who shall then attempt to resolve the issue. If the dispute is resolved at this step, there 
shall be a written determination of such resolution, signed by both parties and shall be binding 
upon both parties. Resolution of an issue at this step requires concurrence of both the City's 
Mayor and the District's General Manager. 

Neither party may bring legal action against the other party to interpret or enforce any term of 
this Agreement in any court unless that party has first attempted to resolve the matter by means 
of the dispute resolution process set forth above. This shall not apply to disputes arising from a 
cause other than interpretation or enforcement of the Agreement. 

Section 14. Integration 

This document constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties and supersedes all prior or 
contemporaneous written or oral understandings, representations or communications of every 
kind. No course of dealing between the parties and no usage of trade shall be relevant to 
supplement any term used in this Agreement. Acceptance or acquiescence in a course of 
performance rendered under this Agreement shall not be relevant to determine the meaning of 
this Agreement and no waiver by a party of any right under this Agreement shall prejudice the 
waiving party's exercise of the right in the future. 

Section 15. Amendments; Waivers 

No waiver of any portion of this Agreement and no amendments, modifications or alteration of 
this Agreement shall be effective unless made in writing and signed by the City's authorized 
representative and the District's General Manager or his designee. The cost per meter read may 
be modified on an annual basis (as stated in Section 5) as agreed upon by the parties and no 
Amendment will be issued for this change. 

Section 16. Attorney Fees 

If any dispute arises concerning the interpretation or enforcement of this Agreement or any 
issues related to the U.S. Bankruptcy Code arise (whether or not such issues relate to the terms of 
this Agreement), the prevailing party in any such dispute shall be entitled to recover all of its 
attorneys' fees, paralegal fees, costs, disbursements and other expenses from the non-prevailing 
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party, including without limitation those arising before and at any trial, arbitration, bankruptcy, 
or other proceeding and in any appeal. 

Section 17. Interpretation of Agreement 

This Agreement shall not be construed for or against any party by reason of the authorship or 
alleged authorship of any provision. The paragraph headings contained in this Agreement are to 
be used for reference only and shall not be used in construing or interpreting this Agreement. 

Section 18. Severability or Survival 

If any of this provisions contained in this Agreement are held illegal, invalid or unenforceable, 
the enforceability of the remaining provisions shall not be impaired. All provisions concerning 
the limitations of liability, indemnity, and conflicts of interest shall survive the termination of 
this Agreement for any cause. 

Section 19. Choice of Law; Venue 

This Agreement and all rights, obligations and disputes arising out of the Agreement shall be 
governed by Oregon law. All disputes and litigation arising out of this Agreement shall be 
decided by the state of Oregon. Venue for all disputes and litigation shall be in Washington 
County, Oregon. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be executed the day and 
year first written above. 

TUALATIN VALLEY WATER DISTRICT: CITY OF BEAVERTON: 

By: 

Title: General Manager 

By: 

Title: Mayor 

Date: Date: 

Approved as to Legal Sufficiency: Approved as to Legal Sufficiency: 

By: 
District Legal Counsel 

By: 
City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT A 

CURRENT READING SCHEDULE 

Currently, the City has five (5) bilIing cycleslgroups each month. CycleIGroups 1-4 are 
residential meters and CycleIGroup 5 is commercial meters. These billing cycles/groups consist 
of a number of routes/books, which must be read under the following schedule: 

The Current "Need By" dates may fluctuate by plus or minus 3 working days. The exact "Need 
By" date will be communicated by the City in the "Monthly Billing Schedule". 

Reading may start no earlier than 5 
working days prior to the "Need By" date CycleIGroup 1 

CycleIGroup 2 
CycleIGroup 3 
CycleIGroup 4 
CycleIGroup 5 

Exception: On CycleIGroup 1, TVWD may start reading the meters prior to the first (lSt) of the 
month, as long as it is within 5 working days of the "Need By" date. For meters read prior to the 
first (lSt) of the month, TVWD shall in the meter import file list those meters as being read on the 
first (1 St). 

Current "Need By" dates*: 
5th of the month 
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gth of the month 
1 lth of the month 
1 5th of the month 
2oth of the month 

established monthly by the City 
in the "Monthly Billing Schedule" that 
is distributed by the City to TVWD on or 
before the 25th of the preceding month. 



EXHIBIT B 

WORKERS' COMPENSATION INSURANCE 
AND EMPLOYER LIABILITY INSURANCE 

[XI Required; Not Required. 
The District shall provide Workers' Compensation Insurance in compliance with ORS 656.017, which 
requires subject employers to provide Oregon workers' compensation coverage for all their subject 
workers. The District shall procure and maintain in full force and effect for the duration of the 
Agreement Contract Employer Liability Insurance with a combined single limit, or the equivalent, of not 
less than $500,000 each cmployee per accident for bodily injury by accident or disease. 

Workers' Compensation Insurance and Employer's Liability Insurance coverage is required under this 
Agreement. If the District is legally exempt from any requirement to provide Workers' Compensation 
Insurance coverage for the Work to be performed under this Agreement, the District hereby represents 
that the District understands and agrees that under ORS 656.006(13), an "employer" is any person who 
contracts to pay remuneration for and secures the right to direct and control the services of any person. 
The District understands and agrees that if the District is exempt from coverage under ORS 656.027 and 
engages individuals in performance of this Contract who are not exempt from coverage under ORS 
656.027, then the District shall provide Workers' Compensation Insurance coverage for all such 
individuals. If the District does not provide that insurance, the District may be deemed a non-complying 
employer for purposes of Oregon law and agrees to hold City harmless from and indemnify City against 
any and all claims for compensation benefits made against the District as a non-complying employer. If 
the District is declaring the District exempt from any requirement to provide workers' compensation 
coverage, the District must initial here: ; otherwise the District shall procure and 
maintain the required insurance. 

COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE 
Required; Not Required. 

General Liability Insurance with a combined single limit, or the equivalent, of not less than $500,000; 
[XI $1,000,000; $2,000,000; or $5,000,000 covering, but not limited to, liability for personal injury 
and property damage. The policy shall be written on an occurrence basis on IS0 Form CG 00 01, or its 
equivalent, and shall include blanket contractual liability coverage for the assumed liability under this 
Agreement and broad form property damage coverage including completed operations. The City of 
Beaverton, and its officials, employees and agents shall be named as additional insureds under IS0 Form 
CG 20 10 (Additional Insureds - Owners, Lessees or Consultants), or its equivalent, with respect to the 
Work to be provided under this Agreement. The Commercial General Liability Insurance coverage 
required by this Agreement is with respect only to the Work described in this Agreement, and has no 
relationship to, or bearing upon, other projects of the insured. The insurance coverage is primary to any 
self-insurance program. 

AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY INSURANCE 
[XI Required; Not Required. 

Automobile Liability Insurance with an each accident limit, or the equivalent, of not less than 
$500,000, or [XI $1,000,000 covering, but not limited to, liability for bodily injury and property damage, 
together with coverage for "any auto," including owned, non-owned and hired autos used in connection 
with the performance of the Work. The policy shall be written on an occurrence basis on IS0 Form CA 
00 01, or its equivalent, including an omnibus insurance clause. The City of Beaverton, and its officials, 
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employees and agents shall be named additional insureds under the policy if the District's Work entails 
transporting people for the City. The policy cannot be excess to a self-insurance program; any deductible 
cannot exceed $5000. If the District is declaring the District excused from any requirement to provide 
Automobile Liability Insurance coverage because the District does not use an automobile in connection 
with Work under this Contract, the District may initial here: ; otherwise the 
District shall procure and maintain the required insurance. 

INSURANCE CERTIFICATION; OTHER INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS. Before the District commences 
Work under this Agreement, the District shall furnish City, through its Risk Manager, with acceptable 
certificates evidencing the types, amounts and issuers of insurance coverage meeting the minimum 
requirements of this Agreement. The certificate shall specify all of the parties who are Additional 
Insureds. If a certificate of insurance coverage is unavailable from a particular insurer, alternative proof 
of insurance coverage acceptable to City shall be arranged. Renewal certificates of insurance shall be 
furnished no later than 15 days before the expiration of the policy. Any deductibles or self-insured 
retentions must be stated on the certificate of insurance, which shall be sent to and approved by City's 
Risk Manager in advance to commencement of Work under this Agreement. 

In all instances concerning all forms of insurance required by this Agreement: 
a. The insurance shall be issued by a company authorized to do insurance business in the State 

of Oregon; 
b. Upon request, complete copies of insurance policies, trust agreements, etc. shall be provided 

to City; 
c. The District shall be financially responsible for all pertinent deductibles, self-insured 

retentions andlor self-insurance amounts; 
d. Umbrella or Excess Liability Insurance may be used to achieve the above minimum liability 

limits, so long as policy is endorsed to state it is "As Broad as Primary Policy." If Umbrella 
or Excess policy is evidenced to comply with minimum limits, a copy of the Underlying 
Schedule from the Umbrella or Excess Liability Insurance policy may be required; 

e. The District shall provide City not less than 30 days written notice of the District's intent to 
cancel, terminate or make any material change affecting required insurance coverage; 

f. Until such time as the insurance is no longer required by the City, the District shall provide 
the City with renewal or replacement evidence of insurance no less than 30 days before the 
expiration or replacement of the required insurance. If at any time during the period when 
insurance is required by the Agreement, an insurer shall fail to comply with the requirements 
of this Agreement, as soon as the District has knowledge of any such failure, the District shall 
immediately notify the City and immediately replace such insurance with an insurer meeting 
the requirements; 

g. The insurance shall be provided by a carrier with A.M. Best's Rating of A- or better and 
Financial Performance Rating of 7 or better; and 

h. The insurance provided by the District shall apply on a primary basis and be required to 
respond and pay prior to any other available coverage. Any insurance maintained by the City 
shall be excess of and shall not contribute with the insurance provided by the District. 

City reserves the right to review the types of coverages and limits of insurance required herein fiom time 
to time. In the event that City changes its insurance requirements after this Agreement has been signed, 
City will provide notice to the District of the new requirements. The District shall promptly modify its 
coverage to comply with the new requirements and provide City with updated evidence of coverage. The 
District will be entitled to an adjustment in the Agreement price for any increase in premium resulting 
from such changes, provided the District can establish with reasonable certainty that the increased 
premium was due to changes required by City. 
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AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Review and Approval of Regional FOR AGENDA OF: 
Water Supply Plan (RWSP) Update; 
and Approval of Amendment to the Mayor's Approval: 
1996 kegional Water Providers 
Consortium Agreement DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: E n Q i n e e r i n g ' T ~  

DATE SUBMITTED: 1 1-30-04 I 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
City Attorney , .  

PROCEEDING: Consent EXHIBITS: 1. Errata Changes to the RWSP 
Update 

2. Final Draft RWSP Update 
3. Amendments to 1996 

Agreement 
4. Agenda Bill No. 96-260 
5. Agenda Bill No. 95-322 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $-0- BUDGETED $0- REQUIRED $0- 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Beaverton has played an active role in the regional water supply coordinating and planning process 
since 1990, which began first with the Regional (water) Providers Advisory Group (RPAG). The 
RPAG directed the "Phase 1" water system demand and water system source options studies. 

Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) 
In February 1993 the Council authorized the Mayor to sign an intergovernmental agreement along 
with 26 other water providers in the Portland metropolitan area to fund the Regional Water Supply 
Plan effort, a $2.2 million consultant study to assess the region's future water demand and 
recommend a plan to provide for the region's water supply to the year 2050. 

In October 1996 participants in the water supply planning effort issued the final Regional Water 
Supply Plan (RWSP). At the time, the process received national recognition as a model for 
integrated water resource planning and an example of many regional water purveyors working 
cooperatively together, while at the same time informing and involving the public. The City held both 
an open house and public hearing on November 20, 1995, (see attached Agenda Bill No. 95-322) to 
solicit suggestions and comments regarding the supply plan. 

The Consortium today is made up of 23 water providers of the Portland metropolitan area and Metro, 
which initially signed the 1993 intergovernmental agreement to jointly fund and manage the 
development of a Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP). By early 1997, the water providers had 
endorsed the plan and agreed to join the newly formed Regional Water Providers Consortium 
(Consortium). The purpose of the 1996 RWSP as endorsed by the Consortium was to "...Provide a 
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comprehensive, integrated framework of technical information, resource strategies and implementing 
actions to meet the water supply needs of the Portland metropolitan area to the year 2050." The 
RWSP was based on over a dozen background documents and contained several chapters on policy 
objectives, water demands, existing and future source options, conservation program evaluations, 
and transmission, and formulated a set of resource strategies to meet future water needs. Both the 
1996 RWSP and Consortium IGA states that the RWSP should be reviewed and updated as needed 
on a five-year interval. 

The Consortium Board approved a two-year program and special dues to update the RWSP starting 
in July 2001, with work to begin in January 2002. The development of the RWSP Update has taken 
three years to accomplish. The RWSP Update presents a different perspective on regional planning, 
which presents the changed requirements for each member to consider integrated water resources 
planning principles in Water Master Plans and Water Management and Conservation Plans as 
required by the Oregon Department of Human Services and Water Resources Department, 
respectively. 

The RWSP Update presents a revised set of Policy Objectives for water providers to consider in 
local decision making, a set of conservation programs for regional and local implementation, and a 
list of potential supply options that presumably will be evaluated more fully in local plans. The 
RWSP Update also recognizes the expanded role of the Consortium in areas of emergency 
planning, regional conservation program implementation, and continuing to manage and utilize 
planning decision support tools as directed by the Consortium Board. 

In the original RWSP, a diverse set of policy objectives were developed to provide a basis for 
evaluating resource options. These policy objectives captured the range of municipal water service 
issues that citizens, stakeholder and decision makers valued most. For the RWSP Update it was 
important to validate the policy objectives to ensure they were still relevant and to consider whether 
others should be added. 

In September 2002 the Board and public (via a survey) weighed-in on the subject. The Board 
confirmed that the policy objectives were still relevant and important. However, some changes 
needed to be made to acknowledge new source vulnerabilities and the potential for terrorism. 
Changes in local, state and federal regulations also needed to be acknowledged. Additionally, the 
Board felt that some policy objectives could be combined. They concurred that all of the policy 
objectives were of equal value and should not be prioritized. In the survey of the public, the 
Consortium asked the public to choose the most important policy objectives in meeting future water 
supply needs. The top five answers were: efficient use of water, water quality, economic cost and 
equity, catastrophic events, and environmental impacts. Those priority objectives have been 
acknowledged and incorporated in the policy objectives of the Regional Supply Plan. 

In Table 6-1 on pages 6-5 and 6-6 of the attached final review draft RWSP can be found the 
Regional Water Providers policy objectives, which will be used to guide and inform decision making 
by the region's water providers. The original RWSP contains implementation actions and evaluation 
criteria that are still relevant to the policy objectives in the RWSP Update document. 

Chapter 4 of the attached RWSP Update includes a description of water supply source options re- 
examined from the 1996 RWSP to reflect noted changes in regulations, resource availability, political 
change, or other factors deemed relevant under present knowledge. In the RWSP Update, available 
water source options for the region have been modified to reflect the changes that have occurred in 
regulation, availability, public perception, and other factors. Source options considered as viable, 
and then evaluated and compared in the RWSP Update are as follows: Bull Run Watershed, 
Clackamas River Diversions, Columbia River, TraskITualatin Rivers, Regional Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR), Willamette River, Columbia South Shore Wellfield, and local sources. 
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Specific to Beaverton, the RWSP Update lists Beaverton (with the earliest operating ASR well in 
1997) and Tigard (initiated in 2001) as leading the development of Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
(ASR) among Consortium agencies with an expected total future resource of 40 million gallons per 
day in regional ASR capacity. The Scoggins ReservoirlHagg Lake Expansion is prominently listed 
as a new source option in the RWSP Update. Beaverton is a participating party in the Tualatin 
Water Supply Project, which includes a number of major components to increase supply of water to 
water providers in Washington County and Clean Water Services. The components connected with 
the Scoggins ReservoirlHagg Lake Expansion include: the Fern Hill Reservoir No. 2; Raw Water 
Pipeline; Sain Creek Tunnel; and a new component, Tualatin River pump-back option in lieu of or in 
conjunction with Sain Creek Tunnel. The Tualatin River pump-back option, though not discussed in 
the RWSP Update because it has just come to light, is a concept where water is drawn from the 
Tualatin River each year in the winter and spring and pumped through the proposed Raw Water 
Pipeline into Hagg Lake as storage for later use during periods of high water demand in the 
summertime. 

Amendment to the 1996 Consortium IGA 
On September 9, 1996, the Beaverton City Council reviewed the original Regional Water Providers 
Consortium intergovernmental agreement (IGA) and voted to authorize the Mayor to sign the 
regional IGA which began the City's participation in the Consortium. Since then, Mayor Drake and 
Councilor Soth have served on the Consortium Board as the City's representatives. 

With changes in the RWSP nearing completion in late 2003, the Board with assistance from the 
Consortium Executive Committee, Technical Subcommittee, and Technical Committee adopted a 
new 5-year Strategic Plan. The revised Strategic Plan and RWSP, and discussions at the water 
providers' staff-level Technical Subcommittee, made clear the need to revise the 1996 Consortium 
IGA. The most obvious justification to amend the IGA is a recommendation to change the 
Consortium dues schedule. 

For the life of the IGA, annual dues for each water provider agency have been calculated based on 
1) retail customer accounts proportional to total Consortium participants accounts; 2) annual average 
daily water demand of the entity proportional to total Consortium annual average daily demand; and, 
3) individual entity projected incremental growth measured in average daily summer peak season 
use in proportion to the sum of incremental growth of all participants as determined in the 1996 
regional water demand forecast. After much discussion at staff level committees, a recommendation 
has been made, as set out in the amendment to revise the dues structure to be more simply 
calculated by a combination of only items 1) and 2) above and eliminating item 3). By doing so, 
participants with potential growth will more equitably pay dues based on their actual annual growth in 
customer accounts and water demand rather than forecasted potential growth. As a result of the 
revised dues structure, it is estimated that Beaverton's dues will increase in FY 2005106 by 
approximately $4,400 over what is currently paid and by approximately $8,500 more than this year's 
dues in FY 2006107. This reflects a 5O0/0 phase-in of the Consortium's amended formula in FY 
2005106 and a 100% phase-in for FY 2006107 Adequate funds have been budgeted for Beaverton's 
dues this fiscal year, which will be calculated using the Consortium's existing formula. 

The amendment also includes other changes summarized below: 
The Consortium's general purpose section has been modified to soften the original language 
from "To provide voluntary coordination of individual and collective actions of Participants 
implementing the Plan" to "To provide a collaborat~ve clearinghouse function for water supply 
planning and development that foster regional coordination." 
The Consortium's role has been changed to reestablish the Consortium as a clearinghouse 
and facilitator for local water supply planning and provide support for individual water supply 
planning and decision making. Final decisions of selection of water supply sources and 
interconnections between participants will be further delegated to local agencies and the role 
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of the Consortium will be more to coordinate and collaborate to avoid duplication of effort by 
the participants. 
Elimination of ex-officio members from Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington counties. 
Consortium review of the RWSP has been extended from 5 years to 5-10 years, as needed. 
Consortium quorum requirements have been changed from two thirds of total members, to 
action being taken by simple majority of members attending a Board meeting. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The Consortium Board met on December 1, 2004, and approved the RWSP Update, as well as the 
revisions submitted up to the time of the Board meeting, for endorsement by the individual provider 
members. Staff recommends that Council review the RWSP Update and proposed amendment to 
the 1996 Regional Water Providers Consortium IGA and take affirmative action to approve the two 
documents and authorize the Mayor to sign the IGA amendment. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
1. Council, review and approve the draft Regional Water Supply Plan Update with errata 

changes. 
2. Council, review and, with the City Attorney's approval as to form, authorize the Mayor to sign 

the proposed amendment to the 1996 Regional Water Providers Consortium IGA. 
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To: Consortium Board 

EXHIBIT 1 

Memorandum 

From: Lorna Stickel 

Subject: Errata Changes to the RWSP Update 

Date: December I, 2004 

Attached is a letter from the City of Lake Oswego pointing out some clerical 
errors, requested clarification language, and a revision of one of the tables in 
Chapter 4 to correct an error in their water rights totals. The staff have made the 
clerical and clarification suggestions in the electronic version of the RWSP 
update. The table in Chapter 4 (Table 4(2)-6 is attached to this memo so that the 
Board can see the actual change in the numbers. 

In addition, Beaverton pointed out an error in Table 4(2)-13 regarding the 
ownership shares of the JWC water treatment plant, and the total figure for the 
municipal water rights. That corrected table is also attached. 

Staff requests that the Board adopt the RWSP with the two attached revised 
tables, and allow the staff to make the requested clerical and clarification 
suggestions made by Lake Oswego. The actual text will be attached to Board 
resolution approving the RWSP Update for endorsement by the individual 
provider members. 
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November 29,2004 

VIA FACSIMILE (503.823.7024) AND U.S. MAIL 

Ms. Lorna Stickel 
Portland Water Bureau 
1 120 SW 5"' Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Re: City of Lake Oswego Comments on Draft Regional Water Supply Plan 

Dear Lorna: 

The City of Lake Oswego appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the final review draft of 
the Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP). As a long time participant in the Consortium and regional 
water supply planning efforts, we wanted to take this opportunity to express our appreciation to 
Consortium staff, Executive Committee, CTC, CTSC, Conservation Coalition and the Board for their 
efforts in bringing this update to fruition. We look forward to continuing this important relationship with 
our regional water supply partners and the benefits such partnerships provide. 

From our review of the RWSP, we offer the following observations, suggestions and comments: 

Chapter 1, in the last paragraph describing the process of the RWSP update, i.e., "Summer/Fall 
2004", change "March of 2004" to "March of 2005." 

Chapter 2, page 2-1, second sentence of the second paragraph. The sentence reads awkwardly 
perhaps due to some missing words. 

Chapter 2, page 2-4, in the first sentence, insert the word "in" between the words "included" and 
"the". 

Chapter 4, page 4-30, in the first line of text under Table 2-2, replace "Long Term 3" with "Long 
Term 2". 

Chapter 4, "Source Options", part B "Clackamas River Diversion Option." In the second 
paragraph of Section B.1. titled "Expansion of other Clackamas River Facilities" is stated that ". 
Lake Oswego has completed an upgrade to their intake facility in 2002 to a capacity of 25 mgd." 
While Lake Oswego did indeed complete an upgrade to its intake in 2002, this upgrade involved 
installation of fish screens and screen cleaning systcms to achieve compliance with the ESA. 
Screen area was designed to allow ultimate diversion of the City's senior water right of 32.32 
mgd. Other improvements targeted seismic hardening. Current intake pumping capacity is 16.15 
mgd (25 cfs). With the installation of larger pumps, pumping capacity could increase to 32.32 
mgd. 



Ms. Lorna Stickel 
RWSP Update 
Page 2 of 2 

Chapter 4, Section B.2. In the fourth sentence, the statement is made that OWRD holds an in- 
stream right with a priority date of August 26, 1968 and that this right is "located downstream of 
the points-of-diversions of the municipal rights." In second paragraph of Section B.3. The 
statement is made that OWRD in-stream right (Cert. 59491) established near Three Lynx is 
"located upstream of the appropriated water rights holders, ." Clarification between these two 
seemingly conflicting statements appears warranted. 

Chapter 4, Table 2-6. The numbers for Lake Oswego in column order from left to right should be 
revised to read: 

Total Water Rights (cfs) - 59 
Installed treatment capacity (cfs) - 24.7 (16 mgd) 
Remaining Rights Senior to In-stream Right (cfs) - 25.3 
Remaining Rights Junior to In-stream Right (cfs) - 9 

Chapter 4, Table 2-7. Under the Timothy Lake Dam Raise option, capital and 0 & M costs are 
based upon an assumed $1,500 per acre-foot. Is this in conflict with the marginal supply costs 
quoted at the bottom of page 3-8? 

Chapter 4, Table 2-8. In the section titled "Other Supply Works Constructed or Committed" the 
fourth bullet is incorrect. Based upon analyses of Lake Oswego's water system conducted as part 
of the work to create its January 2001 Water Master Plan Update, Lake Oswego recognizes its 
raw and finished water transmission mains are operating in excess of desired hydraulic 
conditions. However, no additional engineering design work has been conducted towards 
rebuilding our intake or transmission main system, nor is such work contemplated in the next 5 
years. 

In closing Lorna, thank you for considering the above comments and suggestions for revision to the final 
draft RWSP. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly at 503.697.6588 

Sincerely, 

Joel B. Komarek, P.E. 
City Engineer 

C: Doug Schmitz, City Manager 
Ellie McPeak, City Council, Consortium Board Member. 



Pu weyor Total Water Installed Remaining Remaining Rights 
Rights (cfs) i I Treatment Rights Senior Junior to Instream 

Capacity (cfs) i to Instream 1 Rights (cfs) 
Right (cfs) 

CRW 46.5 46.4 cfs (30 mgd) 0 0.1 
SFWB 116 30.9 cfs (20 mgd) 85.1 N/ A 

I Lake Oswego 5 9 1 24.7 cfs ( I6  mgd) ( 25.3 9 
NCCWC (OLWD) 62 1 15.5cfs(lOmgd) I NIA 46.5 
Gladstone 13.73 N/A ' 4 9.73 

I Total 297.23 1 1  7.5 cfs (76 mgd) 1 14.4 65.33 - ' NIA - Not applicable; Gladstone does not have a water treatment plant their water right is exercised at the 
1 

CRW Water Treatment Plant 

Discussions currently are taking place between purveyors utilizing the Clackamas River and 
Portland General Electric Co. regarding use of releases from hydroelectric storage at Timothy 
Lake for municipal and industrial (M&I) use. There are also discussions and studies taking place 
for developing additional storage in Timothy Lake for h4&I use. Studies regarding the feasibility 
of a dam raise indicate that a 15-feet raise is technically feasible, but a smaller raise is more 
likely due to environmental issues and other constraints. It is not presently clear how these 
negotiations will proceed. 

The potential for enforcement actions may be initiated by the federal government, as well as 
ESA-related third-party lawsuits. 

It is apparent that ESA will in some way affect existing rights. The uncertainty is in the 
magnitude of the effect, which can be on pattern of use or actual quantities. It is not presently 
clear whether the rules will be applied retroactively to existing water rights. Since 1996, 
additional species of salmon and steelhead have been listed under the ESA, which include the 
following species for the Lower Columbia River (to which the Clackamas Rivcr as a tributary): 
chinook salmon, chum salmon and steelhead. The USFWS withdrew the proposed rule to list the 
coastal cutthroat trout as a threatened species. Since the Clackamas River feeds ultimately into 
the Lower Columbia, the listing means steps may have to be taken to protect these species 
including possible restrictions on future withdrawals. Section 4 rules are now in place for 
steelhead and chinook and take prohibition is enforceable; however, enforcement will likely 
come in the form of conditions on an "incidental take permit" issued to individual providers or 
facilities. Project-specific requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. 

Historically, OWRD has not had to suspend any individual water-right holder from their 
appropriated access to water for the purpose of preserving instream water rights. This is owed to 
the fact that there has historically on average been sufficient river flow in excess of instream 
rights. However, OWRD has noted that the authorized withdrawals exceed thc instream water 
right at the 80~"-~ercentile flow level for September. In addition, the authorized withdrawals 
exceed the scenic waterway flow requirements for both August and September. However, this 
has not been an issue since the points of diversion with the largest withdrawals are downstream 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



In addition, there is the potential for future discharges to the Tualatin River to be further 
limited in order to improve watcr quality and protect endangered species. Since 1996, 
chinook salmon and steelhead have been listed for the Upper Willamette system under 
the ESA. This listing also affects the Traskll'ualatin River source option. Section 4 rules 
are now in place for steelhead and chinook, and take prohibition is enforceable; however, 
enforcement will likely come in the form of conditions on an "incidental take permit" 
issued to individual providers or facilities. Project-specific requirements are subject to 
site-specific analysis and negotiation. This would require a greater balance between flow 
augmentation and protection against habitat degradation and necessarily affect any new 
and potentially existing water rights. 

Rights (cfs) Capacity at Rights Senior Rights Junior 
JWC-WTP (cfs) to Instream to Instream 

Forest Grove 3 3 12.4 cfs (8 mgd) 0 20.6 
Hillsboro 57 41.7 cfs (27 irn~d) 0 15.3 
Tualatin (TVWD) 0 15.5 cfs i10 mid)  -15.5 

Total 115 92.8 cfs (60mgd) 0 22.3 
Notes: 
The total 92.8 cfs capacity is apportioned to JWC members based on their ownership 
share in the JWC WTP. 
The instream right referenced is the most senior instream rights in the TrasWTualatin 
system (priority date ofMay 25, 1966) 
Hillsboro relinquished a total of 50 cfs of their junior rights in trade of additional future 
rights at Scoggins reservoir. 

5oog ( 

Storage Allocation 
Entity Gross Stora e ac-ft Net storage1 (ac-ft) 

Hillsboro 6,200 4,870 
Forest Grove -- 393 
Beaverton 4.300 3.378 

- - 7 -  - 

TV WD 7,000 5,498 
CWS 2,000 1 3 7  1 

Totals 20,000 15,710 
lossfactor applled for evaporation, _fish flow, and deadpool loss that reduces the gross storage by about 21 

percent 
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Chapter I. Introduction 

Background of the Regional Water Supply Plan Update 

From 1994 to 1996, many of the municipal water providers in the Portland metropolitan 
area signed an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to jointly fund and manage the 
development of a Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP). By early 1997, the RWSP was 
developed, and 26 water providers and Metro had endorsed the plan and agreed to join a 
newly formed Regional Water Providers Consortium (Consortium). The purpose of the 
RWSP as endorsed by the region's water providers and Metro was to " . . . Provide a 
comprehensive, integrated framework of technical information, resource strategies and 
implementing actions to meet the water supply needs of the Portland metropolitan area to 
the year 2050." The RWSP was based on more than 21 dozen background documents; 
contained several chapters on policy objectives, water demands, existing and future 
source options, conservation program evaluations and transmission; and formulated a set 
of resource strategies to meet future needs. Chapter 12 of the RWSP contains a number 
of recommended strategies on source options, conservation programs and objectives for 
the formation of the Regional Water Providers Consortium. Both the RWSP (p. 274) and 
the IGA forming the Consortium (Section 9.C.(7) ) state that the RWSP should be 
reviewed and updated as needed on a five-year interval. The Consortium Board approved 
a two-year program and special dues assessment to update the RWSP starting in July 
2001, with work to begin in January 2002. 

A work program was developed to update the RWSP based on the following tasks: 

An assessment of the changes in water supply conditions since adoption of the 
RWSP, including a review of the policy objectives developed to guide the original 
RWSP, and an integration of other plans and strategies adopted by the 
Consortium Board since 1997, including a Transmission and Storage Strategy 
adopted in 2000, a Source Water Protection Strategy in 1999, and implementation 
of regional conservation programs by the Consortium starting in 2000. 
The development of a new water-demand forecast for the water providers that 
participate in the Consortium. 
A review of the existing and planned water sources in the region including the 
effects of water rights and new regulations, a review of transmission linkages and 
costs, and the status of existing water rights. 
A new look at conservation programs in the region and a selection of programs to 
be applied in the region, either collectively, subregionally or locally. 
The development of a new integrated planning model called confluenceB to 
assess different future water program strategies. 
The development of an RWSP Update (Update) document, including direct 
involvement by the Consortium Board and by the public through both regional 
and local efforts. 

Chapter 1 .  Introduction 
December 2004 



7. Endorsement of the RWSP Update by the individual Consortium participant 
decision-making bodies as called for in the Consortium IGA. 

This work program was implemented over a three-year period instead of a two-year 
period so that coordination with Metro population forecasting and urban growth 
boundary (UGB) changes could occur. This allowed for more individual provider 
participation in the development and review of the dat,a necessary to conduct all of the 
above tasks, and to incorporate the changes included in the Consortium's revised 5-Year 
Strategic Plan. The special assessment for the f h d s  was still collected over the two-year 
period, so no additional funds were necessary due to the extension of the process. 

The Purpose of the RWSP Update 

During the time that the RWSP Update was being conducted in 2003-04, the Consortium 
Board also reviewed and revised their 5-Year Strategic Plan. As part of revising the 
Strategic Plan, the Consortium evaluated the hnctions and purposes of the Consortium 
during the last seven years. The Board discussed the role of the Consortium in planning 
for water supplies. The original RWSP was endorsed by most of the region's water 
providers; however, Section 3 of the Consortium IGA makes it clear that the purpose of 
the RWSP is to provide guidance for individual supply decisions and as an outline for 
regional supply coordination. In addition, Section 4 clearly notes that ". . . no Participant 
has assigned . . . to the Consortium ... the power to plan . . . its water system . . . ." During 
the years of operating the Consortium, this purpose has been very important in order for 
members to continue their membership. During revision of the Strategic Plan, 
Consortium members evaluated the issues associated with regional water supply planning 
and adopted changes to the Strategic Plan that clarify the role of the Consortium, 
including the role of the RWSP. They adopted these revisions in June 2004. The revised 
Strategic Plan contains new direction in the Meeting Water Needs Strategy. This strategy 
states, "The primary purpose of the Consortium should be to support local decisions, but 
not direct the provision of specific water supplies to meet the needs of the region." The 
revised Strategic Plan contains the following goals regarding the planning functions of 
the Consortium and specifically about the RWSP: 

o To be a collaborative clearinghouse and to provide decision support tools for 
water supply planning on a consensus-based approach, in keeping with the 
Consortium IGA, that leaves water supply development and management to the 
individual members. 

o To review and revise the Regional Water Supply Plan in 2004. Obtain individual 
provider endorsement for any major plan revisions. Reformat the RWSP to be a 
document that addresses changes in regional water supplies and programs to 
reflect the decision making of the individual provider entities. The RWSP will 
provide a clearinghouse for how water demands can be met over a 20-year period, 
including conservation programs and a list of opportunities for new source 
development. The RWSP Update will make it clear that its provisions are not 
mandatory in any way on individual water providers. The function of the 
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Consortium as a decision support facilitator will be addressed in the RWSP 
Update. 

o To recognize the importance of conservation in meeting regional water needs by 
continuing to implement regional conservation programs where economies of 
scale and where regionally consistent conservation messages and benefits can be 
achieved. Provide a forum for conservation coordination and decision support 
tools (e.g., modeling and program evaluation) to each of the individual members. 

o To provide the necessary clearinghouse and coordination functions to meet 
Metro's water supply element within their Framework Plan. 

The RWSP Update work was adjusted in 2003 to reflect the revised role for planning by 
the Consortium. This document is designed to update the original 1996 RWSP by adding 
new information on source options, conservation, demands, and to reflect the past 
adopted policy and strategies of the Consortium. The update changes the emphasis of 
RWSP by reflecting the actions and plans of individual members, as well as presenting 
options for meeting future needs, but not prioritizing particular source options or 
transmission linkages. 

One other change in institutional circumstances took place during the update process. 
The State of Oregon Water Resources Commission adopted new rules (Division 86) 
requiring Water Management and Conservation Plans for any entity that applies for new 
water rights, or to utilize extended existing but unutilized water rights. In combination 
with the regulations to provide the State of Oregon Department of Human Services 
Drinking Water Program with Water Master Plans, these two requirements have 
increased the need for individual entities to conduct their own water supply programs and 
to incorporate conservation programs into their efforts at the local level. Entities are now 
taking more responsibility on their own to conduct integrated resource planning. Larger 
scale subregional planning efforts, such as that being conducted through Clean Water 
Services for the Tualatin Basin Water Feasibility Study, are hrther evidence of how 
coordination of water supply planning is being done locally. 

Process for Updating the RWSP 

The work process for the RWSP Update was done in modules to cover the work tasks 
listed in the Background section above. The Consortium utilized its staff and the staff of 
the entities as represented on the Consortium 'Technical Committee (CTC) and 
Subcommittee (CTSC). A work program and schedule was prepared and approved by the 
CTSC and the Board. The work was completed as follows: 

Fall 2001 - Prepared requests for proposals for four separate work modules and 
conducted consultant selection process; wrote and obtained approval for four contracts to 
complete the following work: 
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J Source-Options Analysis - Economic and Engineering Services, Inc., 
Portland, Oregon 

J Conservation Program Evaluation and Analysis - Planning and 
Management Consultants, Ltd., Carbondale, Illinois 

J Integrated Modeling Development and Application - Gary Fiske and 
Associates/Quantec, LLC, Portland, Oregon 

J Newsletters for Public Information - Strobeck Design, Portland, Oregon 

An invited stakeholder panel was invited to the December Board meeting to provide their 
views on the update of the RWSP. 

WinterISpring 2002 - Work began on collecting individual Master Plans and developing 
two technical memorandums on policy objectives and source options; data collection on 
provider customer profiles and conservation program options; beginning to build a model 
for portraying the "base case" of existing supply sources and their linkages to demand 
nodes; developing a water-provider map and obtaining consumption/production data 
from individual providers; and the first newsletter about the project and the development 
of a Web page section on the Consortium's Web page. Another invited stakeholder panel 
came to the March 2002 Board meeting to express their views on how the RWSP should 
be updated. 

SummerlFall2002 - The Consortium obtained a 2025 base-case population forecast 
from Metro and meetings were held with Metro to allow providers to understand and ask 
questions about these forecasts. Time was spent to determine if new population forecasts 
shouId be obtained from Metro based on an officially allocated forecast; however, these 
data were not available in the timeframe that would allow the RWSP Update to proceed. 
The Metro base-case forecasts were used to generate individual provider forecasts. 
Conservation program options were developed, a model called ConEast was used to 
evaluate the effect of these programs for each provider and a draft matrix of program 
options was prepared. Source-option alternatives were further developed and a water- 
rights technical memo was developed. The Confluence integration model was populated 
with data on current source options and transmission, imd the hydrology associated with 
the options was extended and applied in the model. The Consortium Board discussed a 
set of future supply option strategies that were utilized for modeling work. A second 
newsletter was developed and a mail-back questionnaire was evaluated. Two public 
workshops were held. 

WinterISpring 2003 - The work on conservation was completed. A set of conservation 
programs was developed based on specific assumptions about how conservation would 
work in this region and a draft report was prepared. After provider comments were 
incorporated, a final set of conservation programs were ranked against key criteria and 
providers self selected the programs that would apply to their entities. A common set of 
programs was applied throughout the region for education and outreach, and workshops. 
The information on each provider was placed in the integration model. Water-demand 
forecasts were developed for each provider memba and these were given to the entities 
for their review and comment. This first set of water-demand forecasts was put into the 
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Confluence model and beginning runs on the existing source options base case were 
completed. Based on issues raised about the water-demand forecasts, modeling work 
was delayed for several months. A draft report on the source options for the future was 
developed and reviewed by Consortium members. 

Summer/Fall2003 - This time was largely spent resolving issues associated with the 
water-demand forecasts and working with the specific water providers about operational 
issues in modeling how water sources should be utilized. Time was spent working with 
other supply planning efforts that were under way to ensure consistency between these 
efforts and the RWSP Update. A methodology for evaluating transmission linkages was 
developed. Modeling of future supplylprogram options was on hold for some months 
while the forecasting and operational issues were resolved. 

WinterISpring 2004 - The water-demand forecasts were revised and finalized, and new 
numbers were placed in the Confluence model. In the period that passed while 
conservation measures were evaluated and demand forecasts were refined, the 
Confluence model was modified. These changes reflected clarification and new decisions 
about what supplies were viewed as "committed" in the near term. Once the existing and 
near term base case was finalized, new model runs were conducted to understand the 
existing situation. During this time the number of future source-option strategies was 
reduced from seven to four, with a fifth one being the base case. The model was run for 
all of the future strategies and the results were discussed with the Consortium staff and 
with the Board. By June 2004 the basic findings of these model runs were shared with 
the Board. The decision was made to move the project into a third year to allow the 
development of a proposed RWSP Update stand-alone document to review in September 
2004. 

Summer/Fall2004 - This period was spent developing the proposed RWSP Update 
document, reviewing it with the CTSC and the Executive Committee of the Board. 
Public comment was taken during September. A markup version of the Draft Update was 
created in October and reviewed by the Consortium Technical Committee and the Board 
Executive Committee. The Board was asked in December 2004 to approve the proposed 
RWSP Update, which then will be sent to each of the decision-making bodies between 
December and March 2004. Along with endorsing the RWSP Update, the decision- 
making bodies also will be asked to approve amendments to the IGA forming the 
Consortium, including new language about the role of the Consortium in water supply 
planning. 

Organization of the RWSP Update 

The RWSP Update is designed as a stand-alone document that supplements and replaces 
portions of the original 1996 RWSP. The update is organized to flow much like the 
original RWSP but does not contain as many chapters. The first chapter is designed to 
set the background scene for the update, including the change in the Consortium planning 
function. The second chapter looks at the water-demand forecasts that were redone for 
this review, as well as the methodology used for the forecasting and the means by which 
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the forecasting tool can be used in the future for update purposes. The third chapter 
summarizes the work done to review and evaluate conservation programs as well as how 
the RWSP Update incorporates programs selected by the individual water providers. The 
ConEast modeling tool used to evaluate conservation programs is described. The fourth 
chapter is a description of the policy criteria review, the current status of water supplies, 
changes in regulatory circumstances, water rights status, transmission linkages, and 
sections on each of the primary future source options that were evaluated during the 
update, which include: 

J Bull Run expansion 
J Clackamas River expansion 
J Columbia River diversion 
J TrasWTualatin River: Hagg LakeIScoggins Reservoir expansion 
J Aquifer storage and recovery options 
J Columbia South Shore Well Field expansion 
J Willamette River expansion 
J Local sources 
J Non-potable options 

The fifth chapter discusses how the information on dernands, conservation, sources and 
transmission was modeled using the Confluence model. It also describes the formulation 
of future strategies and the basic results of the modeling work that integrates the 
information generated in the work listed above. The sixth and final chapter is designed to 
basically replace Chapter 12 of the original RWSP. It contains the final 
recommendations for conservation programs, a list of the source options available to 
meet future demands, and the ongoing role of the Consortium in decision support for 
local water provider programs and projects. Other issues associated with past 
Consortium actions on source protection policy, transmission and emergency 
preparedness are covered. In addition the respective roles of the Consortium and Metro 
are addressed. A set of appendices is listed in the Update document, and some will be 
included in the document while other longer reports will be available as separate 
documents. Each Consortium member has been given copies of the ConEast 
conservation spreadsheet model and training has been provided. In addition, each 
provider will be provided the Confluence model, user manual and data from the five 
strategies evaluated as a part of the Update. 

Public involvement Opportunities 

The RWSP Update included opportunities for public involvement as the Plan was 
reviewed. Two stakeholder panels were invited to provide the Board with their views 
about how the RWSP should be updated. Three newsletters were sent out during the 
development of the Update: one in May 2002, a second in August 2002 and a third in 
February 2003. Two of these newsletters included mail-back questionnaires focusing on 
policy objectives, source options and conservation. Summaries of the responses are 
included in the Appendices as well as copies of the newsletters. Public workshops were 
held in 2002 in Gresham and Tigard. (Public testimony is encouraged at all Consortium 
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Board meetings, which are held four times per year.) The primary means of making 
newsletters and update documents available to the public during the review process was 
through the Consortium Web site at www.conserveh20 .orz. Individual water-provider 
Consortium members also have their own opportunities for public involvement through 
their own events, meetings, Web sites, and printedlmaded information. The update 
process relied on both regional and local opportunities. A speakers' bureau was 
established early in the project and presentations were made about the RWSP Update on 
request from interested parties. Once the Draft Update was available, a notice was sent to 
the Consortium mailing list offering copies of the Update or directing people to the 
Consortium Web site where links were provided to thie draft and supporting reports. 
Comments were taken during September and early October. Please see Appendix C for 
copies of public involvement materials. 
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Chapter 2. Water Demands for the Portland 
Metropolitan Area 

Introduction 

In 1994, Barakat & Chamberlin, Inc., (BCI) as part of'the original RWSP study generated 
water-demand forecasts for the regional water providers in the metropolitan area, which 
are presented in Chapter 5 of the original RWSP report. The demand forecasts were 
based on available historical consumption~production data and population forecasts 
provided by Metro. Metro provided three sets of high, medium and low growth-demand 
forecasts that extended to the year 2050. As a result, BCI provided three sets of high, 
medium and low demand forecasts. BCI also provided additional sets of forecasts, which 
incorporated naturally occurring conservation and effect-of-rate increases by water 
providers. A set of peak-day forecasts, using the ratios of peak-day demand to average- 
day demand based on historical data, was generated as well. 

As a part of the RWSP Update project, Consortium members decided to update the 
regional water-demand forecasts as well. Between 1996 and 2002, when the update 
began, some providers had generated updated forecasts of their own, but Consortium 
members wanted a regional forecast that was based on single methodology and reflected 
a daily demand forecast. The use of an econometric model that had been developed for 
forecasting daily demand for the City of Portland was determined to be the best fit for 
more detailed forecasting that could be used in the ~onfluence@ integration model. In the 
original RWSP model there were only three demand nodes representing the three urban 
counties. The updated ConJluence model was going to include separate demand nodes 
for each individual water provider. Therefore, the decision was made to build demand 
models for as many water providers as had daily water production data and use those 
models to provide forecasts for all of the demand nodes in the Confluence model. 

Regional Water-Demand Forecast Methodology 

As an integral part of the RWSP Update project, demand forecasting for all participating 
water providers and nodes of the ConJuence model were developed. The demand 
modeling and forecasting tasks were implemented according to the following steps: 

1) Determining the service area for each provider 
2) Collecting historical production and/or consumption data for each provider 
3) Collecting demographic and weather data for each provider's service area 
4) Collecting other relevant information 
5) Building a single-equation econometric demand model for each provider 
6) Generating preliminary demand forecasts using the econometric model, based on 

the forecasts of demographic and economic variables 
7) Getting water providers' approval on the demand forecasts 
8) Calibrating the demand model and generating the final set of demand forecasts 

Chapter 2. Water Demands for the Portland 
December 2004 



Service Area 

As a first step in demand estimation and forecasting, the service area of each provider had 
to be determined. Each provider was asked to identify the boundaries of its service area 
on a map. The water providers were also asked to identify their expected future growth 
areas. The approved boundary maps were converted to GIs formats and presented to 
Metro for determining and forecasting population. A sample water provider map is 
located in Appendix D. 

Regional Providers7 Historical Production Data 

Historical consumption patterns along with demographic and other relevant information 
were used to estimate the demand models. The resulting demand models were then used 
for demand forecasting. 

Water providers were contacted and availability of data was assessed. Some providers 
had started collecting data as part of a Demand Tracking project. Some providers that 
had data available on their SCADA system were provided with assistance in data 
extraction. A few providers did not have access to this data at all or had only a few 
years' data available. Among providers that had data, production data were the most 
accessible. 

All available daily production data were collected and put in a usable format for demand 
analysis. For those providers that had multiple sources of water, total production from all 
sources was determined. In case data for some sources were not available, the service 
area was adjusted accordingly. When reservoir data were available, the production data 
were adjusted for in-town reservoir level fluctuations to more accurately reflect daily 
demand. 

Demographic and Weather Data 

Metro provided historical and forecast (only to 2025) population data based on the 
approved service area map of each provider. Metro also indicated areas of expansion in 
the urban growth boundary and appropriated the areas of growth among affected 
providers. The wholesale territories of some providers were added to their retail service 
areas. The combined wholesale and retail population was used for the demand-model 
estimation of those providers. As part of the demand forecast review process, some water 
providers had more up-to-date population estimates and forecasts for their service 
territories. For those entities, their population numbers were used for demand 
forecasting. Staff ensured that the total population cap established by Metro as part of the 
2003 adopted Regional Population Forecast was not exceeded. 

Providers participating in the RWSP are mainly located in the same climate zone with a 
mostly uniform weather pattern. For all providers, historic maximum daily temperature 
and total daily precipitation measured at the Portland Airport weather station were used. 
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Weather data are used for generating weather variables of the demand model as explained 
in Appendix D. 

Other Relevant lnfonnation 

The water providers were asked to provide information on events that had short-term or 
long-term effects on their demand. Events like flood, mandatory curtailment, or addition 
or loss of sources of supply usually create variations iin the data that are not explained by 
variables in the demand model. That is also the case with sudden jumps in water rates or 
specific all-out conservation programs. For those providers that had such data anomalies, 
relevant indicator or dummy variables were added to their demand models. 

Demand Model 

For each participating water provider that had at least five years of historical production 
data, a unique demand model was developed. For those water providers that did not 
have adequate historical data, a demand model for another service area with similar water 
consumption and customer class characteristics was used as surrogate. The surrogates 
were chosen based on input from the water provider's management and other regional 
experts. 

Demand estimation and forecasting methodology are explained in detail in Appendix D. 
Each demand model was validated against the historical data. The demand model 
provides a set of weather-normalized demands and a set of weather effects, which is 
based on the historical weather data for the 1940-2002! period. These weather effects 
provide the opportunity to simulate demand forecasts under historical weather years. 

Demand Forecasts 

The developed demand models along with population forecasts were used to forecast 
long-term demand for each water provider. A preliminary set of demand forecasts was 
presented to participating water providers for their review. Some of the providers had 
higher growth expectations than indicated by the preliminary forecasts. Those water 
providers were contacted and their pertinent concerns and expectations were incorporated 
into the demand forecasting procedure. A final set of demand forecasts was presented to 
the water providers for their approval. 

The final set of demand forecasts to be incorporated into the Confluence model consists 
of a set of weather-normalized demand forecasts extending to the year 2025. 
Corresponding to each set of weather-normalized demand forecasts, there is a set of 
weather effects. These weather effects are used in the Confluence model to simulate 
future demand under historical, 1940-2002 weather scenarios. 
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Regional Water Demands 

Among the different tasks included in the RWSP Update project, forecasting demand for 
water took the most time. This was due to various steps that had to be followed and 
coordinating these steps with individual water providers. Since a uniform forecasting 
methodology was used for all providers, a uniform set of data was expected fi-om 
providers as well. Not all providers, however, had sufficient data readily available. For 
those providers, surrogate service areas with similar characteristics were used and 
whatever data they had available were used for calibrating the forecasts. Each provider 
took time to review their forecasts and compare them to their own forecasting and actual 
use data. In addition, there was a desire to see if new Metro forecasts were available that 
reflected the significant amount of new lands that were added to the urban growth 
boundary in 2002. Despite extending the RWSP Update project into a third year, 
considering Metro's schedule, the water providers determined that it was not possible to 
obtain new service area forecasts in a timely manner. (Consequently, the RWSP forecasts 
were modified, as requested by the individual providers, to better match their individually 
refined population and consumption information. By the latter part of 2003, the water- 
demand forecasts were completed. Contrary to the original RWSP project, Metro 
provided only one set of population forecasts (instead (of high, medium and low), which 
extended to the year 2025. The single growth scenario was Metro's base case forecasts 
developed prior to 2002. The single set of population forecasts resulted in a single set of 
demand forecasts for each water provider. 

In Confluence it is possible to use historical weather effects and weather-normalized 
demands to simulate demand for water in a particular year under different historical 
weather scenarios. Adding historical weather effects to weather-normalized demand in a 
particular year provides this information. The forecasts can be averaged over all weather 
years or select specific weather years that stress the ability to meet water demands. The 
modeling can also look at probabilities of being able to meet various demands by 
matching weather-affected demand with supplies availlable for that weather year as 
indicated by historical stream-flow records. Long, hot, rain-free summers produce the 
highest water demands; whether the demands can be met depends on the hydrology of 
that particular year throughout the region. For strategic modeling purposes, certain years 
were selected for matching supply and demand under extreme weather conditions. For 
illustrative purposes, data presented in this chapter were just a summary of the different 
levels of water demands that could face the region andl its water providers; however, 
actual demands will vary based on actual growth in population, changes in the customer 
mix between residential and non-residential uses, and the changes that will be brought 
about by climate change and actual conservation program savings over time. It is for 
this reason that the water demands presented here are not those that each provider 
may choose to use in its own water master planning. 

Water-demand forecasting normally produces different views of how water demands 
impact the need for new infrastructure projects and programs. Annual average demands 
are often shown for the purposes of looking at water revenues that may be generated over 
longer timeframes. Usually, weather-normalized demand, which is demand in the 
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absence of day-to-day weather variations, is used for financial considerations. The 
weather-normalized demand is estimated directly by the demand model. 

Peak-season forecasts concentrate on water use during the summer season, which is 
always higher in the Portland area because of our dry summers compared to our wet 
winters. Peak-season numbers are most important for looking at supply source 
capacities, such as raw water storage reservoirs, intakes and treatment plant capacities. 
For the purposes of displaying peak-season average day forecasts in this chapter the peak 
season is defined as six months from May to October. The year 1967, which produced 
some of the highest peak-season demands, is used for peak-season considerations. In the 
actual integration Confluence model daily forecasts arie used for whatever year or set of 
years that are selected based on both demand patterns and hydrology throughout the 
region. 

One other primary forecast number is peak day, which is the day or set of days (three to 
five day period) that produces the highest demands seen in any given year. Peak-day 
demands are most important when looking at transmission, treatment plant capacities and 
terminal storage reservoirs. Again, when the historic record is looked at, one of the 
highest peak-event years is 1981, which was used to produce the forecast of peak-day 
demands shown in this chapter. In the Confluence modeling, the actual peak days of the 
year selected to modeling the entire region are analyzed and included. An analysis of the 
difference between using a high peak-season year over the highest peak-event year shows 
that it is only a few million gallons per day (mgd) higher in total for the region as a 
whole. 

The forecasts shown below in the various tables are in millions of gallons per day, which 
is an industry standard measurement. The RWSP Update did not generate a report with 
water-demand forecast data beyond that presented in this report; however, each water 
provider was given a set of its own forecasts that can be accessed. The Confluence 
model does not contain a specified set of forecasts either - they are generated through a 
set of weather-normalized numbers that are changed by adding coefficients from the 
selected choice of daily weather information, which are then reduced by the amount of 
conservation savings projected for each demand node. 

Annual Average Water Demands (Tables and charts are separate links on 
the Web page "Chart and Table 2-1") 

The details of the forecasted weather-normalized annual average water demands are 
presented in Table 2-1, for all of the members of the Clonsortium as well as some of the 
smaller wholesale entities. Chart 2-1 shows the growth of weather-normalized annual 
average demands over the next 20 years to 2025. 

The weather-normalized demand, as computed by the demand model, is the demand 
without weather effects. It only reflects the seasonal changes in demand, i.e., higher 
demand in summer than winter, but it does not reflect the daily fluctuations in demand as 
a result of day-to-day weather changes. Consequently, weather-normalized demand does 
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not depict daily peaking accurately. If we generate a set of demand forecasts for a 
particular population year with all of the historical weather effects (1940-2002) and then 
compute the average of the weather-affected demands for each day of the year, the result 
is very similar to weather-normalized demand. 

Peak-Season Water Demands (Tables and charts are separate links on the 
Web page "Chart and Table 2-2") 

The details of the forecasted peak-season water demands using 1967 as the representative 
weather pattern for high use is presented in Table 2-2. Chart 2-2 shows the growth in 
peak-season use from 2004 to 2025. The region is estimated to use a little more than 265 
mgd on an average peak-season day in a hot year starting in 2004 and to rise to a little 
under 400 mgd in 2025 in a hot year. This is a growth amount of 130 mgd of peak- 
season average day demand for summer supply (six months) at a 100 percent probability. 
With climate change, the actual demand in a hot year would likely rise by a couple of 
percent over what is projected in these tables based on studies of the impacts of climate 
change that have been done in the Portland area. This means that either more supplies 
would be necessary to meet increased demands beyond those forecast at this time or that 
probabilities of being able to meet demand are reduced. 

Peak-Day Water Demands (Tables and charts are separate links on the 
Web page "Chart and Table 2-3") 

The detail of the forecasted peak-day water demands using 1981 as the representative 
weather pattern for a high peak-day event is presented in Table 2-3. Chart 2-3 shows the 
growth in peak-day use from 2004 to 2025. The region is forecasted to use about 403 
mgd in 2004 if a very high peak day occurred, rising to 613 mgd in 2025. This is a 
growth in peak-day use of 210 mgd, or about 34 percent above current conditions. 

Historical Perspectives 

The demand forecasts presented in this chapter are more refined to the individual 
provider level than those presented in the original RWSP. The basis for the two forecasts 
was fairly different, with Metro projecting a more even population growth from 1995- 
2050. In the Update forecasts, Metro provided a much higher growth rate to 2025 than 
that of the earlier 2040 planning scenarios. It is for this reason that a comparison of the 
forecasts indicates that the Update forecasts show a greater increase in water demands by 
2025 than those in the original RWSP. Current Metro planning for the urban growth 
boundary was taken into account according to unoffici a1 population estimates from Metro 
that recognize more up-to-date, land-use designations and policy which place more 
growth inside the expanded UGB using more recent economically based population 
forecasting in their Metroscope model. 

Another historical perspective that should be understood is that some water providers in 
the Portland metropolitan area have been evaluating their water consumption trends over 
past years. For instance, the Portland retail and wholesale service area has an established 
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pattern of reduced per capita consumption since the late 1980s. In fact, the 2002 version 
of the aggregate demand model for the entire retail and wholesale service area of the 
Portland system, attributes a 7 percent drop in consumption to the conservation code 
changes that went into effect in 1992. The demand model also shows a downward trend 
in demand that started in the late 1980s that could be attributed to changes in land-use 
patterns, rate increases and other conservation measures implemented by water providers. 
By 2002, these effects sum up to an 18 percent reduction in aggregate demand. However, 
the individual demand models estimated in RWSP updates show that the downward 
trends in per capita consumption are more pronounced in some areas than others. All of 
the region's water providers show reductions in per capita use to some extent due to low- 
flow plumbing requirements implemented in the early 1990s, land-use changes brought 
about by Metro and local governmental land-use controls on lot sizes and single/multiple- 
family mix, real-price increases and conservation programs. This pattern is reflected in 
the water-demand forecasts. 
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Chart 2-1 
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Chart 2-2 
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Chart 2-3 
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Chapter 3. Conservation 

The following water conservation programs have been selected by the Consortium for 
consideration in the RWSP Update. The bolded programs are implemented regionally and 
the rest are voluntary programs, selected by individual providers, based on customer class 
and needs, resources and preference. 

Residential Information, Education and Awareness 
Property Manager Workshops 
Trade Ally Irrigation and Landscape Workshops 
Commercial, Institutional and Industrial (CII) Irrigation Evapotranspiration 
(ET) Controller Retrofit 
Large Landscape Audit 
Nonresidential Irrigation Submetering 
Multifamily Submetering 
CII Indoor Audits 
Toilet Rebate Program 
Residential Indoor Audits 
Residential Irrigation ET Controller Retrofit 
Waterless Urinals (awaiting approval from the Oregon State Plumbing Board) 
CII Outdoor Ordinance 
Elimination of Single-Pass Cooling Systems 
Washing Machine Rebates 

The programs and the process used to select the programs are described in this chapter. 

Introduction 

A basic premise of the RWSP is that water conservation is a resource that can play a key 
role in meeting future water supply needs. Conservation has been carefully considered 
and subjected to the same level of analysis as other supply sources, In the original RWSP, 
a comprehensive framework was used to examine water conservation to assure that all 
viable conservation technologies and management practices were considered. More than 
150 conservation measures were evaluated. Twenty-four programs were selected and 
further refined to include only outdoor programs. In Chapter 12, Recommended Plan 
Concept and Implementation Actions, in the original RWSP, new conservation programs 
included the initiation and implementation of a region-wide outdoor conservation effort 
and exploration~implementation of non-potable source options. 

The focus on outdoor conservation was intended to help meet many of the Consortium's 
objectives. Outdoor conservation programs produce savings when supplies are the most 
limited (in the summer) and the programs are generally cost-effective. In addition, 
outdoor conservation programs reduce demand during periods of low stream flow. 
Conservation can delay the need for new supply capacity. While indoor conservation 
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programs were not recommended in the implementation strategy, there was a 
recommendation to continue to explore indoor programs and technologies. 
The original RWSP strategy included these conservation program concepts: 

Conservation education (focused on outdoor uses) 
Outdoor water audits (residential, commercial, institutional and industrial) 
Incentives to install water-efficient irrigation and landscapes 
Landscape and irrigation ordinances for new developments 
Conservation pricing structures 

State of Conservation Programs in the Region 

Since the adoption of the RWSP, there has been considerable effort to implement water 
conservation programs to meet conservation targets. The Consortium initially worked 
closely with the Columbia Willamette Water Conservation Coalition on program 
development and implementation until the two organizations merged in 1999. Following 
endorsement of the RWSP, a scope of work was developed to "operationalize" the 
conservation element of the RWSP: This scope of work included three elements: 

Element 1. Develop an effective program to track and measure water savings 
through implementation of water conservation programs 
Element 2. Review and confirm conservation assumptions from the RWSP 
Element 3. Develop a work plan, timeline and budget for program implementation 

Work Element 1 was supported by a baseline survey to determine what types of 
conservation programs were currently being implemented in the region and the data 
available to monitor and track conservation program savings. A report titled, "Tracking 
and Measurement of Water Conservation Program Impacts on Water Demand in the 
Portland Metropolitan Region" was completed in April 1999 by Maddaus Water 
Management and the Weber Group, As a result of this report, a monitoring and tracking 
program was developed to encourage individual providers to collect both production and 
demand data for future analysis of conservation savings. While initial participation was 
strong, the feasibility of collecting some of this data has been difficult for many 
providers. However, the Consortium continues to encourage and facilitate data collection 
by helping providers develop data collection protocols, providing templates and technical 
support. 

Also in 1999 the Board approved a contract with Jennifer Stout of Water and Energy 
Consulting to review the RWSP conservation program descriptions, costs and savings as 
well as recommend an implementation strategy. Her report titled, "Portland Metropolitan 
Region Water Conservation Program Review and Analysis, November 29, 1999" resulted 
in a refinement and update of program costs and savings by provider and region and 
utilized updated population data. Stout's work met the objectives of Work Element 2. 
Stout also recommended program design changes to incorporate new technologies and 
approaches. Stout utilized information fi-om focus groups to help guide program 
modifications for the irrigation industry. Stout's analysis was generated using a modeling 
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tool called Conservation Economic Analysis and Screening Tool (ConEAST), which is 
described later in this chapter. Based on the work of Maddaus, Weber and Stout, the 
Consortium and Coalition developed an implementation plan for regional water 
conservation (Work Element 3). 

Element 3: Regional Water Conservation Work Plan 

In March 2000 the Consortium Board endorsed a conservation work plan for the 
Consortium. Until this time, regional conservation implementation was being done by the 
Columbia Willamette Water Conservation Coalition. It was also recognized that some 
providers were implementing their own conservation programs. The work plan 
recognized three levels of programs: 

Level 1 - Public Education and Workshops: Programs are applicable to all 
providers with regional administration being most cost-effective and practical. 
Programs include: 
3 Water Conservation Information, Education and Awareness 
> Residential Landscaping Workshops 
3 Commercial, Industrial and Institutional (CII) Trade Ally Irrigation and 

Landscaping Workshops 
3 Property Manager Workshops 

Level 2 - Technical Assistance and Incentives: Programs include audits, 
retrofits and rebates and are applicable to all providers and can be administered 
either regionally or by individual providers. 

Level 3 - Regulation Programs: Targets primarily new construction so 
applicability depends on growth; administered by individual providers and 
includes CII outdoor ordinance. 

It was recommended that the Consortium focus its efforts on Level 1 programs. Level 2 
and 3 programs were determined to be best implemented voluntarily at a subregional or 
individual provider level. However, it was noted that the Consortium could help facilitate 
coordination among providers. The work plan also involved merging the Coalition and 
Consortium so that all providers in the Consortium were participating and contributing to 
regional conservation program implementation. In addition, a conservation coordinator 
and part-time support staff were hired to implement programs. A Consortium 
Conservation Committee (CCC) was formed to provide direction and guidance to the 
conservation coordinator, help develop budget and work plans and make 
recommendations to the Consortium Technical Subcommittee (CTSC). 

Conservation Programs Being Implemented 

The Consortium has been actively implementing Level 1 programs. Below is a summary 
of the programs that have been implemented since the Consortium took over program 
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implementation in 2000. As a reminder, the Columbia Willamette Water Conservation 
Coalition, established in 1992 and made up of 16 members of the Consortium, was 
responsible for regional and subregional conservation program implementation prior to 
2000. The Coalition's programs were very similar in scope and also included audit and 
technical assistance programs. 

Summer Marketing Campaign: Includes TV and radio ads, on-air interviews, 
newspaper articles, press releases, billboards and transit sides, and a campaign kick- 
off event with radio sponsorship. 
Landscape Workshops: Designed for the general public in partnership with local 
nuyseries. Topics focus on healthy soil, right plants for the right place, composting, 
etc. The Consortium also sponsored three Naturescaping for Clean Rivers workshops. 
Events: Include the Salmon Festival, Yard Garden and Patio Show, Roar Fair at the 
Oregon Zoo, and Oregon Garden. The Consortium has a booth, giveaways, activities 
and staff to answer questions. The Consortium participates in many of these events 
annually. 
Youth Education Activities: These include various stage shows on water 
conservation (As the Faucet Turns, Where's Rosie) directed toward specific age 
groups; Clean Water Festival sponsor, Kids Web page at www.conserveh20.org and 
development of a cartoon map of the region's water supplies with related activities. 
Green Industry Partnerships: Partnering with green industry trade associations 
involved in landscaping, nurseries and yard maintenance. A goal is to work more 
proactively together on issues of water conservation. Initiated grant program to 
encourage landscape professionals to take classes that focus on water conservation 
(e.g., sprinkler scheduling, irrigation system auditing and estimating landscape water 
use). Jointly developed an "Irrigation Bill of Rights" brochure. 
Distribution of Water Conservation Kits through Web page, media partners and 
water providers. 
Tracking and Measuring Conservation Savings (Demand Tracking): Offer 
technical assistance to providers in collecting and storing production and 
consumption data for purposes of evaluating conservation program savings. 
Collateral: Developed numerous brochures on subjects such as: how to maintain a 
healthy lawn, indoor water conservation, outdoor water conservation, what to look for 
when installing an irrigation system, low-water use plants and how to test your soil. 
Developed event displays for regional and provider use. 
Web site www.conserveh2o.org: Contains conservation information, links to 
member sites, tips, resources, kids' interactive page, RWSP Update information, 
feedback opportunities, newsletters, meeting information, committee descriptions, 
meeting summaries and project information. 
Monitor and track conservation legislation: Follow federal, state and local 
legislation regarding water conservation and comment appropriately. 
Program Evaluation: The Consortium evaluated the effectiveness of its summer 
marketing campaign in 2001, and also held teacher focus groups to better define its 
outreach to schools. 
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RWSP Conservation Update 

An update of the conservation element of the RWSP was needed for many reasons. 
Conservation technologies have changed and advanced. Customer needs have changed as 
well as demographics, growth, land-use patterns and economic factors. Our experience in 
implementing programs has also grown and informed us as to what is most successful 
and feasible for our region and its water providers. 

The conservation update focuses on evaluating both existing and new programs. A policy 
decision was made by the Water Managers to also evaluate residential and CII indoor 
programs. Resources were not available to complete as detailed an analysis as was done 
in the original RWSP. The goal was to ensure that costs and savings projections were 
updated in line with newer population figures and that the most cost-effective and 
feasible programs were being considered for implementation. Providers were also given 
the flexibility to choose which programs, beyond a core group of programs, best suited 
their needs and were likely to be implemented in the near future. This allowed the 
Consortium to more realistically predict conservation program costs and savings in the 
integration model and recognized that individual provider customers and conservation 
needs are different. 

The firm of Planning and Management Consultants, Ltd., (PMCL) was selected by the 
Consortium to prepare the conservation update. Their report titled, "Update of the 
Regional Water Supply Plan - Conservation Element" was completed March 3 1,2003. A 
summary of their work is provided below. The conservation program data that they 
generated was used in the ~ o n ~ u e n c e ~  model to calculate water savings and program 
costs. 

Summary of the Conservation Element of the RWSP 
Update 

The original RWSP evaluated conservation programs on an aggregate level 
corresponding to the three county areas within the Portland metropolitan region. The 
evaluation of conservation programs for the RWSP Update was conducted at the utility, 
or water-provider level. There were 23 provider members of the Consortium at the time 
of the analysis. 

The intent of PMCL's analysis was to calculate the growth rate using updated population 
and employment projections to determine the projected number of accounts by provider. 
Updated forecasts by the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) of population and 
employment, at the provider level, had not been released (as of January 2003) and thus 
the analysis described in this report is based on the rate of growth in 1997 population and 
employment projections as used in the 1999 Jennifer Stout report. 
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The ConEAST Model 

The Conservation update was done using the Conservation Economic Analysis and 
Screening Tool (ConEAST) model to allow for a more detailed analysis of conservation 
programs by provider. ConEAST is an Excel spreadsheet model developed by Gary Fiske 
& Associates that calculates the following elements for either multiple or single agencies: 

Water savings 
Costs 
Economic benefits 
Unit costs 
Benefit-cost ratios 

For this evaluation, ConEAST was used to develop these estimates on a provider-by- 
provider basis. The provider-level estimates of savings, costs and benefits are aggregated 
to the regional level within the ConEAST model and regional unit-costs and benefit-cost 
ratios are then calculated. 

Inputs into the ConEAST model include: 

Number of conservation program participants per year 
Average gallons saved per day per participant 
Conservation program costs to the utility and participant 
Marginal cost of water and sewer service 
Marginal cost of water supply to the utility 
Other economic factors 

Water providers were asked to provide water and sewer rate information, account 
information and water use information. Where provider information was unavailable, 
estimates were made based on information fiom similar providers, industry standards and 
experience of the consultant. Input data was also taken from previous reports, and then 
given to providers to review and update as needed. 

A Regional Analysis 

PMCL's analysis of water conservation programs is conducted at the regional level. 
Thus, while inputs into the ConEAST model are entered at the provider level, the inputs 
for this analysis are regional level data that have been allocated among the providers for 
entry into the ConEAST model. Some of the ConEAST inputs, such as the gallons saved 
per participant and the marginal price of water and sewer were determined at the provider 
level to the extent possible within the scope of this study and as available data permitted. 
Thus, some effort was made to adjust inputs for variations among provider service area 
characteristics, especially when provider-specific data were unavailable. Nonetheless, 
this analysis should not be interpreted as a provider-level analysis of programs. Rather, 
the analysis assumes a regional implementation of programs by the Consortium. Program 
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participation and program costs are consistently allocated among providers based on the 
distribution of customer accounts. 

Inherent to the Consortium is the core value of managing a shared resource. There are 
inequities in sharing the cost of managing the resource, as in funding conservation 
programs that may benefit some members of the Consortium more than others. There are 
inequities in allocating program costs by size of the provider and there are inequities in 
the market reached by a program. Some provider service areas have more industrial 
customers than others, some providers have older residences than others, some providers 
have more irrigated area than others, etc. However, conducting this analysis at the 
provider level would not only involve a more extensive analysis beyond the scope of this 
study, but also undermine the shared resource concept of the Consortium. The regional 
analysis of programs corresponds with the role of the Consortium in collaborating on 
water resource management issues and promoting region-wide conservation programs. 
Regional implementation of conservation programs offers economies of scale and reaches 
the unified area with consistent programming. 

The Integrated Resource Planning Process 

Two workshops were conducted during this project with Consortium members and their 
conservation staff to include stakeholder input into the evaluation process. The first 
workshop helped provide direction to PMCL by identifying what programs should be 
evaluated in the update and what criteria should be used. In addition, two draft documents 
were submitted to the water providers for review. The resulting comments and additional 
inputs were incorporated into the analysis. The economic analysis of programs is 
contingent upon the assumed program parameters, which include participation rates, 
program costs, water use reduction and the baseline water use per account. To the extent 
possible, values for these parameters are based on findings reported in the literature for 
similar conservation programs, the opinions of the consultant and opinions of local 
stakeholders. Actual participation rates and water savings may only be known after a 
program has been implemented and properly evaluated. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria were established by the Consortium and consultant for screening 
conservation programs for potential implementation and further evaluation. The purpose 
of the screening process was to select conservation programs that are feasible, acceptable 
to customers and effective in reducing water use. Criteria identified for screening 
conservation programs for the RWSP Update were: 

TechnicaVimplementation feasibility 

Administrative feasibility and acceptability 

a Customer acceptability 

a Potential water savings 
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Cost-effectiveness/ benefit-cost analysis 

Meet State requirements for Water Management and Conservation Plans 
(Oregon Administrative Rule 690-86) 

0 Externalities, such as environmental benefits, reduced sewer flows, energy 
savings, public expectations and public relations 

The evaluation of the feasibility and acceptability ratings of potential conservation 
programs is an attempt to quantify subjective opinions and attitudes. The programs were 
scored for implementation feasibility, stakeholder (utility) acceptability and customer 
acceptability. 

Results of these ratings were used to rank program feasibility and acceptability. The 
weighted scores for the three criteria were added to provide an overall score for each 
program. The overall score for each program was then classified as good, mixed orpoor. 
Subsequent ratings are included in Table 3- 1. 

The rating process and subsequent ranking of programs can be biased by a number of 
factors. Bias factors may include: 

Low response rate among those asked to rate potential programs 

Difficulty in rating programs fiom a regional perspective, rather than from a 
provider perspective 

Preference or inclination to rate higher those programs already implemented 
or familiar 

Insufficient information on implementation conditions of programs 

The financial indicators for the evaluation of program cost-effectiveness, as calculated by 
the ConEAST model, include: 

Unit cost of water saved (utility perspective) 
Unit cost of water saved (society perspective) 
Benefit-cost ratio (utility perspective) 
Benefit-cost ratio (society perspective) 
Benefit-cost ratio (customer perspective) 

Utility Perspective: Compares the avoided costs of current and fhture supplies to the 
administrative, incentive and allocated regional costs borne by the utility and passed 
through to utility ratepayers and does not reflect revenue losses due to conservation 
programs. 

Society Perspective: Compares the avoided supply costs to the total cost of conservation 
programs, whether borne by the utility or by the participant. Thus, in addition to the 
changes in the costs considered in the utility perspective, the societal perspective also 
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considers the portion of conservation equipment costs borne by the participating 
customer. 

Customer Perspective: Compares the typical bill savings experienced by a participating 
customer to the portion of the conservation equipment or fixture costs (net of utility 
incentives) that the customer bears. 

These financial indicators are calculated at both the provider-level and the regional-level. 
For this analysis, only the regional indicators are used to select programs for further 
analysis. 

For this analysis, a marginal supply cost of $47 per acre-foot is assumed for all providers 
in winter and $374 per acre-foot in summer. These values were selected in consultation 
with the Consortium staff and other consultants evaluating alternative supply options for 
the region. A report prepared by Gary Fiske entitled "Evaluation of Marginal Supply 
Costs for the Portland Metropolitan Region, 1998" was the basis for determining regional 
marginal cost as there were not resources available for a comprehensive analysis. 
Inflation was applied to reflect today's dollars. Note that these assumed winter and 
summer costs per acre-foot are equivalent to $0.1 1 per 100 cubic feet (ccf) in winter and 
$0.86 per ccf in summer. For purposes of this analysis, the summer marginal cost was 
applied to four months and the winter marginal cost was applied to the remaining eight 
months. 

An estimated unit cost of $0.80 per ccf or less was classified as cost-effective. Unit costs 
between $0.80 and $1.00 per ccf were classified as marginally cost-effective; and unit 
costs greater than $1 .OO per ccf were classified as not cost-effective. The actual marginal 
cost of water supply may vary significantly by provider depending upon the source, 
accounting practices and other factors. 

The benefit-cost ratios are calculated as discounted benefits divided by discounted costs. 
A benefit-cost ratio greater than 1.0 indicates that the benefits are greater than costs, and 
thus the program is cost-effective. Programs with benefit-cost ratios between 0.9 and 1.05 
were classified as marginally cost-effective. Programs with estimated benefit-cost ratios 
less than 0.9 were classified as not cost-effective. 

The classifications of the program unit cost estimates and the benefit-cost ratios were 
combined into an overall cost-effectiveness score. A good cost-effectiveness score 
required a program unit cost to be cost-effective for both the utility and society 
perspectives and the benefit-cost ratios to be cost-effective for the utility, society and 
customer perspectives. Apoor cost-effectiveness score was given if the unit costs were 
not cost-effective and all benefit-cost ratios were not cost-effective. Some programs were 
given a mixed cost-effectiveness score indicating that the unit costs and benefit-cost ratios 
were in the marginal range, or that there were conflicting scores between the 
perspectives. The overall cost-effectiveness score of each program that was evaluated is 
shown in Table 3- 1. 

Chapter 3. Conservation 
December 2004 



The cost-effectiveness ratings may be biased by the assumption that a given program is 
applicable in all provider service areas. An example is the program to eliminate single- 
pass cooling systems. As demonstrated by the Portland Business, Industry and 
Government (BIG) program, elimination of single-pass cooling results in dramatic water 
savings and can pay for itself in a short time period at selected customer facilities. 
However, evaluating the program at an aggregate level such as estimating the percent 
reduction in water use for the Commercial Industrial and Institutional sector region wide 
reduces the cost-effectiveness of the program. Furthermore, some providers may not have 
any customers with single-pass cooling within their service area. Assuming 
implementation of the program among all providers for the regional analysis further 
masks the cost-effectiveness rating of the program, which may be very cost-effective for 
a selected facility or utility but does not look favorable as a regional program. 

Similarly, the cost-effectiveness ratings'are based on the regional assumption of an 
implementation rate for a given program across all providers. Realistically, participation 
rates may vary among provider service areas. Variation of assumed water usage rates (the 
gallons per day per account) and variation in marginal water and sewer rates among 
providers also affect the cost-effectiveness of a program by provider. Thus, programs that 
effectively save water when implemented at a given facility, or at the provider level, may 
not appear cost-effective when evaluated at the regional level. 

Other factors are considered in the selection of recommended programs in addition to the 
acceptability ratings and estimates of cost-effectiveness. These factors include: 

State requirements (Oregon Administrative Rule 690-86) 
Mix of programs targeting residential and nonresidential sectors 
Mix of programs targeting indoor and outdoor water use 
Need to address peak use as well as total demand 
Environmental issues, such as the benefits of reduced sewer flow 

As a final component of stakeholder input, Consortium members reviewed a draft list of 
program evaluations and collectively developed a list of recommendations. 
Table 3-1 shows the list of evaluated programs, their ranking, costbenefit, water savings, 
cost and acceptability. The data are most useful in ranking programs against each other 
for further analysis by an individual provider. The data assume that all providers are 
participating in the program; however, providers selected the programs they are most 
likely to implement. The programs selected by providers and the projected 2025 peak- 
season savings is shown in Table 3-2. 
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Acceptable and 
Cost-effective 

Mixed 
Acceptability 

and Cost- 
effective 

Table 3-1 

RANKING AND GROUPING OF CONSERVATION PROGRAMS BY CRITERIA 

Unit 
Meets Division Cost Unit Cost Average 

Overall 86 Utility Society BIC Ratio BIC Ratio BIC Ratio Annual Average Cost- 
Program Acceptability Requirements ($lccf) (Slccf) Utility Customer Savings MG Annual Cost Effective Society 

Residential Information, Education 
& Awareness I Good E 1 $0.28 $0.28 1.76 1.76 nla 1 7761 $282,591 1 Good 

I I I 
Property Manager Workshops Good E, A $0.33 $0 33 2 63 2.63 nla 38 $15,401 Good 
Trade Ally lrrigation & Landscape 
Workshops Good E, A $0 19 $0.19 4.42 4.42 nla 78 $18,632 Good 

Large Landscape Audit B Mixed A,R,U $0 80 $0 80 1.07 1.07 nla 234 $241,404 Good 

CII lrrigation ET Controller Retrofit 
A Mixed A, R $0.19 $0.31 4.55 2.77 13.66 398 $84,916 Good 
Nonresidential lrrigation 
Submetering Poor 0 $0 02 $0.1 1 57.04 7.51 16.61 605 $9,964 Good 

Multifamily Submetering Poor 0 $0 03 $0.03 16.40 16.40 nla - 156 $4,694 Good 

CII Indoor Audits A Good A, U 1 $0.48 $0.70 0.88 0.61 22.08 1 4731 $289,1251 Mixed 
I I I 

Mixed A, R, U $0.66 $0.66 0.64 0.64 nla Mixed 

Mixed R $0.44 $0.44 0.95 0.95 nla 508 $196,296 Mixed 

Residential Indoor Audits A Poor A $0.39 $0.62 1.09 0.68 19.60 740 $366,795 Mixed 

Residential lrriaation ET Controller 
Poor A, R $0.49 $2.21 1.76 0.39 0.89 105 $57,643 Mixed 

Waterless Urinals Poor R $0.49 $0.49 0.87 0.87 nla 344 $146,165 Mixed 

Poor A, R $0.60 $0.60 0.70 0.70 nla Mixed 

Poor A, U $0.77 $4.43 1.12 0.19 0.44 205 $187,109 Mixed 
Eliminate Single-Pass Cooling - No 
lncentive C R, U $0.03 $6.41 15.97 0.07 0.77 479 $1 1,095 Mixed 

Washing Machine Rebate $50 Mixed R $0.99 $0.99 0.43 0.43 nla 216 $251,055 Mixed 

Mixed 
Acceptability 

and Mixed Cost- 
effectiveness 

Mixed 
Acceptability 

Poor 
Acceptability 
and Not Cost- 

effective 

Eliminate single-pass cooling was added after feasibility ranking. 

Div. 86 Requirement Codes: E -education, A -technical assistance, R - rebates and financing retrofits, U - reuse, recycling, and non-potable use, 0 -Other 

Programs not included due to poor acceptability and poor cost effectiveness include: Residential Landscape Workshops, CII Landscaping and lrrigation System Rebate, Residential 
Landscaping and lrrigation System Rebate, Single Family Outdoor Audit. 

$.86/ccf is the marginal cost of new supply (for summer) used for this analysis 



Findings and Recommendations 

The evaluation of programs by the overall acceptability score and the cost-effectiveness 
score allows the programs to be grouped into the following categories: 

Feasible, acceptable and cost-effective 
Poor feasibility and acceptability, but cost-effective 
Mixed feasibility and acceptability, and marginally cost-effective 
Mixed feasibility and acceptability, and not cost-effective 
Poor feasibility and acceptability, and not cost-effective 

The programs are grouped in Table 3-1 according to these categories. Programs that are 
feasible, acceptable and cost-effective are recommended for implementation. Programs 
that are cost-effective but were ranked poorly on perceived feasibility and acceptability 
may be recommended on the condition that marketing and public education can improve 
the acceptability of the program. Other programs may be recommended contingent upon 
a redesign of implementation conditions and assumptions used in the evaluation process. 

In situations where multiple implementation scenarios of a given program are evaluated 
(e.g., Scenario A and B), the highest ranked scenario is selected for recommendation. 
Thus, there are 14 programs that can be recommended for further analysis with the 
supply alternatives from the first three groupings. In addition, the washing machine 
rebate program is included in the set of programs for further analysis on the basis of its 
marginally effective unit cost, mixed acceptability and the recommendation of the 
Consortium members. 

Conservation managers may modify the implementation specifications of the 
recommended programs based on individual provider target populations (i.e., their 
customers), budgets and resources available. ConEAST allows individual providers to 
calculate their specific costs and savings. For the purpose of this analysis and the RWSP 
Update, the implementation specifications of the recommended programs are assumed 
reasonable for the average provider. 

The following 15 programs have been recommended for further analysis in the RWSP 
Update. A description of each program is provided in the h l l  report by PMCL and a brief 
description follows. 

Residential Information, Education and Awareness 
Property Manager Workshops 
Trade Ally higation and Landscape Workshops 
CII Irrigation ET Controller Retrofit (Option A) 
Large Landscape Audit (Option B) 
Nonresidential Irrigation Submetering 
Multifamily Submetering 
CII Indoor Audits (Option A) 
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Toilet Rebate Program 
Residential Indoor Audits (Option A) 
Residential Irrigation ET Controller Retrofit 

0 Waterless Urinals (awaiting approval from the Oregon State Plumbing Board) 
CII Outdoor Ordinance 
Eliminate Single-Pass Cooling (Option C) 
Washing Machine Rebates 
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Conservation Program Descriptions 

Regional Programs 

Residential Information, Education and Awareness 

Includes multi-media campaign, Web page, youth education programs, events, brochures 
and public relations. This program targets all single-family and multifamily accounts. 
The analysis assumes a 2 percent reduction of average indoor and outdoor water use, with 
a one-year savings life. The program continues each year through 2030. 

Property Manager Workshops 

This program targets multifamily accounts and commercial landscape irrigation through 
workshops for property managers, landscape maintenance personnel and landscape 
contractors. It emphasizes inclusion of specific language regarding landscape and 
imgation system maintenance in the landscape contract. Workshops will also cover 
efficient watering practices, including proper system timing and programming, the use of 
evapotranspiration (ET) rates to estimate turf and plant watering needs and efficient 
landscaping maintenance. The program assumes two workshops per year with 30 
attendees each, who each affect two properties for a total of 120 multifamily or 
commercial accounts affected per year. Workshops continue through 2030. 

Trade Ally Irrigation and Landscape Workshops 

This program targets single-family and commercial (CII) accounts through workshops for 
developers and landscapers. The focus is primarily on water-efficient landscape design 
and installation, but may also cover water-efficient irrigation equipment. Four 
workshops will be conducted per year through 2030. 

Programs for Individual Provider Selection 

Large Landscape Audit 

This program targets commercial (CII) accounts with high summer-to-winter water use 
ratios. The audits may include the following services for customers: help in determining 
current irrigation efficiency; advising customers of low-cost hardware improvements; 
providing baseline imgation schedules; guiding customers on how to modify irrigation 
schedules according to weather changes; providing imgation water savings information, 
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and information on new technologies. It is estimated that approximately 100 accounts 
will participate each year. The program assumes $400 additional (i.e., incremental) cost 
to customer above routine maintenance costs. 

CII lrrigation ET Controller Retrofit A 

As with the large landscape audit program, this program targets commercial (CII) 
accounts with large irrigation use. These accounts are assumed to have high summer-to- 
winter water use ratios. For this analysis, the accounts with high summer usage are 
assumed to be the top 15 percent of CII accounts. The program also targets known 
irrigators such as golf courses, parks and schools. The ET-based controller systems are 
programmed with historical ET data for a given region. Irrigation schedules are adjusted 
bi-weekly according to the historical ET data and can be further adjusted on a daily basis 
with a temperature sensor. These systems are competitively priced with standard 
irrigation controllers. 

It is assumed that one 32-station irrigation controller is installed at each location with 
protective cabinet and temperature sensor. However, some locations, such as golf 
courses, may require multiple controllers. 

This program assumes a 50 percent ($475) rebate and the customer pays for 50 percent of 
the cost of ET controller. The program has 5 percent participation each year through 
2015. Five percent of 15 percent of CII accounts equals 0.75 percent of CII accounts, or 
about 200 accounts per year. 

Toilet Rebate Program 

This program targets non-ultra-low-flush (ULF) toilets that use more than 1.6 gallons per 
flush. The analysis assumes 70 percent of all existing accounts (in the year 2000) have 
non-ULF toilets. This assumption is based on the age of homes reported in the 2000 U.S. 
Census for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties and an assumption that 
toilets in some pre-1990 homes have already been replaced with ULF toilets. 
Consortium staff (or subcontractor) would market, administer and track the rebate 
program. The program would offer $100 rebate for verified installation of a 1.6 gallon per 
flush toilet. The rebate may be used by the customer to offset the cost of the new fixture 
andor installation costs. The program would be offered for 10 years and provide 5,000 
rebates per year. 

Nonresidential Irrigation Submetering 

This program targets irrigation of landscape areas through separate metering and billing 
for irrigation use. The program will be required of all new construction with landscape 
areas greater than 10,000 square feet and will also target existing large landscape areas 
assumed to be submetered over a 10-year period. The premise behind this program is that 
studies show that if a customer knows exactly how much water is being applied to 
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landscapes and what their irrigation costs are, it will provide an incentive to make water 
conserving improvements. The targeted accounts are assumed to be in the top 15 percent 
of accounts with a high summer-to-winter ratio. Program analysis assumes a 90 percent 
compliance with targeted accounts or about 430 accounts per year. 

Multifamily Submetering 

This program targets all new multifamily accounts through ordinances or utility 
regulations that require submeters for individual units. The analysis assumes that the 
additional cost of submetering is incorporated into building costs. Any billing service fee 
is assumed to be offset by reduced water bill. The analysis assumes 90 percent 
compliance with ordinance mandating submetering in new multifamily construction. 

CII Indoor Audits B 

This program targets those CII accounts in the top 15 percent of annual use, or those with 
sharp increase in use. Water audits may be performed by a contractor, such as trained 
staff within the Portland Water Bureau, at an average audit cost of $1,000 per audit. An 
average cost to customers of $500 is assumed. Participation of 5 percent of targeted 
accounts is assumed (5 percent of 15 percent is about 200 accounts per year). 

Washing Machine Rebates 

This program targets all residential customers and offers a $50 rebate for the purchase of 
water-efficient clothes washers. The incremental cost to customers is assumed to be 
offset by the rebate, plus the Oregon Energy Tax Credit. The analysis assumes 
participation by 4,000 residential accounts per year. 

Residential Indoor Audits A 

This program targets single-family and multifamily accounts with high volumes of water 
use, or sudden increases in water consumption. Targeted accounts are assumed to be the 
top 20 percent of accounts. The analysis assumes 5 percent of accounts per year 
participate and implement recommendations (5 percent of 20 percent, or about 3,800 
audits per year). Audits are assumed to cost $75 each and participants are assumed to 
pay an average of $50 to implement audit recommendations. 

Residential Irrigation ET Controller Retrofit 

This program targets the top 20 percent of single-family accounts with high sumrner-to- 
winter use ratios. The ET-based irrigation controllers are programmed with historical ET 
data for a given region. Irrigation schedules are adjusted bi-weekly according to the 
historical ET data and can be further adjusted on a daily basis with a temperature sensor. 
The analysis assumes that a participant will pay $174 for the controller and that the 
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Consortium will pay $35 for installation. The analysis assumes that 3,000 customers will 
participate. 

Waterless Urinals 

This program targets the replacement of watering urinals with waterless urinals in 
existing commercial (CII) accounts, especially those with high volume traffic such as 
restaurants, schools, dormitories, sports arenas and office buildings. A rebate of $150 per 
urinal is offered to offset the cost of fixture replacement. The proportion of targeted high- 
traffic accounts to all CII accounts is unknown. For this analysis, it is assumed that 5 
percent of existing (i.e., year 2000) accounts, or about 1,330 accounts will participate 
with an average of two fixture replacements per account. The program is offered for only 
10 years and is contingent on the Oregon State Plumbing Board approving their use. As 
of July 2004, they are not approved for commercial use, but are being used in a pilot 
program in some State Parks. 

CII Outdoor Ordinance 

This program targets new CII accounts by requiring submittal and approval of landscape 
plans for new construction and restricting turf area in landscaped areas. The analysis 
assumes 90 percent compliance among new CII accounts, or about 500 accounts per year. 
Plan reviews are assumed to cost $350 each and the customer is assumed to pay an 
average of $1,800 to comply with the ordinance. 

Eliminate Single-Pass Cooling 

This program target CII accounts currently using single-pass cooling to cool equipment 
such as refrigerators, air conditioners and ice machines. This program seeks to eliminate 
single-pass cooling systems by 2010 and have participants install water saving 
technology that has a one-to-five year payback. It is estimated that 39 percent of existing 
(i.e., year 2000) CII accounts have single-pass cooling. Thus, 300 existing accounts 
would be converted per year. An average customer cost of $25,650 is assumed. 

Provider Selections 

The water providers were given the option to select which programs they felt were 
realistically going to be implemented in the next five years. The providers wanted the 
ability to select conservation programs best suited to their customer classes and customer 
needs, and resources available. Th~s  also allowed for a more realistic analysis of 
conservation savings in the integration model. Table 3-2 shows which programs were 
selected by which provider for inclusion in the integration model and the projected peak- 
season savings in 2025. Projected peak-season savings from conservation by 2025 is 19.3 
million gallons per day. 
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All providers are participating in the education and awareness programs, property 
manager workshops, green industry partnerships, and trade ally and irrigation workshops. 
These programs are currently being implemented by the Consortium and are felt to be the 
most suited for regional implementation as they. apply to all providers and are the most 
cost-effective to implement regionally. These programs form the basis of the 
Consortium's regional conservation program. The Consortium's role in the 
implementation of the remaining programs may be as coordinator, a place for resource 
sharing and facilitating partnerships. 

The net present value of the conservation programs selected by the region's water 
providers is $23.16 million dollars in utility costs and $92.29 million dollars in customer 
costs. The utility costs include all costs of direct payments and administration, while the 
customer costs are those incurred directly by the customer to achieve the water savings 
listed in Table 3-2. All of the strategies modeled in the RWSP Update include this set of 
programs with their attendant costs and savings. 
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Conservation Program Savings by Provider Node Table 3-2 

PROGRAM BY NODE CII Elim SPC C 

Clackamas 

1 CRW N 

2 CRW S 

3 Gladstone 

4 L Oswego 

5 Milwaukie 

6 Sunrise 

7 Wilsonville 

8 Oak Lodge 

9 West Linn 

10 Oregon City 

11 Sandy 

Multnomah 

- 12 Fairview 
I 13 Gresham I 

14 Ptldn W 0 .23  

15 Ptldn E 0 .868  

16 Powell Valley 0.105 
17 Rockwood 

Washington 
18 Beaverton 

19 Forest Grove 

20 Hillsboro 0.233 

Savings were calculated as part of a regional analysis and not on an individual provider level basis 

*= Programs selected for regional implementation 



Chapter 4. Source Options 

Part 1. Background and Issues 

Source-Option Selection 

The update to source options is conducted through a re-examination of the 1996 RWSP 
recommendations with modifications made, as needed, to reflect noted changes in regulation, 
resource availability, political change or other factors deemed relevant under present knowledge. 
In a review of the history of source-option development for the region, a basis of study was 
originally established in 1992 under Phase 1 of the plan titled, "Water Options Source Study." 
Under Phase 1,29 different water supply options were identified as potential sources for serving 
the PortlandNancouver metropolitan area within a 50-year planning horizon. These initial 
options were selected to augment existing supplies in meeting projected planning year needs. 
Using a predetermined set of 14 technical criteria, five source options were selected for fbrther 
analysis under Phase 2. These are: 

Bull Run Dam 3 

Clackamas River Diversion 

Willarnette River Diversion 

Columbia River Diversion 

Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) 

The final recommendations from the 1996 RWSP included near-tenn committed resources, new 
conservation programs, exploration and implementation of viable non-potable options, 
exploration and implementation (after 2024) of viable ASR projects, and up to 50 mgd of 
additional development (after 2030) on the Clackamas River (over and above the 22.5 mgd being 
planned by 2005). In Chapter 12 of the RWSP, the Willamette and Columbia rivers were 
identified as potential larger source increments after 2030; however, on pages 269-271 strategies 
to continue studying these sources are identified. In the case of the Willamette, a specific 
strategy notes that it may be developed for smaller local source use in the near term. 

In the 2002 update to the RWSP, the available source options for the region have been modified 
to reflect changes that have occurred in regulation, availability, public perception and other 
factors. Following lines similar to 1996, possible expansion of the Bull Run through Dam 3, 
expansion of the Clackarnas River, Columbia River, and aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) 
sources were again included. Expansion of the Clackamas River source was not be considered 
under a consolidation of facilities, rather under continued select expansion by the existing 
purveyors. And although ASR was again considered as a source, its capacity was thought to be 
much reduced from that anticipated in 1996. In addition, possible expansion of sources for the 
TrasWTualatin River system and localized groundwater sources have been added. The addition 
of the TrasWTualatin system reflects the potential raise of Hagg Lake. 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



A special note is made regarding the Willamette River, Columbia River, Columbia South Shore 
Well Field and local sources options. Although it is included in the source-option review, the 
CTSC decided not to include the Willamette River in the development of source-option 
strategies for evaluation with the ~ o n ~ u e n c e @  resource planning model . Future use of the 
Willamette River is to be decided by individual jurisdictions. The same decision was made to 
not include the Columbia River in the supply strategies including the modeling. Future updates 
to the RWSP may include the Willamette or Columbia rivers as regional sources of supply. 
Furthermore, the inclusion of the Columbia South Shore Well ~ i e l d  is not intended as a stand- 
alone primary source, but as an emergency option or as supplement during peak-season supply 
linked to the Bull Run surface water supply. Limitations also were applied to local groundwater 
sources to reflect declining source availability, jurisdictional consolidation, annexation and 
potential regulation that may force abandonment. 

Table 4(1)-1 lists the source options included in this review along with a comparison of the 
source expansion considered in the 1996 RWSP and the expansion assumed under this update. 
Exhibit 4-1 shows locations of major source options, while Exhibits 4-2 and 4-3 show the ASR 
and local sources included in the RWSP Update, respectively. Note: the general locations of the 
ASR and local sources are represented by symbols within the service area of the purveyor of the 
local source; however, these locations are not necessarily the exact locations of these projects. 

Table 4(1)-2 shows the "base case" and source expansion or development options that comprise 
the source options considered for expansion. The base case is defined as those source options 
that are currently being utilized or are committed for development. Table 4(1)-2 indicates the 
estimated additional capacity to be made available by each project. From the source options 
shown in Table 4(1)-2, different strategies may be developed that represent a range of 
approaches for meeting future water demands. 
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@ Trask-Tualatin Source 

@ Bull Run Reservoir 

@ Columbia River 

@) Clackamas River 

@) Willamette River 

Columbia South Shore 
Wellfield (CSSW) 
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Regional Water Providers Consortium 
Regional Water Supply Plan Update 

Major Source Options 
August 2004 
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Regional Water Supply Plan Update 
Local Sources Included in Update 



Source Option 

Bull Run Watershed 

Clackamas River Diversions 

Columbia River 

TraskITualatin River 

Regional Aquifer Storage & 
Recovery 

Willamette River 

Columbia South Shore Well 
Field 

Local Sources 

Construction of Dam 3 and 
associated improvements 

Four alternatives for expansion were 
considered 
Assumed that ex~ansion would 
occur at a single central facility 
Intake and treatment facilities site 
just below mouth of Sandy River 
Not included 
Expansion at Barney Reservoir and 
Joint Water Commission treatment 
plant was considered a committed 
resource (base case) 
Two representative sites in Powell 
Valley and Cooper-Bull Mountain 

Intake and treatment plant site 
located upstream of railroad bridge 
in Wilsonville 

Not included 
Considered a committed resource 
("base case") 
Not included 
Considered a committed resource 
("base case") 

Addition of Dam 3 
Raises at Dams 1 and 2 
Potential for groundwater development and ASR 
Potential expansion assumed for each of the Clackamas River treatment plants 
with no new central facility 
Potential to utilize hydroelectric storage from Timothy Lake to meet M&l needs 

Same as 1996 RWSP 

Scoggins Dam raise and certification of M&I water rights 
Water treatment plant expansion at Joint Water Commission Facilities 
Raw water pipeline 
Sain Creek Tunnel 

Regional ASR projects at Powell Valley and Bull Mountain dropped from 
consideration 
Evaluate smaller more local ASR pilot studies currently being undertaken or 
planned by agencies 
Used only as local supply source for the City of Wilsonville 
Not included as a regional source of supply for this update and not included in 
final set of source option strategies 
Available to meet/offset/supplement local water supply needs if desired by 
individual jurisdictions in the future 
Included in the base case and expansion included as a future local water system 
source option strategy 
To be utilized as a summertime augmentation source and emergency backup 
Account for overall utilization of local sources and the potential expansion of 
these sources. 
Assess changes in demand from the regional sources resulting from either 
developing new local sources or restricting existing ones 
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peak capacity) 
Assumes raw water 
pipeline from Scoggins. 
HaggLake(13,SOOac- 
ft) 
BarneyReservoir 
(19,600 ac-ft) 

(210 mgd) 
Bull Run Reservoirs 1 
and 2 (30,400 ac-ft) 
Water Treatment Plant 
(8,300 ac-ft) 

= NCCWC w?P (1 6 mgd) 
SFWB (20 mgd) 
L. Oswego (1 6 mgd) 
Timothy Lake (2,200 ac- 
ft' and 9,100 ac-f?) 
SFWB WTP 
improvements (1 0 mgd) 
Unspecified Clackamas 
Improvement (1 0 mgd) 

Source Expansion and Develo~ 
Sain Creek Tunnel 
Scoggins Raise and 
new WTP (35,600 ac- 
fi4 of added MI1 storage 
plus 605 to 80 rngd 
peak capacity) 

or 
No Scoggins and 
expand existing JWC - 
WTP (20 mgd) 

rotes: 

)merit Options 
rn Dam 1 Raise (600 ac-ft / 

+1.8 mgd) 
Dam 2 raise (6,750 ac-ft = 
/ +20 mgd) 
Bull Run Groundwater 
(20 mgd) 
BullRunDam3 rn 

rn (58,300 ac-ft / +I72 
mgd) 

NCCWC WTP 
expansion (1 0 mgd) 
Timothy Lake Raise 
(3,097 ac-f? / +9 mgd) 
Lake Oswego WTP 
Expansion (6- 10 mgd) 
Future treatment plant 
expansion (+20-30 mgd) 

Brownell (0.13 mgd) 
Sunrise (1 5.0 mgd) 
Fairview (5.4 mgd) 
Milwaukie (6.1 mgd) 
Powell Valley (8 mgd) 
Rockwood (6.5 mgd) 
Beaverton (1.9 mgd) 
Sherwood (1.9 mgd) 
Tigard (0.5 mgd) 
Beaverton ASR (5 mgd) 
CSSWF & ASR (95 
mgd for 120 days) 
Tigard ASR (5.76 rngd 
- restricted use) 

JWC (1-5 to +10 mgd) 
Gresham (+5 rngd - 
restricted use) 

= Rockwood (t 13 mgd) 
Tualatin ASR (5 mgd - 
restricted use) 
CRW -ASR (+2 mgd) 
Sherwood -ASR (+3 
mgd) 

Alder Creek (2.6 mgd) 
Forest Grove (2 mgd) 
Wilsonville WTP (1 5 
mgd) 

Columbia River WTP 
(50 mgd) 
Columbia River WTP 
expansion (+SO mgd) 

Conversion of storage to mgd assumes 1 1  0-day peak-season drawdown period 
' Between June 15-Labor Day 
Between Labor Day-June 14 

3 No restriction on time 
, Expansion total is 50,600 ac-ft of which 18,600 ac-ft is available to JWCpartners and 17,000 ac-ft is available to other cities for municipalpurposes 

Firm capacity of the new JWC WT. 
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Review of Policy Objectives and Source-Option Issues 

As part of the 1996 RWSP, the Consortium, with substantial input from the public, defined a 
series ofpolicy objectives that ". . . faithfully reflect the issues important to the region" and which 
are ". . . useful to policymakers in distinguishing among alternative resource futures," The policy 
objectives developed involved the following considerations: 

Efficient use of water 
Water supply reliability 
Water quality 
Impacts of catastrophic events 
Economic cost and cost equity 
Environmental stewardship 
Growth and land-use planning 
Flexibility to deal with future uncertainty 
Ease of implementation 
Operational flexibility 

A description of policy objectives is included in Table 4(1)-3. Under their original design, these 
policy objectives were intended to serve as guiding principles in evaluating various resource 
supply strategies for the region. These policy objectives complement, compete and/or conflict 
with one another in such a way as to provide a comparative framework for which various options 
could be analyzed. For this reason the policy objectives were not prioritized in the original 
RWSP. Rather, they were used as key guidance for developing resource strategies that account 
for the uncertainties and tradeoffs that must be made among different, and often competing, 
objectives and interests. Resource strategies include the components for water conservation, 
source of supply, transmission and policies to meet the demands over the planning period. In the 
1996 RWSP, five different resource strategies were developed that emphasized different policy 
objectives or combinations of objectives. For example, one strategy emphasized minimizing 
environmental impacts and maximizing efficient use of water, while another strategy emphasized 
cost minimization and maximizing raw water quality. 

Furthermore, the RWSP considered the following "source- option issues": 

H Water availability 
H Environmental impacts 
H Raw water quality 
H Vulnerability to catastrophic events 
H Ease of implementation 
H Treatment requirements 
H Capital and operating costs 

Description of the source-option issues is included in Table 4(1)-4. Note that several of the 
source-option issues correspond directly with the policy objectives. The source-option issues 
were the foundation against which all sources were compared in the 1996 RWSP. The source- 
option issues were used primarily to compare and relate the general advantages and 
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disadvantages of the source options relative to one another, thus allowing the appropriate source 
option(s) to be used with a given resource strategy. In other words, the source-option issues 
were used to evaluate the source options outside the overall resource strategy. 

Exhibit 4-4 provides a graphical overview of the overall assessment that was conducted in the 
1996 RWSP in relation to the source-option evaluation. It illustrates that the sources were 
evaluated using the source-option issues listed in Table 4(1)-4. Key policy objectives or 
combinations of policy objectives were then selected that were representative of stakeholder 
concerns. Resource strategies were then developed to address these key policy objectives. Thus, 
although source-option issues such as water availability (return flows), ease of implementation 
and treatment requirements were evaluated for each source option, they were not explicitly 
evaluated for the resource strategies. Instead, policy objectives such as reliability and water use 
efficiency were evaluated at the resource strategy level. The final assessment was then 
conducted with respect to the resource strategies as a whole and not just on the source options 
alone. Resource strategies were then rated against policy objectives. 

As part of the update, the Consortium Board decided in December 2003 that all of the policy 
values were important. However, since only limited funds were available in the update to re- 
analyze the ratings and no funding was allocated to conduct new studies of these factors, the 
CTSC decided to utilize in the update as much of the ratings developed in the 1996 RWSP that 
were still relevant. However, the change in direction for the RWSP Update has meant that 
ratings were not used in the modeling of potential strategies. 

This final report on source options is meant to address the proposed ranking system against the 
policy objectives for information purposes. The Confluence model could provide a quantitative 
or qualitative summary of rankings that may be applied to any of the source options. A summary 
of the policy objectives, along with their application to the source-option strategies, is listed in 
Table 4(1)-3. 

Based on CTSC recommendations numeric criteria for the following objectives were assigned to 
each of the sources: 

Water quality - raw water quality/protectability/aesthetics 
1 Natural environment - particularly in light of new information on the Endangered Species 

Act (ESA) and Clean Water Act (CWA) regulations 
Catastrophic events - including system vulnerabilities to both natural and human-caused 
events 

1 Ease of implementation - ability to obtain needed permits 

The impacts these issues might have on the evaluation of source options are discussed in Part 2 
for each source option. The listing of species and the climate change study are particularly 
important in that they affect several of the source options and need to be addressed in a global 
manner in any evaluation by individual entities. 
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Policy Objectives for RWSP: 
Efficient use of water 
Reliability 
Water quality 
Catastrophic events 
Cost 

= Environment 
Growthlland use 
Deal with uncertainty 
Ease of Implementation 

Source Option Issues: 
Water availability 
Environment 
Water quality 
Catastrophic events 
Ease of implementation 
Treatment requirements 
Costs 

I 
I Operational flexibility 

C - 
Select Key 

Policy Objectives 
Efficient use of water Consewation 
Water quality 
Environment Resource 
Cost Strategies Transmission 
Catastrophic events 

Uncertainties 
Demand Resource Strategy 

I Flexibility 
rn Reliability Choices (IRPlanner) 

Exhibit 4-4 
Application of Policy Objectives in Source Option 

Evaluation Processes in 1996 RWSP 
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Policy Objective Application of Policy Objective for the Update 
Efficient Use of Water 

Maximize the efficient use of water resources, . Include a specific set of conservation programs for each 
taking into account current and emerging water provider that selects them, along Gth  the 
conservation opportunities, availability of regionally implemented programs. 
supplies, practicality, and relative cost- . Conservation would apply to all of the scenarios, rather 
effectiveness of the options than evaluating each scenario with and without 
Make the best use of available supplies before conservation. 
developing new ones . Based on this approach, efficient use of water is not 

evaluated here; evaluation can occur under the 
Confluence modeling for a source option strategy rather 
than each source 

Water Supply Reliability 
Minimize the frequency, magnitude and This issue was addressed in the 1996 RWSP, that all 
duration of watershortages through a variety needs were shown to be met by the resource strategies 
of methods including development and modeled; the discussion of different levels of reliability 
operation of efficient water supply systems, was put off for a fbture date, but is yet to be addressed 
watershed protection, and water consemation The Confluence model (see Chapter 5) was used to 
Ensure that the fi-equency, duration and determine whether the source option scenarios 1 met the 
magnitude of shortages can be managed identified needs over the study period 
Ensure that decision makers retain the Different reliability levels will be evaluated at a future 
flexibility to choose appropriate risk of peak date when a longer-range demand forecast is available. 
event shortages given applicable future . Based on this approach, water supply reliability is not 
conditions, constraints, and customer values evaluated here; evaluation can occur under the 

Confluence modeling or future assessment 
Water Quality 

Meet or surpass all current federal and state . Board assumes that all source options will be treated to 
water quality standards for finished (tap) water meet or exceed federal and state standards; this 
Utilize sources with high raw water quality assumption precludes the need to develop a ranking for 
Maximize the ability to protect and enhance water quality 
water quality in the future, including support . Board changes the use of the term "highest" to "high" 
and participation in watershed-protection and raw water quality, which in turn does not preclude any 
pollution prevention based approaches source f?om being considered or evaluated. 
Maximize the ability to deal with aesthetic Water quality rating will rely on the 1996 ratings for 
factors such as taste, color, hardness, and odor previous sources, with some additional ratings for other 

sources not considered in the 1996 RWSP. 
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Policy Objective Application of Policy Objective for the Update 
Impacts of Catastrophic Events 

Minimize the magnitude, frequency, and Rating for impacts of catastrophic events will rely on the 
duration of water service int&Ptions due to 1996 ratings for previous sources, with some additional 
natural or human-caused events, such as ratings for other sources not considered in the 1996 
earthquakes, landslides, volcanic eruptions, RWSP. 
floods, spills, fires, sabotage, etc. Acts of terrorism is added to this objective; sources 

ranked in the 1996 RWSP will be adjusted as necessary 
to account for vulnerability to terrorism 
Confluence modeling can be used in the future to assess 
the impacts of eve& by removing critical sources and 
evaluating the effects 

Economic Cost and Cost Equity 
Minimize the economic impact of capital Present value of utility revenue requirements (for capital 

and operating costs of new water resources and operating costs) updated for each source option 
on customers evaluated in the Confluence model 
Ensure the ability to allocate capital and Confluence model would generate total cost including 
operating costs, e.g., rate impacts for new transmission and conservation costs 
water supply, related intiastructure, and 
conservation water savings, among existing 
customers, future customers, and other 
customer groups, proportional to benefits 
derived by the respective customer group(s) 
Maximize cooperative partnerships to co- 
sponsor projects and programs that provide 
multiple benefits 

Environmental Stewardship 
Minimize (i.e., avoid, reduce, and/or Rating for environmental stewardship will rely on the 

mitigate) the impact of water resource 1996 ratings for previous sources, with some additional 
development on the natural and human ratings for other sources not considered in the 1996 
environments RWSP; an aggregate rating is used. 
Foster protection of environmental values Sources rated in the 1996 RWSP will be adjusted as 

through water source protection and necessary to account for new information regarding 
enhancement efforts and conservation presence of ESA species and other new information 

Growth and Land-Use Planning 
Be consistent with Metro's regional growth This policy objective is not directly evaluated under the 

strategy and local land-use plans source option review 
Facilitate and promote effective Regional A discussion of this issue will be included in the Update 

Water Supply Plan implementation through by considering how the source option strategies meet 
local and regional land-use planning and demand growth using the Confluence model. 
growth management programs 

Flexibility to Deal with Future Uncertainty 
Maximize the ability to anticipate and This policy objective is not directly evaluated under the 

respond to unforeseen future events or source option review. 
changes in forecasted trends Board decided not to include this as a policy objective 

since it is essentially covered under the other objectives 
on water availability, catastrophic events, and 
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Policy Objective Application of Policy Objective for the Update 
Ease of Implementation 

Maximize the ability to address existing and . Rating for ease of implementation will rely on the 1996 
future local, state,-and federal legislative and ratin& for previous sources, with some aciditional 
regulatory requirements in a timely manner. ratings for other sources not considered in the 1996 

RWSP; an aggregate rating is used. 
* Ease of implementation ratings have not been created 

for the RWSP Update because actual ease of 
implementation will depend on individual circumstances 
at the local level. 
Ease of implementation will consider "public 
acceptance" at the local decision-making level since this - 
factor will vary by source and by community. 

Operational Flexibility 
= Maximize operational flexibility to best meet . This policy objective is not directly evaluated under the 

needs of region, including the ability to move source option review 
water around the region and to rely on . A discussion of this issue will be included in the Update 
backup sources as necessary by considering how the source option strategies meet 

Ensure that the plan includes flexible strategies demands in different areas of the region using the 
for meeting both subregional and regional Confluence model. 
water demands in the year 2000 and beyond 
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Source-Option Issue 
Water Availability 

Environmental Impacts 

Raw Water Quality 

Vulnerability to Catastrophic Events 

Ease of Implementation 

Treatment Requirements 

Capital and Operating Costs 

Description 
Consideration of hydrology, water rights, and storage operation; 
water availability described in t e r n  of monthly yield exceedance 
probabilities 

Includes impacts to natural and human environments, extensive 
planning-level subjective analysis of ten environmental factors; an 
aggregated score was given to each source option; 

Natural environment includes: fish, geotechnical and natural 
hazards, threatened and endangered species, wetlands, 
wildlife and habitat 
Human environment includes: cultural resources, hiwardous 
materials, land use, recreational resources, scenic resources 

Physical, &organic, organic, and microbiological constituents, DO, 
and nutrients were reviewed; aesthetic aspects considered; 
assessment of ability to protect watershed and resulting vulnerability 
of raw water quality 

Vulnerability to volcanic, fire, slide and spill events 

Ease of implementation with respect to legal or permitting 
requirements; subjective assessment 

Treatment regime was developed based on raw water quality, used 
multiple barrier approach to exceed drinking water standards; all of 
the surface sources c& readily be treated to meet or surpass safe 
drinking water standards 

Costs included intakes, raw water pipelines, treatment plants, 
pumping stations, finished water pipelines, and terminal reservoirs 
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Major Issues Affecting the Source Options 

Several major developments have occurred since publication of the 1996 RWSP that affect both 
the actual sources to be considered and, potentially, the evaluation of source-option issues. In 
particular, regulatory enhancements involving drinking water treatment requirements and issues 
associated with the management of threatened and endangered species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) top the list of recent changes. These changes have direct implications with 
regard to the evaluation of potential source options against such issues as environmental impacts, 
ease of implementation and treatment requirements. In addition, the State has adopted new rules 
for water-right permit extensions for municipalities that require preparation of water 
management and conservation plans. The products of that work will likely lead to changes that 
make it more advantageous for cities and special districts to certifL all or a portion of their water 
rights as soon as possible. A ruling of this kind may impact the net available water to both cities 
and special districts in the region. This issue is potentially complicated by recent research 
findings from the University of Washington that suggest that global climate change may lead to 
reduced stream flows in late spring and summer, along with increased summertime demand over 
the time period considered in the original RWSP. A more detailed evaluation of the major issues 
affecting source options for the region is discussed in the following subsections. 

Regulatory Issues Impacting Sources 

There are several major regulatory changes that have occurred since 1996 that may directly 
affect the viability of a given source, most notably recent changes in the federal Safe Drinking 
Water Act (SDWA) and the Endangered Species Act. On the drinking water side, promulgation 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) of the Long-Term Stage 2 Enhanced 
Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2ESWTR) and Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection By- 
Products (D/DBP) may result in additional regulation regarding filtration and disinfection. 

The LT2ESWTR is targeted at reducing the human health risk associated with Cryptosporidium 
- a protozoan parasite that is relatively resistant to disinfectants like chlorine and has been 
associated with acute gastrointestinal illness. Under LT2ESWTR, surface water sources are 
expected to conduct monitoring for Ciyptosporidium, subject to risk classification based on those 
results. Filtered systems noted as having higher risk levels will likely be required to provide 3 to 
4.5-log reduction in Cryptosporidium levels, while unfiltered systems will likely be required to 
provide at least 2 or 3-log inactivation of Cryptosporidium, depending on their monitoring 
results. The LT2ESWTR is also expected to call for additional requirements concerning 
disinfection profiling, forcing systems to assess the level of disinfection they provide and 
determine the impacts associated with a change in those practices on disinfection levels within 
their systems. 

As supplement to these rules changes, the USEPA is also expected to bring forth new guidance 
regarding disinfectants and disinfection by-products. The new Stage 2 D/DBP rule is targeted at 
reducing the presence of the potentially carcinogenic compounds often found in systems using 
chlorine as a disinfectant. The DBPs are formed when chlorine combines with various organic 
and inorganic materials in the water, giving rise to such compounds as trihalomethanes (THMs) 
and haloacectic acids (HAAs). Under the new rules, systems will likely be required to conduct 
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an evaluation to determine the locations with high DBP concentrations and monitor those points 
for compliance under a locational running annual average. The fall out from this new rule is an 
anticipated future reduction in DBPs compliance levels, with present proposals targeting a 50 
percent reduction in THMs and HAAs over their current standards. 

The other major regulatory element of interest is that associated with the federal Endangered 
Species Act. The ESA is intended to protect threatened ("likely to become endangered within 
the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range") or endangered ("in 
danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range") plant and wildlife 
species. ESA offers potentially broad protection under its so-called take provisions, defined as 
any action that would "harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or 
attempt to engage in any such conduct," as it relates to protected species. Moreover, it is also 
illegal under ESA Section 9 to possess, sell, deliver, carry, transport or ship any species that has 
been lost due to a take. 

It is important to note that the ESA does not prohibit all take but allows for the permitting of 
acceptable levels, including a certain amount of take that is "incidental" to otherwise lawfbl 
activities. For threatened species, the 4(d) rule allows for potential take under an approved 
permitted process; whereas, for endangered species, governance is covered under ESA Section 
10, which prohibits any take with the exception of an approved habitat conservation plan. 

Triggering of the ESA at the local level comes under the Act's Section 7 provisions, governing 
consultation between federal agencies. Section 7 requires that each federal agency consult with 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries andlor U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) to ensure that any federal action authorized, funded or carried out by 
a federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or 
endangered salmon species or would result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical 
habitat designated for the species. Section 7 generally applies to such actions (or funded 
activities) as U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits, Environmental Protection 
Agency approval of state water quality standards, mortgage and facility development assistance 
fiom federal agencies, and licensing and regulation of hydroelectric facilities by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission. Section 7 also applies to both newly proposed activities and 
existing actions where the federal agency retains some discretionary control. 

In terms of jurisdiction, NOAA Fisheries is charged with protection of federally designated 
endangered, threatened, proposed for listing and candidate anadromous fish species and marine 
mammals, while USFWS oversees protection of federally designated endangered, threatened, 
proposed for listing, and candidate wildlife, plant and resident fish species (including coastal 
cutthroat trout). Both agencies' involvement is dependent on whether proposed, threatened or 
endangered species andlor designated critical habitats have been identified within the project 
vicinity and whether the species or their habitat will be impacted by proposed project activities. 

Fundamentally, any government body authorizing an activity that specifically causes take may 
be found to be in violation of the Section 9 take prohibitions. For example, the withdrawal of 
water from a stream in a manner or time that has the effect of preventing migration or spawning 
of protected fisheries may constitute a take. As a practical matter, the more direct the impact an 
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action has with regard to potential injury to the species, the more likely that action could be held 
responsible for take. In the end, every action conducted by a utility must at some level be 
examined for its potential regarding take under the ESA, especially those that may impact the 
habitat of or actual species for which a threatened or endangered designation has been assigned. 
Enforcement is conducted through either direct intervention by one of the consultation agencies, 
such as NOAA Fisheries or U.S. Fish and Wildlife, or through third-party lawsuit. 

Water-Rights Review Summary 

As part of the source-options review, a detailed water-rights review was conducted for those 
water rights that could affect use of the source options. In order to assess the true availability of 
water for a given source, a comprehensive water balance should be conducted that accounts for 
natural flow, existing water rights and actual use or demand. Due to scope and resource 
limitations, such a study was simply not possible. The work completed under the source options 
review, however, includes a compilation of municipal water rights held by Consortium members, 
with comparisons being made to existing instream water rights with respect to diversion rate and 
priority date. In all cases, there are various limitations with these fmdings that should be kept in 
mind: 

Non-members (of the Consortium) with more senior municipal water rights can affect the 
availability of water for a particular source option. For the most part, this limitation is minor 
since all of the major water users in the region are part of the Consortium. 

Water rights for other beneficial uses (e.g., irrigation) can impact the availability of water 
depending on their priority date relative to the municipal use water rights. This limitation 
concerns the fact that other beneficial uses may "cut ofl" a municipal use water right under 
low flow conditions if the non-municipal right has a more senior water right. This limitation 
is potentially more of a concern for those sources where irrigation, agricultural and industrial 
uses are prominent. A review of overall water rights by use indicates that the Tualatin River 
and Willamette River have significant non-municipal water rights that can impact municipal 
use availability. 

Actual present withdrawal or use rate was not determined as part of this task. This limitation, 
actual water use, is related to determining the true availability of water beyond what is 
documented on paper. 

Notwithstanding, the results of this work indicate that there have not been major changes in the 
water rights situation for the source options being evaluated as part of this update. No new 
instream water rights have been adopted by the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) 
since the 1996 RWSP. Moreover, some of the issues faced by the source options under the 1996 
RWSP still remain. Most notably, within the past few years there has been increasing emphasis 
on protecting both flow and habitat for fish. Any new or pending water-rights applications will 
have to undergo greater scrutiny regarding this issue. This not only affects surface water 
diversions, but also storage applications such as those being proposed for the Trask/Tualatin 
system (Scoggins Reservoir raise), Bull Run (Dam 3) and Clackamas River basin (Timothy 
Lake). 
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Table 4(1)-5 summarizes the available water in terms of water rights for each of the source 
options evaluated in the 1996 RWSP and the current update. The available water rights include 
only permitted or certificated rights. In addition, the available water rights that are senior or 
junior to any instream water rights were not differentiated. The available water for some of the 
source options is listed in terms of flow rate andlor volume depending on the type of source. 

The major recurring water-rights issues are discussed below and summarized for each source in 
Table 4(1)-6. 

Limited new water rights available for use. Having existing water rights allow providers the 
flexibility of developing these sources when needed without having to go through the often 
extended application review process and the uncertainty of whether the application will be 
permitted. Each of the source options currently have varying quantities of water rights that 
have yet to be put to beneficial use. In general each of the major source options have 
significant quantities of water rights available for development. Local sources are also 
generally limited in the available water rights for future development. The Bull Run option 
essentially has, in practice, very broad rights to exclusive use of the Bull Run and Little 
Sandy rivers. Limited new water rights can be balanced by the ability to conjunctively use 
existing water rights for live stream flows, groundwater, and stored water to minimize 
environmental impacts on ESA listed or instream water rights. Oregon State water rights 
law is fairly broad in defining service areas for municipal water rights. 

2. SigniJicantpermitted water rights yet to beperfected. Having existing water rights that have 
not been utilized can pose potential problems as well. There are certain complex and 
contentious legal issues regarding permitted but unperfected water rights that are beyond the 
scope of this RWSP. As water demands increase, there will be increasing pressure for 
OWRD to seek options to reduce or cancel unused or unperfected portions of existing water 
rights to meet these demands, as described in the permit extensions discussion in Section 
2.0. Most of the major water providers have some plans to increase the capacity of their 
intakes or water treatment plants to maximize use of their water rights. Although all of the 
source options have unused water rights, the providers with water rights on the Willamette 
River have the most significant quantity of unused water rights. The situation with the Bull 
Run supply is unique in that the entire watershed is dedicated through Oregon statute as 
water supply for the City of Portland, and therefore is less of an issue fiom a water rights 
perspective. 

3. Significant quantity of water rights junior to existing instream rights. Based on the priority 
dates, municipal water diversions can be "cut off' during low-flow periods if the dates for 
their water rights are junior to existing instream rights. The two source options with this 
issue include the Clackamas River and TrasWTualatin system. The Clackamas River 
providers have yet to be cut off, but the potential is there as demands increase. The 
TrasWTualatin system providers are regularly cut off from diverting natural flows during the 
summer and rely on storage rights. The other sources generally have adequate flows to meet 
instream needs or do not have actual instream rights that may limit diversions. However, all 
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of the source options have the potential for being impacted by Section 4 rules in place for 
steelhead and chinook that prohibit the take of these species (see issue No. 7 below). 
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Source Option 1996 RWSP Current 
Flow Volume Flow 
(mgd) (ac-ft) (mgd) 

Full flow of Bull Full flow of Bull 
Bull Run Run and Little N/ A Run and Little 

Sandy Sandy 

Clackamas River 

Columbia River I None I N/A I 50 

Willamette 1 I68 1 Nl* 1 153 

ASR 40 1 NIA 37.5 
(projected) 

CSSWF I 261 I N/A 1 238 

Local Sources 

lpdate 
Volume 
(ac-ft) 

Comments 

Scope of this right has not been adjudicated 
Maintenance of stream flow may be required by 
ESA 
Based on total water rights of 176 mgd 
Change is a result of new installed capacity 
Available Timothy Lake storage volume is 1 1,300 
ac-ft based on PGE agreement 
Based on total water rights of 50 mgd 
Change is a result of Rockwood PUD water right 
being permitted 
Estimated available storage volume at Scoggins - - 

Reservoir (total project 50,600 ac-fi) 
Based on total water rights of 168 mgd 
Change is a result of Willamette River WTP 
(operated by Wilsonville) 
No ASR projects were implemented in 1996 
Current value includes estimate of total flow from 
projects at pilot stage 
Based on total water rights of 333 mgd 
Assumes CSSWF expansion to 95 mgd long-term 
capacity 
Values shown are current capacity (not water 
rights) 
Some ~roviders from 1996 are no longer members 
and ar$ not included in the current t o i l  

Note: The values shown (except for local sources) are the available water rights for expansion, i.e., not currently put to beneficial use, but which have 
been permitted. The values shown for local source are the actual amount being utilized. 
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River River Tualatin River Sources 
1. Limited new water rights available 

for use a a a 

2. Significant permitted water rights 
yet to be perfected 

3. Significant water rights "junior" to 
existing instream rights a a 

4. Significant quantity of 
unadjudicated claims a a 

5. Significant quantity of non- 
municipal use water rights 

6. Additional water rights contingent 
on storage options' 

7. Potential ESA restrictions (may 
include source waters for ASR) 

8. Non-municipal water rights 
potentially available for municipal 
use 

- - - - - - - -- -- - -- 

9. Only limited license currently being 
usedZ a 

Agreement has been made between Clackamas River Water and PGE for use of late season storage in Timothy Lake for M&l use. 
' Can be made more permanent with availability subject to right of source recharge water 
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4. Significant quantity of unadjudicated claims. Unadjudicated claims result in uncertainty in 
the availability of existing water rights owned by water providers. If the pre-1909 claims 
are granted, they will generally be senior to the existing water rights and could effectively 
limit available water during low flow conditions. The most significant claims are related to 
hydropower and other industrial uses on the Clackamas River and Willamette River. 
However, the hydropower claims on the Clackamas are located upstream of most of the 
municipal water diversions and will not likely be impacted by downstream diversions. 

Signzjicant quantity of non-municipal use water rights. Although not explicitly quantified in 
this review, all of the source options have non-municipal uses that affect the availability of 
water in cases where they are senior to the municipal use water rights. The only exception 
to this is the Bull Run. This issue is most prominent in the TrasWTualatin and Willamette 
River systems where a large fraction of the total water rights is associated with irrigation or 
agricultural use. The Columbia River, although having a large quantity of flow, has a large 
fraction of rights associated with industrial use. In these cases, the availability of water is 
only affected if the non-municipal water rights are senior. 

6. Additional water rights contingent on access to storage options. Additional water is 
potentially available to purveyors on the Clackamas River, Willamette River and 
Trask/Tualatin system pending the outcome of use of water from storage facilities. On the 
Clackamas River, there is potential to use releases of water &om hydroelectric storage at 
Timothy Lake for municipal and industrial (M&I) use. There are also discussions that have 
taken place for developing additional storage in Timothy Lake for M&I use. On the 
TrasklTualatin system, additional storage is being studied for Scoggins ReservoirEIagg 
Lake. There is also a potential to purchase water rights at the Army Corps of Engineers 
reservoirs on the Willamette River tributaries. 

Potential ESA restrictions. This issue may have the most impact on the ultimate availability 
of water from the source options. All of the surface water source options face the potential 
of having restrictions placed on water rights from ESA enforcement requirements. The 
potential for enforcement actions may be initiated by the federal government, as well as 
ESA-related third-party lawsuits. Section 4 rules are now in place for steelhead and 
chinook, and take prohibition is enforceable. However, enforcement can also come in the 
form of conditions on an "incidental take perrnit" issued to individual providers or facilities. 
Whether or not these rules would be applied "retroactively" to existing rights is also 
uncertain. In addition, ESA could potentially affect water rights approvals for ASR 
projects, since winter flows can be important to maintaining suitable habitat. It is apparent 
that ESA will in some way affect existing rights. The uncertainty is in the magnitude of the 
effect. The effects can be on pattern of use or actual quantities. 

8. Non-municipal water rights potentially available for municipal use. There are non-municipal 
rights that have not been put to beneficial use that may be available for municipal use. This 
is the case in the TrasWTualatin system where imgation rights are not being used and may 
be available for conversion to municipal use. A transfer application with OWRD is 
necessary to convert any imgation rights to municipal use. 
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9.  Only limited license currently being used. This issue specifically relates to the ASR option. 
Those providers considering ASR have been issued limited licenses to conduct pilot studies 
for ASR. A permanent license must still be obtained if the option is demonstrated to be 
feasible. 

It should be clarified that source options with more issues identified as shown in Table 4(1)-2, 
does not necessarily imply that it is less attractive as a source option for development. Table 
4(1)-2 summarizes the applicable issues, but does not attempt to rate the issues or rank the source 
options with respect to water-rights issues. The following sections include a discussion of the 
water-rights issues for each source option in further detail. 

Water Availability and Water Management 

The regional demand for water continues to increase, not only with respect to consumptive 
demand but also for expanded protection of the environment and instream needs. Preservation of 
the resource must address a "balance" between the need for water and the amount actually 
available. For surface waters, availability can be defined in turn by either "physical" or "legal" 
quantities. In this case, physical quantities refer to the amount of flow naturally available in the 
stream at any given time (absent withdrawals or diversions). By contrast, the term legal 
availability refers to the accessibility of water under existing water law, as prescribed by various 
permits, certificates and transfers. Accessibility for the latter is established by "seniority" for a 
given right based on the date of issuance (or so-called priority date). It is important to note that 
there is no direct connection between physical and legal quantities other than a finite amount of 
water that can be withdrawn from a stream at any given time. 

The more interesting element lies in the administration of the rights and the complexity of 
demand for both instream and out-of-stream uses. In order to determine the future availability of 
water from a given source, a comprehensive review should be conducted that examines both the 
physical and legal availability of water as they relate to need. In particular, the following 
questions would be used to determine whether existing water rights for a given source option are 
adequate: 

1. What is the natural flow in the stream or source? 
2.  How much water has been appropriated for the stream or source? 
3. How much of the water rights have been put to beneficial use? 
4. What are the actual demands on the source (for all uses)? 

Ideally, the amount of water rights appropriated, amount of water put to beneficial use, and the 
actual (or projected) demands for all uses can be compared against the hydrologically available 
natural flow to determine whether the water source has any additional water available for fiture 
appropriation. However, the ability to provide answers to these four questions requires 
quantitative definition for each element. Providing answers to the first two questions is 
relatively straightforward. The fust question involves a review of available hydrologic record 
for the stream or source (e.g., storage) to determine the expected yield. A statistical analysis 
could also be conducted to determine monthly exceedance flows or annual probability of 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



reservoir fill. The second question involves reviewing the existing water rights associated with 
the given source, including determination of the points of diversion, rates and priority dates for 
all uses on the stream (or source). These numbers are generally readily available from the 
Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD). The third question is more complicated because 
many water rights have not been certificated (or fully perfected) and the amount of water rights 
actually put to beneficial use is generally unknown without conducting an intensive survey of all 
water users. The fourth question is very difficult to answer because future conditions in most 
cases must be considered in terms of projected demands and pending regulatory requirements, 
some of which have yet to fully unveil themselves with regard to impact on demands such as the 
federal Endangered Species Act and Clean Water Act. It is these unknown legal and political 
requirements that lead to the uncertainty in determining the actual water availability for a given 
source. 

The implications are far-reaching and certainly the demands for water will continue to grow, 
especially with respect to instream needs. As an example, the integrity of unperfected water 
rights (such as reserved waters for municipal use) is being questioned because of the potential 
impacts of ESA and other instream requirements that may have to be met in the future. Under 
current attitudes regarding management of water rights, water providers must be conscious of 
challenges stemming from regulatory requirements associated with improving water quality and 
protecting listed species. The result will be a much more critical review toward: (1) extension of 
unutilized rights and (2) issuance of new water-rights permits to correspond more closely with 
demands demonstrated by the user. 

In recognition of these and other facts, OWRD recently adopted new rules concerning permit 
extensions and water management and conservation planning for municipal quasi-municipal 
purveyors. The rules governing permit extensions, as prescribed under Oregon Administrative 
Rule (OAR) 690-3 15, now calls for applicants to submit documentation as to the actions taken 
since the last extension to develop the right, an estimate of m e  demand projection showing 
need for the right, and a schedule for construction completion andlor perfection of the right. Any 
request for an extension greater than 50 years must include documentation that the demand 
projection is consistent with the inventory and type of lands and uses proposed to be served by 
that right. Moreover, the approval of such applications is to be conditioned on the submittal of 
an approved water management and conservation plan, as prescribed under OAR 690-086, with 
exceptions for permit holders serving fewer than 1,000 persons (or as required by OWRD) or for 
those permit holders that can reasonably demonstrate construction and beneficial use (i.e., 
perfection) within a five-year period. Although the law for permit extensions under the new 
rules anticipates permit holders will make a single extension request as part of a plan for 
certification, it does not preclude the permit holder from making multiple applications for 
extension into the future. 

In turn, the preparation and approval of a water management and conservation plan (WMCP) 
essentially serves as a contract between the state and an individual water-right holder for future 
use of water under that permit. Once a voluntary action, the preparation of a WMCP has become 
required in association with formal permit extensions. The process is such that at the time of the 
permit extension the use of water under a permit subject to extension is fiozen to an amount not 
to exceed the maximum withdrawn (or pumped) during the prior permit period, until such time 
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as an approved WMCP had been granted. In preparing the WMCP, the permit holder has the 
responsibility of developing a plan that demonstrates the need for water under that permit in 
excess of the maximum rate used during the prior permit period. The permit holder must take 
into account all available sources of water in demonstrating the requested future need. Approval 
of the WMCP provides authority to use the increased quantity of water, also known as "green 
light" water, for a period of up to 20 years - at which time a new WMCP must be submitted to 
request continued or additional withdrawals for the extended permit(s). The renewal process 
includes periodic progress reporting every five years and a formal update of the WMCP after 10 
years. 

The contents of a WMCP include four major elements: a water supplier description, conservation 
program, curtailment plan and water supply plan. The key elements of the WMCP are those of 
the conservation and water supply plans. Water conservation is now viewed as a critical supply 
strategy in the State's water supply inventory, including full metering of systems, annual water 
auditing, rate structures based on quantities metered, meter testing and maintenance and public 
education. For utilities larger than 7,500 customers, additional measures of consideration 
include leak detection and repair, retrofit and replacement of inefficient fixtures, reuse, recycling, 
non-potable use opportunities, and other measures as deemed cost-effective. The WMCP also 
requires the development of a long-range water supply plan. This plan focuses on the 
preparation of a forecast that outlines a 10- and 20-year need for water, followed by an analysis 
of available sources to meet that need. In addition, this plan requires the creation of a schedule 
for perfecting (in part or 1 1 1 )  any extended permits included as part of the water supply 
framework. Under the new rules, preparation of WMCPs will require purveyors to more 
carefully examine their operations with regard to water-use efficiencies and identifL potential 
options for making effective use of available resources. 

Climate Change 

The final major issue that may affect source selection is that associated with climate change. In a 
study commissioned by the City of Portland Water Bureau (PWB) and published in January 
2002, researchers from the University of Washington developed historical data and models to 
predict future changes in regional meteorological patterns and behavior. In particular, the study 
uses a series of linked models to predict future changes in the region's climate and the impacts of 
those changes on the hydrologic cycle and demand for water. 

The study found average temperatures will increase 1.5 "C by year 2020 and 2 "C by year 2040. 
Average monthly temperatures were predicted to be wanner every month; however, July and 
August showed the greatest increases in temperature. Similarly, precipitation also was predicted 
to be affected, with increases in overall wintertime precipitation and lower summertime rainfall. 
And although wintertime precipitation is expected to increase, it will come in the form of less 
snow and more rain. 

The noted changes in climate described above were found to have significant impact on the 
region's hydrology. The higher temperatures in the winter months translated into less snow (i.e., 
less snowpack) and more rain. Therefore, winter stream flows were predicted to increase 
approximately 15 percent by the year 2040. Similarly, over that same period, late spring flows - 
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typical snowmelt season - decreased by 30 percent. Furthermore, a temporal shift was predicted 
for snowmelt to earlier in the spring due to increased temperatures, resulting in increased peak 
flows, especially under conditions of increased warm rain on snow. The increased runoff might 
also reduce recharge to upland aquifers, thereby reducing base flows to area streams during late 
spring and summer. 

In addition, the reduction in summertime precipitation would tend to directly reduce local stream 
flow during that same period. So, although the overall amount of precipitation is largely 
unaffected, its change in timing would tend to increase wintertime flows and the potential for 
flooding, while reducing summertime flows and the availability of water during the warmest 
periods of the year. 

The impact on demands, however, tends to be less sensitive to climate change than those on 
hydrology. However, increases in precipitation during the winter and decreases in the summer, 
coupled with higher overall temperatures, particularly in July and August, were found to impact 
demand. Peak-season demand was estimated to increase over the next 40 years by 8 percent, 
while annual average demand was predicted to increase by 4 percent. This increase is largely 
due to warmer summers, lowering of late spring and summer flows, and the lengthening of the 
annual period of summer-like conditions. 

The most noticeable impact is that related to potential increases in the need for raw water 
storage, especially for those who now rely on such storage or have relatively junior water rights. 
In particular, the anticipated period for "drawdown demand" is expected to increase by as much 
as 60 days. This stems largely from an expected increase in the number of days without rain 
during the summer months and reduced stream flows during that same period. Those reliant on 
surface water storage should anticipate substantial increases in the required volumes of storage to 
meet consumer demand. In general, municipal water resource planners in the region have 
predominantly planned storage volumes around a 120-day summertime period - typically 
running fiom about mid-May to mid-September. This is a period when many water suppliers, 
especially those with junior rights, anticipate being shut off fiom stream flow and turn to surface 
water storage for their supplies. The impacts of climate change suggest that this period may be 
extended by as much as 60 days - that translates to a 40 percent to 50 percent increase in raw 
water storage needs. For many, this is a substantial impact to maintaining adequate future 
supplies. 

The results of the PWB study may have several important implications on the future of the 
region's water supply. Most notably is the likelihood that summertime flows in the region will 
be diminished. There will in general be less surface water available to users in the summertime 
throughout the region. The University of Washington completed a similar climate change study 
for the Hagg LakeBarney Reservoir area showing that these reservoirs may be affected by: (a) 
the change in seasonal precipitation and the timing of runoff in winter and late spring with regard 
to the filling of the reservoir, and (b) the possible need to increase releases during the 
summertime to augment lowered stream flows. In particular, the timing of runoff will affect the 
scheduling and potential for filling the reservoirs and operations at the dams will have to be 
altered in order to maximize probability of fill while minimizing flood risks. Additionally, the 
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amount of water available for release to preserve instream objectives may be insufficient as the 
period of lower flows during summer is extended. 

With regard to demand, the region should potentially anticipate an increase in summertime 
(peak) period use of about 8 percent. This is not to say that peak-day demand will increase by 
that amount, but rather water needs over the summer season may grow by an amount equivalent 
to that identified in the PWB study. The PWB study does not necessarily indicate that maximum 
annual temperatures will increase by any amount (i.e., an increase in peak-day demand), rather 
that the conditions of summer-like weather will be extended over significant portions of the year 
- resulting in higher demands over an extended summertime period. The Portland study also 
found that droughts would not be worse than recently experienced, but that we would be seeing 
them more often. 

In terms of implementation, the issues here elicit a need to incorporate these factors into the 
long-range supply planning for the region. This supports the use of climate and hydrology years 
from the past record that exhibit similar increased use and lower summer flows for modeling 
purposes. Using these years allows accounting for reduced late spring and summertime flows in 
local surface water streams and expansion of demand over an extended summertime period. 
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Part 2. Water Supply Options 

Source-Option Issues Evaluation Summary 

Part 2 includes a description of each of the eight source options reviewed, along with a 
discussion of the new developments and changes that are specifically related to each source 
option. A discussion of the water rights status and updated costs are also provided for each 
source option. Appendices in the full EES RWSP Source-Options Update Final Report, August 
2004, include the list of water rights associated with each source option, and includes a summary 
table of updated costs for each source option. Finally, a qualitative evaluation of each source 
option is conducted against the source-option issues listed. 

Recall that some of the source options issues had numerical ratings developed for the source 
options reviewed in the 1996 RWSP. As discussed in Part 1 of this chapter ratings have been 
provided for the same issues in this update using the same general basis as used in the 1996 
RWSP. Table 4(2)-1 summarizes those ratings. Further discussion is included for each source 
option in the following subsections. 

As alluded to in Part 1 of this chapter, several major changes have occurred that affect the source 
options (e.g., ESA listing of species, new water-quality regulations, etc.). As a preface to the 
following discussions in the following subsections, the most significant issues and developments 
that have occurred since the 1996 RWSP are listed below: 

Listing of several species under ESA for the Lower Columbia and Upper Willamette rivers. 

Anticipated LT2ESWTR and Phase 2 D/DBP Rule. 

Study on climate change impacts on surface water supplies (run of river and reservoirs) in 
two parts of the region. 

Development of biological opinion for Columbia River by National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 

Completion of studies to raise Hagg Lake (Scoggins Reservoir) and use water from 
Timothy Lake to meet M&l needs. 

A number of ASR pilot projects are in progress throughout the region sponsored by various 
consortium purveyors. Implementation decisions and capacities will depend on site- 
specific findings from pilot studies. 

Completion of the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant (in Wilsonville) and NCCWC 
slow-sand filter plant on the Clackamas River. 

These and other developments are discussed further for each source option in the following 
subsections. 
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Natural Human Comparative Watershed 
Environment Environment Rating Protection 

Bull Run Dam 3 

Bull Run Dam 1 and 2 Raise 

Bull Run Groundwater 

Clackamas River WTPS 

Timothy Lake Dam Raise 

Columbia 

Trask-Tualatin 

ASR 

CSSWF 

Willamette 
Note: 
Ratings range fiom I to 5; lower scores are preferred 
NR: not rated "' Ease of implementation ratings have not been created for the RWSP Update because actual ease of implementation will depend on individual circumstances at 
the local level 
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A. Bull Run Option 

The 1996 RWSP focused its evaluation on constructing a third reservoir in the Bull Run 
Watershed. The project, known as Dam No. 3, was to be located just downstream of Log Creek 
and about one-half mile downstream of the confluence of Blazed Alder Creek and the Bull Run 
River. At that time the project was anticipated to provide an additional 67,250 acre-feet or about 
20 billion gallons of storage. This equated to an increase in average daily peak-season 
availability of 134.8 mgd. Peak-day capacities fiom the Bull Run could increase based upon 
added transmission capacities represented by new conduits being constructed. Under preliminary 
review, the primary concerns with this option included potential impacts on threatened and 
endangered species, wildlife habitat and wetlands. 

The 1996 RWSP concluded that the Bull Run source provides high raw water quality and the 
highest degree of source protection of any of the regional supply sources. However, significant 
costs and environmental impacts made this option difficult to develop. In addition, the 
evaluation indicated that this option was inflexible in that it was physically located farther away 
from where supply shortfalls would occur over the planning period, thus necessitating long 
transmission lines and added cost. Finally, relying on expansion of the Bull Run for future water 
supply would increase the region's vulnerability to catastrophic events because of the greater 
dependence on a single source. 

The Bull Run source option for this current update is modified to include construction of a third 
reservoir (Dam 3) located upstream of existing Reservoir No. 1. Besides Dam 3, the Bull Run 
option includes raising Dams 1 and 2, as well as developing groundwater and/or ASR within the 
basin. Construction of a water filtration plant for the Bull Run water supply could increase the 
amount of usable storage in the existing Bull Run reservoirs. However, as of 2004, no 
commitment has been made by the City of Portland regarding changes to current water treatment 
of this source particularly since the new EPA rules are not final. 

A. 1. New Issues and Developments 

Other Bull Run Supply Alternatives. A study conducted by the Portland Water Bureau in 
2000 included the evaluation of several supply alternatives within the Bull Run option besides 
Dam 3. Table 4(2)-2 lists those alternatives, along with the additional storagelcapacity and 
estimated capital costs. Although not all of these options are included in the RWSP Update, the 
list does point to some flexibility within this option in terms of economic cost, environmental 
impact and ease of implementation. However, as noted in the 2000 study, none of the 
alternatives provide significant additional amounts of new water with the exception of 
construction of a third dam. 
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Bull Run Dam 3 Full Raise 19 BG 1172 mgd $185 M 
Bull Run WTP (more existing 2.7 BG 124.5 mgd $125 M 
storage made available for use) 

Additional Storage at Bull Run Lake 2.0 BG 1 18 mgd $5 M 
Dam 1 Gate Replacement 0.2 BG / 1.8 mgd $1.5 M 

Off-site Storage at Lusted Hill 2.0 BG I 18 mgd $129 M - $152 M (with WTP) 

Bull Run Dam 3 Low Dam 9.5 BG 186.4 mgd $120 M 1 
Bull Run   round water' 1.2 BGI 10 mgd $$5.8M 

~ u l l  RW ASR' unknown 

Note 1 - forfitrther discussion of Bull Run Groundwater and ASR , see below. 
Note 2 - capital costs based on 1999 dollars; the costs listed in this table are indexed to 2003 dollars for 
inclusion in the modeling effort as described in Section 2.4. 
Information taken fiom "Supply, Transmission, and Storage Analysis" CH2MHill and MW (July 2000) 
Note 3 - for  the purposes of evaluating the source options under this regional plan, only construction of Dam 
No. 3, Dam Nos. I and 2 raises, and the BUN Run ground water and ASR development are considered. 

Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LTZESWTR) and Stage 2 DJDBP 
Rule. The 1986 and 1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) have 
influenced the operation of the Bull Run supply and will continue to do so in the next decade. 
The U.S. EPA continues to enforce existing rules and create new rules that will help utilities 
meet the requirements of the SDWA. As described earlier in this chapter, the latest proposed 
rule(s) if adopted, that may have an impact on the Bull Run Supply is the Long Term 2 Enhanced 
Surface Water Treatment RuleIStage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule. This 
proposed rule establishes guidance for utilizing multiple barriers in the treatment of drinking 
water to protect finished water supplies from bacteria and viruses while minimizing the creation 
of disinfection by-products. The proposed rule would have impacts on two separate parts of 
Portland's water system. First, the rule would require the City to provide additional treatment to 
its supply to either remove or inactivate Cryptosporidium. The treatment options anticipated to 
be available to the City for this include filtration (either traditional or newer micro-membrane 
technology to remove the parasites), ozonation (the introduction of ozone to water to destroy the 
Cryptosporidium oocysts) and ultraviolet radiation (ultraviolet lights irradiate the 
Cryptosporidium oocysts to prevent them from reproducing). The City has not selected a 
preferred treatment approach. 

In November 2003, the City submitted comment to the EPA rule-making process, requesting that 
a waiver provision for the Cryptosporidium treatment requirement be included in the 
forthcoming LT2ESWTR. Such a provision would allow those with protected, low-risk drinking 
water sources, such as the Bull Run, to avoid substantial expenditures. 
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A potential benefit of selecting filtration as the treatment method is the secondary benefits of 
allowing dam operation to access deeper layers of water often too turbid to introduce into the 
system during drawdown. This could substantially increase storage capacity and available water 
in the summertime. In addition, the reliability would increase because the watershed would more 
likely remain online during periods of high turbidity (i.e., when high stream flows are high and 
bank wash occurs). In addition filtration would facilitate the ability to construct new or 
expanded storage facilities in the Bull Run watershed for drinking water and fish enhancements. 

Study on Climate Change Impacts on Portland's Bull Run Supply. The PWB contracted 
with the University of Washington to study the effects of climate change on Portland's Bull Run 
water supply. The focus of this work was to examine: (1) changes in water availability, (2) 
changes in water demand created by climate change, and (3) changes in water demand created by 
anticipated regional growth. Results of the study indicated that climate change would alter the 
basic hydrology of the Bull Run River, ultimately leading to a decrease in the system's peak- 
season yield assuming there were no changes in the volume of impounded water. The associated 
modeling indicates that future (2040) average stream flows will increase in the wintertime by 
approximately 40 percent, while late spring and summer flows will decrease by 30 percent. This 
result is due to an increase in precipitation in the form of rain rather than snow in the winter 
months causing a decrease in snowpack and a shift in the period of snowpack melt. The result is 
less late spring and summer flows. 

The study makes it clear that climate change should be a consideration, not only for the Bull Run 
option, but other options as well, since precipitation and natural flows in the other rivers may 
also be impacted. 

Listed Species Under the Endangered Species Act. Since 1996, newly listed salmon and 
steelhead species have been identified under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Although the 
1996 RWSP considered this issue under the environmental impacts criteria, several species were 
only considered as candidates for listing at that time. Since then, the following species have 
been listed for the Lower Columbia River (which includes the Bull Run watershed tributaries): 
chinook salmon, churn salmon and steelhead. ESA Section 4 rules have been put in place, which 
prohibit the take of steelhead trout and chinook. However, project-specific requirements are 
subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation, which may include the need for enhanced stream 
flows. As such, this need may impact source availability as part of any fbture options for 
regional water supply. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service withdrew the proposed rule to list the southwestern 
WashingtonlColurnbia River Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of coastal cutthroat trout as a 
threatened species as stated in the Federal Register, July 5,2002. If only the anadromous form is 
listed, then the requirements could be similar to those for steelhead trout. If resident trout are 
also included, then habitat above the dams and reservoir operations could be significantly 
affected. 
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In the Steelhead Supplement to the Oregon Plan, the City of Portland made an interim 
commitment to keep flows in the lower Bull Run River at 100 cfs prior to June 15 to benefit 
steelhead spawning. In recent years, Portland has released experimental flows into the lower 
river during the summer season (June - September). Since water temperature appears to be a 
more significant limiting factor for the fish than is flow amount, the release amounts have been 
driven by temperature objectives. Flow amounts have varied fiom 10 cfs to 60 cfs. Further 
studies and negotiation are currently ongoing to determine the flow levels that may be required 
for long-term ESA and Clean Water Act compliance. For the purposes of the Portland 
hfiastructure Master Plan an instream amount of 30 cfs was used during the summer drawdown 
period to model the effect of instream releases. Further studies and negotiation are currently 
taking place to determine the actual flow levels that may be required in the future. 

Plan for Bull Run Water Supply Authority. The City of Portland proposed forming a 
combined regional water authority to other regional cities and water providers to share resources 
in managing and operating the major supply sources. After some discussion and debate among 
the water providers and the public, the focus centered on having the water agency manage and 
operate the Bull RudCSSWF supply only. Under "Phase 1" of the discussions, the participants 
decided that the proposed water agency should focus on developing source options and providing 
financial baclung for the enhancement of the Bull Run supply. Proponents of the agency 
envisioned a more unified group among participants and individual agencies taking "ownership" 
of the main water supply as the central advantages. In "Phase 2" the group worked to define 
how the proposed agency would operate, how costs would be allocated among the participants, 
and how to deal with ownership issues. AAer "Phase 2" the proposal was dropped because 
mutually acceptable financial arrangements could not be agreed upon by all of the parties. 

Bull Run Wells. This is a completely new source that was not considered in the 1996 plan. 
Since 1998, P WB has been investigating the feasibility of this new source involving extensive 
well drilling, testing modeling, and analysis of long-term yield potentials. The investigation has 
included seven exploratory wells in the Bull Run watershed near Dam 2, and a hll-size pilot 
production well with a nominal capacity of 2 mgd. Both silica and fluoride were found in the 
groundwater, and the issues associated with these constituents will need to be resolved before the 
source is considered for further development. The investigation to date has confirmed that 
groundwater is a feasible future source for the Portland system in quantities of at least 10 mgd 
and possibly 20 mgd. 

CSSWF and Bull Run ASR The aquifer system in Bull Run occurs within the basalt rocks that 
have been developed elsewhere in Oregon for water supply and for ASR, for example Salem and 
Beaverton. The groundwater system at the site of the Bull Run wells is highly pressurized and 
these pressures make the feasibility of a gravity-fed ASR recharge system questionable. Since 
long-term extraction of groundwater from basalt aquifers can result in significant groundwater 
level decline, ASR may be a long-term option for PWB to consider with a Bull Run well field. 
Costs and capacity at this time are unknown. ASR in the CSSWF is being piloted and this 
project does have some promise; however, this project does not appear to provide added 
quantities of water beyond those already included for the ambient groundwater unless continued 
development and pumping of the CSSWF deep aquifer (SGA) causes M h e r  water level decline. 
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A. 2. Existing Municipal Water Rights and Applications 

The City of Portland has exclusive rights to the waters of the Bull Run watershed granted by 
State law in 1909 (ORS 538.420). The scope of this right has not been adjudicated. However, 
the City has generally taken broad interpretation of these rights to use the full flow of the Bull 
Run and Little Sandy rivers for municipal purposes with a priority date of February 25, 1909. 
The City also takes the position that no other person may after that date seek to appropriate any 
water fi-om the Bull Run for any purpose. In addition to this, the City of Portland filed a surface 
water registration statement with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) on 
December 3 1, 1992, which claims full flow of the Bull Run River or as much as is needed for the 
future. The claim is based on prior appropriation and reserved municipal rights. The prior 
appropriation claim is based on the initiation of the appropriation with a priority date of August 
6, 1886. The reserved municipal right is based on the fact that the federal government reserved 
the water of the Bull Run Watershed, then subsequently granted the use of that water to the City. 
Also, the City of Portland has filed a surface water claim for the 111 flow of the Little Sandy 
River with a priority date of 1892. The claims can be certificated if upheld in adjudication of the 
Sandy River Basin, but there are no such plans to adjudicate in the foreseeable future. 

There are no known competing non-federal claims for water on the Bull Run River. However, 
Portland General Electric has filed a claim with a priority date of 1907 of up to 800 cfs for 
hydroelectric purposes, which is anticipated to be converted into an instream flow once the PGE 
power production facilities are abandoned on the Little Sandy. The 800 cfs right applies to a 
complex of facilities that involve both Little Sandy and the mainstem Sandy River. The 
allocation of flow rate amounts in the converted PGE right is still in negotiation, but the current 
plan is to assign 200 cfs to the Little Sandy and 600 cfs to the mainstem Sandy. The Little Sandy 
is a tributary of the Bull Run River, but flows into the Bull Run below the City of Portland's 
diversion. The City also owns a water right for the generation of hydroelectric power at Bull 
RunDams I and 2. 

A.3. Water-Rights Issues Affecting SourceOption Development 

There is no need to obtain new surface water rights for the Bull Run option since the City has 
exclusive and prior rights to the waters of the Bull Run Watershed. In addition, because of this 
exclusive right, the City does not need separate storage and withdrawal rights fi-om constructed 
reservoirs. However, a water right would be needed if hydropower generation were desired for 
any new reservoir. 

Besides potential instream flow requirements resulting fi-om listing of species under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), other legal or regulatory limitations for developing the Bull Run 
option include a special use permit, 404 permit and Clean Water Act requirements. 

The major issue affecting development of this option is the effect ESA will have on existing and 
future water rights as a result of listing of species present in the Bull Run tributaries under ESA. 
It is apparent that ESA will in some way affect existing rights. The uncertainty is in the 
magnitude of the effect. The effects can be on pattern of use or actual quantities. The potential 
for enforcement actions may be initiated by the federal government, as well as ESA-related 
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third-party lawsuits. Section 4 rules are now in place for steelhead and chinook, and the take 
prohibition is enforceable; however, enforcement can also come in the form of conditions on an 
"incidental take permit" issued to individual providers or facilities. USFWS withdrew the 
proposed rule to list the coastal cutthroat as a threatened species as stated in the Federal Register 
on July 5,2002. However, Section 4 rules have been put in place for steelhead and chinook that 
prohibit any take of these species. Project-specific requirements are subject to site-specific 
analysis, and PWB is conducting a variety of studies in the Bull Run Watershed to respond to 
these ESA requirements. A habitat conservation plan WCP) is the desired mechanism to address 
ESA, but this set of negotiations does not include Dam 3 at this time. The final negotiations will 
likely include other activities to expand the Bull Run supply. 

A. 4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital and operating costs for the Bull Run source options are based on information in the 
"Supply, Transmission, and Storage Analysis" report (CH2MHill,2000) and information 
provided by Portland Water Bureau (Kessler, 2002). Table 4(2)-2 lists the costs provided in the 
"Supply, Transmission, and Storage Analysis" report. Cost estimates provided in Table 4(2)-3 
only include those Bull Run source options to be used in the source scenario strategies. 

A. 5. Summary Evaluation of Bull Run Source-Option Issues 

The major developments discussed above have the most significant effect on water availability, 
environmental impacts, ease of implementation, treatment requirements, and capital and 
operating costs. The PWB has developed several alternatives within the Bull Run Option 
besides Dam 3, as noted in Table 4(2)-2. Consideration of these alternatives provides flexibility 
in evaluating each of the criteria mentioned. However, this does add complexity to the 
evaluation process. 

In particular, the proposed LT2ESWTR may directly impact the treatment requirements and 
hence costs for this option and may significantly affect the use of the Bull Run option in any 
overall resource strategy. Additionally, water availability should be reconsidered in light of the 
potential climate change study, whereas final rules have not been established for the newly listed 
species under ESA, so its final impact is yet unknown. A summary of other new issues and 
developments for the Bull Run is listed in Table 4(2)-4. Many of the issues noted have relatively 
minor effects on the source-option evaluation, but are included for reference and completeness. 

Table 4(2)-5 includes a summary of the new issues and developments discussed above that affect 
the evaluation of the source option issues. Recall from Part 1.4, that numerical ratings for some 
of the source-option issues have been developed. These ratings are based on the evaluation fkom 
the 1996 RWSP in conjunction with the new issues and developments noted in Table 4(2)-5. 
Changes to the ratings are noted in the table where they have been made. In general, the ratings 
remained the same or changed only by a fraction. 
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Option 

Bull Run Dam No. 
3 

Dam No. 2 Raise 

Dam No. 1 Gate 
Raise 

Bull Run 
Groundwater 

Conduit No. 5 

Description 

400 foot high dam with storage 
capacity of 22 BG, 19 BG of which is 
usable 
Construction in 2020 
Construction of a 16 foot-high - 
labyrinth weir to raise reservoir level 
by 12 feet 
Increases storage supply by 2.2 BG 
Construction in 2010 
Replace lift gates at Dam #1 with 
higher gates to raise the maximum 
normal pool elevation by a maximum 
of 4 feet 
Increases storage supply by 200 MG 
Construction in 2005 
Well development with an estimated 
maximum supply of 20 mgd 
10 mgd constructed in 2007; 10 mgd 
constructed in 20 10 (per PWB) 

84" to 96" conduit running from 
Headworks to Powell Butte 
Approximately 250 mgd capacity c Note: Cost is in 2002 dollars 

Capital Cost 

$200,000,000 

Operation and 
Maintenance 

$2,000,000 

Comments 

Capital improvement costs and operations and 
maintenance costs inflated from PWB's 2001 
Infrastructure Master Plan by 3% annually (from 
PWB) 
Capital improvement costs obtained fiom 
PWB's 2002 to 20 12 CIP 
Operations and maintenance costs inflated from 
PWB's 2001 Infrastructure Master Plan by 3% 
annually (fiom PWB) 
Capital improvement costs and operations and 
maintenance costs inflated fiom PWB's 200 1 
Infrastructure Master Plan by 3% annually (per 
PWB) 

CIP 2003-2013 cites $580,000 per mgd capital 
costs for aquifer development (from PWB) 
Operations and maintenance costs inflated fiom 
PWB's 2001 Infrastructure Master Plan by 3% 
annually (fiom PWB); IMP provided a range of 
$1.242.1 M; used the average of the O&M costs 
Capital improvement costs inflated from PWBYs 
2001 Infrastructure Master Plan by 3% annually 
(ftom P WB) 
Operations and maintenance costs not available 
from IMP; assumed to be 0.5% of capital costs 
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Major Developments 
Other smaller scale supply options related to Bull Run reservoir expansion have been presented, 
including alternatives for supply conduits and reservoirs, supply conduit (Conduit 5) as a replacement 
for existing conduits, construction of three new 50 MG reservoirs, plus one 20 MG reservoir 
LT2ESWTR and Stage II DIDBP rules requires additional microbial treatment for Bull Run water 
Study completed on climate change effects on Bull Run supply and demand patterns of the service area 
New species listed under Endangered Species Act and some candidates 
PWB's investigation of groundwater development within Bull Run 

Other Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
2 mgd pilot production well completed 

Other Related Studies 
Climate Change study evaluating yield fiom Bull Run 
Development of reservoir operations model providing information about operation of third reservoir 
Study and design of under crossing of Sandy River for conduits 
STM model development and data sets available on demands, sources, hydrology, and transmission 
New studies of ESA fish species and temperature modeling 

Other LocallRegional Planning Efforts 
Formation of Water Treatment Advisory Panel on evaluating treatment options/locations and 
Independent Review Panel on open reservoirs 
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Rating: NIA 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) 

To be quantified by Confluence 
modeling 

Water rights are not a limitation since the City of Portland has 
exclusive and prior rights to the waters of the Bull Run watershed, with 
the exception of potential ESA requirements. PWB is conducting a 
variety of studies in the Bull Run watershed to respond to these ESA 
requirements (see environmental impacts) 
In the Steelhead Supplement to the Oregon Plan, City of Portland made 
an interim commitment to keep flows in the lower Bull Run River at 
100 cfs prior to June 15 to benefit steelhead spawning. 
Further studies and negotiation are currently taking place to determine 
the actual flow levels that may be required in the future, but at this time 
no new figure is proposed. 

0 Addition of filtration for the Bull Run source could provide access to 
additional storage volume and increased water availability if this option 
were selected to meet SDWA pending rules. 
Climate change study indicates that average stream flows will increase 
in the wintertime by approximately 40 percent, while late spring and 
summer flows will decrease by 30 percent by 2040. 

.No other significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' 
water availability. 

Environmental Impacts 
Natural Rating: 4.9 (4.9) The following species have been listed for the Lower Columbia River 
Human Rating: 3.6 (3.6) (which includes the Bull Run watershed tributaries): chinook salmon, 

chum salmon, and steelhead 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' 
environmental impacts. 

Raw Water Quality 
Rating: 1.2 (1.2) 

Vulnerability to Catastrophic 
Rating: 3.5 (3.5) 

LT2ESWTRIStage 2 DIDBP could have a significant impact on the 
treatment requirements for all surface water sources, and may require 
the City of Portland to make substantial capital improvements to its 
unfiltered system, with options ranging fkom being granted a potential 
waiver to Membrane Filtration. 
Construction of Dam 1 and Dam 2 raises and developing the ground 
water and ASR sources will have fewer impacts on water quality. 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' 
raw water quality. 

lrents 
Low probability for terrorist acts for the Bull Run source. The source 
is isolated which limits ability to secure the source. However, its 
relative remoteness also limits accessibility. 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' 
vulnerability to catastrophic events (e.g., earthquakes, large fires, 
volcanic eruptions). 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



Ease of Implementation 
Rating: NIA (4.5) 

Ease of implementation will 
depend on individual 
circumstances at the local level 

Treatment Reauirements 

ESA continues to be a limiting factor for constructing Dam 3 or the 
dam raises 
The groundwater at the site of the Bull Run wells is highly pressurized 
and makes the feasibility of a gravity-fed ASR recharge system 
questionable. 
Groundwater development project would have less environmental 
impact. 
Silica and fluoride in the Bull Run Groundwater will complicate its 
future implementation and potentially limit its use. 
No significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' ease 
of implementation. 

Rating: N/A No other significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) treatment requirements. 

Capital and Operating Costs 
Rating: N/A No other significant changes to issues impacting the Bull Run options' 

capital and operating costs. 
Refer to cost table for each 
source option 
Vote: 
- Ratings range Fom I to 5 per 1996 R WSP; lower scores are preferred. 
- ~talicized ratings in parentheses are values fiom the 1996 R WSP. 
- Ratings are fo;; ~ u i l  Run Dam 3 and raises for Dams I and 2; ratings for Bull Run ground water and ASR 
would be the same as those for the ASR option (section 2.6) 
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B. Clackamas River Diversion Option 

For the 1996 RWSP, it was assumed that no new intake or treatment facility locations would be 
developed besides the four existing or planned sites for the Clackamas River option. At the time, 
the existing facilities were operated by Clackamas River Water, South Fork Water Board and the 
City of Lake Oswego. The Oak Lodge Water District treatment plant was still in its planning 
phase. The four source-option alternatives considered in the 1996 RWSP included: (1) utilizing 
current or planned configurations and capacities; (2) development of a consolidated intake and 
treatment facility at CRW; (3) expanding all existing and planned facilities (providing a 
consolidated facility if needed); and (4) expanding all existing facilities as then planned to meet 
ultimate flows without constructing a consolidated facility. Although four alternatives were 
considered, only Alternative 1 was evaluated in detail as a representative site with respect to cost 
and environmental impacts. A total short-term capacity of 86.5 rngd was assumed in the analysis 
based on a 22.5 rngd expansion of the existing and planned facilities. It was then assumed that 
up to 50 rngd of additional development (after 2030) would be available on the Clackamas River 
over the long-term. 

The 1996 RWSP concluded that the Clackamas River had been a proven source with high raw 
water quality and would continue to provide an important source of water in the areas where 
shortages were anticipated to occur within the region: However, that same anticipated growth 
was also thought to pose potential detrimental impact to the watershed and water supply. In 
addition, the source is limited by the available water rights and potentially by instream flow 
requirements. Any additional junior water rights to the instream flow could be limited because 
available flows are approaching the instream limits. In addition, the Clackamas River option 
does not reduce the region's vulnerability to catastrophic events since the supply is already being 
utilized. 

The Clackamas River source option for this current update is modified to include run-of-the-river 
diversions kom the Clackamas River utilizing expansions of existing intakes and treatment 
facilities or new intake and treatment facilities. Additional withdrawals would be within the 
maximum amount allowable under various existing water rights as well as new permits subject to 
water availability. Points of diversions would generally be between river mile 8 and the mouth 
of the river. Currently, Clackamas River Water (30 rngd), South Fork Water Board (20 rngd), 
City of Lake Oswego (16 rngd), and North Clackamas County Water Commission (10 mgd) 
provide a total of 76 rngd through four separate intakes and treatment plants. 

8. I. New Issues and Developmentd 

Construction of NCCWC Slow-Sand Filtration Plant. The most significant change since the 
1996 RWSP has been the completion of the North Clackarnas County Water Commission 
(NCCWC) slow sand filtration plant. The NCCWC was formed from Mt. Scott Water District, 
Damascus Water District and Oak Lodge Water District in 1996 to h d  and construct the 10 
rngd new slow-sand filtration plant on the Clackamas River (expandable to 20 rngd). The plant 
became operational in the spring of 1999. Since its start-up, the Mt. Scott and Damascus Water 
Districts have combined, forming the Sunrise Water Authority, which remains with the Oak 
Lodge Water District comprising the NCCWC. 
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Expansion of Other Clackamas River Facilities. Other existing intakes and treatment plants 
also underwent modifications during this period. In particular, South Fork Water Board is 
making modifications to its plant to potentially add 10 mgd capacity, although it is not currently 
rated to provide as such. In addition, Lake Oswego has completed an upgrade to their intake 
facility in 2002 to a capacity of 25 mgd. Clackamas River Water has conducted improvements 
for the intake at their water treatment plant. Each of these plants can add 10 mgd additional 
capacity through these modifications. The overall effect is that these expansions and 
improvements provide additional infrastructure to ease hrther development of the Clackamas 
River option. Future expansion is, however, limited by the available water rights for diverting 
raw water to the plants. This issue will be discussed in detail in the technical memorandum 
addressing water rights. 

New Users of Clackamas River Supply. Since the 1996 RWSP, the City of Milwaukie has 
become a new user of water from the Clackamas River Water WTP. Rockwood Water District 
has also signed an intergovernmental agreement with Clackamas River Water for 1 mgd with 
option to expand to 6 mgd by 2005. 

Pending Water-Rights Applications. Significant filings for additional water rights have been 
submitted by Clackamas River Water (CRW) and Sunrise Water Authority. CRW has 
applications totaling almost 149 cfs and Sunrise has an application for an additional 10 cfs. 
Instream flow requirements may pose issues for permitting these junior water-rights applications. 
Although historically the Clackamas River has never been flow regulated because of instream 
flow requirements, expanding pressure from increased withdrawals and the need for additional 
flow to support fisheries habitat could force more periodic regulation of users. 

Municipal Storage in Timothy Lake. Since the 1996 RWSP, discussions have taken place 
between Portland General Electric and the various Clackamas River water purveyors to examine 
potential opportunities to utilize hydroelectric storage as well as potential additional storage at 
Timothy Lake for M&I use. CRW has an agreement with PGE for use of existing late season 
storage in Timothy Lake for the benefit of municipal providers on the Clackamas. Any plans to 
increase the storage at Timothy Lake are complicated by the upcoming Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing efforts as well as necessary Federal use permits. If 
developed, this alternative would provide enhanced flow augmentation for fish and temperature 
needs, especially during the late summer and early fall, which would enhance the ability to 
utilize municipal water rights on the lower Clackamas. 

Construction of Highland Road Intertie. The Highland Road Intertie was completed in 2001 
and provides for a 10 mgd connection between the South Fork Water Board (SFWB) plant and 
NCCWC's slow-sand filter plant. The intertie is designed to accommodate bi-directional flow 
and adds significant ability to move water among providers in Clackamas County. During 
periods of high turbidity, production at the NCCWC's plant can be limited and the pipeline can 
be used to serve water from South Fork into the Oak Lodge Water District and Sunrise Water 
Authority. In the summertime, water can be served from the NCCWC plant to South Fork in 
order to help meet peak demands, including those in Clackamas River Water's south service 
area. 
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Listed Species Under the Endangered Species Act. Since 1996, additional species of salmon 
and steelhead have been listed under the Endangered Species Act. Although the original RWSP 
considered this issue under the environmental impacts criteria, several species were only 
considered as candidates for listing at that time. Since then, the following species have been 
listed for the Lo*er Columbia River (which includes the Bull Run watershed tributaries): 
chinook salmon, chum salmon and steelhead. USFWS withdrew the proposed rule to list the 
coastal cutthroat trout as a threatened species as stated in the Federal Register, July 5,2002. 
Since the Clackamas River ultimately feeds into the Willarnette River and then into Lower 
Columbia River, the listing means steps will have to be taken in order to protect these species. 
Stream flows and habitat along the Clackamas River will likely be considered as part of any final 
recovery plan. As mentioned in the discussion for the Bull Run option, Section 4 rules are in 
place for steelhead and chinook and the take prohibition is enforceable, but project specific 
requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. 

B. 2. Existing Municipal Water Rights and Applications 

The purveyors holding municipal water-use permits and/or certificates on the Clackamas River 
include City of Lake Oswego, South Fork Water Board, Clackamas River Water, Oak Lodge 
Water District and the City of Gladstone. A summary of the existing municipal rights in the 
Clackamas River is shown in Table 4(2)-6. The total municipal rights associated with the 
Clackamas River are approximately 272 cfs. An OWRD instream right with a priority date of 
August 26, 1968, is located downstream of the points-of-diversions of the municipal rights. Of 
the total municipal rights, 185 cfs is "senior" to the instream right and "junior" municipal rights 
total approximately 87 cfs. A portion of the water right held by SFWB for use within its 
municipal service area is located on the South Fork of the Clackamas River and Memaloose 
Creek. Table 4(2)-6 summarizes the water rights put to beneficial use by the existing water 
treatment plants on the Clackamas River. 

OWRD received several registration filings for pre- 1909 water rights on the Clackamas River 
system. The major filings are all for power generation purposes at PGE's CazaderoEaraday 
Project (2,370 cfs), River Mill Project (4,641 cfs) and the Oak Grove Project (602.5 cfs). All of 
the municipal rights are downstream of these PGE claims except those of the SFWB located on 
the South Fork of the Clackamas River and Memaloose Creek. If these rights were transferred 
downstream to the SFWB intake, then they would not impact the PGE filings. 

Water-rights applications with significant rates were submitted by Clackarnas River Water and 
Sunrise Water Authority. CRW has applications totaling almost 149 cfs and Sunrise Water 
Authority has an application for 10 cfs. Historically, the Clackamas River has never been flow 
regulated because of instream flow requirements. However, instream flow requirements do pose 
constraints on junior water rights and for future water-right applications. Issues regarding 
instream rights and minimum flows are discussed M e r  in the following subsection. 
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B. 3. Water-Rights Issues Affecting Source-Option Development 

There are five main water-rights issues regarding the development of the Clackamas River: (1) 
water rights not put to beneficial use, (2) a significant quantity of water rights are b ' j ~ i ~ r "  to 
instream right, (3) a significant quantity of unadjudicated claims, (4) additional water rights are 
potentially available from storage options, and (5) impacts of potential ESA rulings. 

The OWRD instream right (Cert. 59491) established near Three Lynx is located upstream of the 
appropriated water-rights holders, which would impact the Clackamas River purveyors. The 
instream right requires a minimum river flow of 400 cfs in August and September and 640 cfs 
for the remainder of the year. This right is to be maintained &om the Three Lynx gauge to the 
river's confluence with the Willamette River under an August 26, 1968 priority date. In addition 
to this instream right, the Clackamas River also has a scenic waterway flow of 890 cfs to be 
maintained in August and September extending from river mile (RM) 29.3 to RM 8 (near 
Carver). In terms of affecting the potential availability of water for various users on the river, 
only the instream water right described above is enforceable with regard to its respective flow 
requirement and priority date. The scenic waterway flow is not enforced against existing water 
rights and has no "priority date." However, OWRD must ensure that the commissioned scenic 
flow is maintained within the reach when deciding on allowing new water rights. 
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CRW 46.5 46.4 cfs (30 mgd) 0 0.1 
SFWB 116 30.9 cfs (20 mgd) 85.1 N/A 
Lake Osweeo 34 24.7 cfs (1 6 med) 0.3 9 - " 'a r . - 

NCCWC (OLWD) 62 15.5 cfs (10 mgd) N/ A 46.5 
Gladstone 13.73 N/A' 4 9.73 
Total 272.23 11 7.5 cis (76 m ~ d l  89.4 6533 

Q 3 
. . ----- I ' NIA - Not applicable; Gladstone does not have a water treatment plant their water right is exercised at the CRW 

Water Treatment Plant 

Discussions currently are taking place between purveyors utilizing the Clackamas River and 
Portland General Electric Co. regarding use of releases from hydroelectric storage at Timothy 
Lake for municipal and industrial (M&I) use. There are also discussions and studies taking place 
for developing additional storage in Timothy Lake for M&I use. Studies regarding the feasibility 
of a dam raise indicate that a 15-feet raise is technically feasible, but a smaller raise is more 
likely due to environmental issues and other constraints. It is not presently clear how these 
negotiations will proceed. 

The potential for enforcement actions may be initiated by the federal government, as well as 
ESA-related third-party lawsuits. 

It is apparent that ESA will in some way affect existing rights. The uncertainty is in the 
magnitude of the effect, which can be on pattern of use or actual quantities. It is not presently 
clear whether the rules will be applied retroactively to existing water rights. Since 1996, 
additional species of salmon and steelhead have been listed under the ESA, which include the 
following species for the Lower Columbia River (to which the Clackamas River as a tributary): 
chinook salmon, chum salmon and steelhead. The USFWS withdrew the proposed rule to list the 
coastal cutthroat trout as a threatened species. Since the Clackamas River feeds ultimately into 
the Lower Columbia, the listing means steps may have to be taken to protect these species 
including possible restrictions on future withdrawals. Section 4 rules are now in place for 
steelhead and chinook and take prohbition is enforceable; however, enforcement will likely 
come in the form of conditions on an "incidental take permit" issued to individual providers or 
facilities. Project-specific requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. 

Historically, OWRD has not had to suspend any individual water-right holder from their 
appropriated access to water for the purpose of preserving instream water rights. This is owed to 
the fact that there has historically on average been sufficient river flow in excess of instream 
rights. However, OWRD has noted that the authorized withdrawals exceed the instream water 
right at the 80~~-~ercentile flow leveI for September. In addition, the authorized withdrawals 
exceed the scenic waterway flow requirements for both August and September. However, this 
has not been an issue since the points of diversion with the largest withdrawals are downstream 
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of the reach with designated scenic flow. In either case, as legal requirements grow to protect 
fisheries and other instream demands, there will be an increased likelihood that various 
authorized users of the river may be subject to temporary suspension of full access to water and 
that issuance of new water rights will be limited because of both instream and scenic waterway 
flow requirements. 

B. 4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital and operating costs for the Clackamas River source options are based on information 
provided during interview with the individual purveyors along the Clackamas River. Cost 
estimates provided in Table 4(2)-7 only include those Clackamas River source options to be used 
in the source scenario strategies. 

B. 5. Summary Evaluation of Clackamas Source-Option Issues 

The major developments discussed above have the most significant effects on water rights, 
environmental impacts and ease of implementation. These new developments essentially 
improve the ease of implementation because there is now more existing infrastructure, new 
pending water rights and potential for additional water for managing low flow periods. 
However, the permitting of water-rights applications may be difficult because of potential 
instream flow limitations on the Clackamas River. Climate change and ESA rules take 
prohibitions can affect the availability of water from the Clackamas River. A summary of other 
new issues and developments is listed in Table 4(2)-8. 

Table 4(2)-9 includes a summary of the new issues and developments discussed above that affect 
the evaluation of the source-option issues. Recall fkom Section 1.4, that numerical ratings for 
some of the source-option issues have been developed. These ratings are based on the evaluation 
from the 1996 RWSP in conjunction with the new issues and developments noted in Table 4(2)- 
9. Changes to the ratings are noted in the table where they have been made. In general, the 
ratings have remained the same or decreased (improved) slightly because of the flexibility 
afforded by having incremental capacity increases for individual water treatment plants rather 
than construction of a new central facility. 
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Option 

Clackamas River 
Water Treatment 
Plant Expansion 

Lake Oswego 
Water Treatment 
Plant Expansion 

NCCWC Water 
Treatment Plant 
Expansion 

Timothy Lake Dam 
Raise 

Note: Cost is in 200 

Description 

Plant expands from 30 to 40 mgd (from CRW) 
Completion date as early as 2005 assuming 
additional wholesale demand, otherwise project 
complete from 201 5 to 2020 (fiom CRW) 

* Expand Lake Oswego's existing supply, 
treatment and transmission system to develop 
an additional 6-10 mgd of capacity for ultimate 
demands within the City's USB and including 
some level of development within the Stafford 
area (per City of Lake Oswego) 
o Completion date in 2020 (per City of Lake 
Oswego) 
Plant expansion fiom 10 to 20 mgd (per 

w Raise Timothy Lake 2 feet for an additional 
3,100 a.f. 10 mgd constructed in 2007; 10 mgd 
constructed in 2010 (per PWB) 
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Comments 

w Capital improvement costs include $6 million 
for upgrade and $6 million for expansion (from 
CRW) 
Operations and maintenance costs: Chemicals 
based on base case cost of $20.67/mg; power 
based on base case cost of $26.22/mg; sludge 
disposal. Note: equipment and supplies, labor, 
and contingency are assumed to be the same as 
Lake Oswego WTP costs unless other costs are 
provided by CRW or costs from base case for 
these items are available. Total O&M cost 
estimate is equivalent to $0.33 per 1000 gallons 
All costs obtained from City of Lake Oswego; 
O&M costs equivalent to $0.37 per 1000 
gallons 

Capital costs estimated at $0.60/gallon (per 
NCCWC) 
o Operations and maintenance costs: Chemicals 
based on base case cost of $l5/mg (per Gary 
Fiske), power based on base case cost of 
$1 15/mg (per Gary Fiske), sludge disposal cost 
assumed same as Lake Oswego, contingency 
based on base case (per Gary Fiske); total 
O&M cost estimate is equivalent to $0.25 per 
1000 gallons. 
Estimates based on $1,500 per acre foot for 
3,100 acre feet; annual operation and 
maintenance assumed to be 1.5% of capital cost 



Major Developments 
NCCWC (MSWD, DWD, OLWD) formed in 1996 to fund and construct the 10 mgd (expandable 
to 20 mgd) slow sand filtration plant on Clackamas River operational in spring 1999 

- 

Total of 149 cfs of water rights applications submitted by CRW and Sunrise WA 
Agreement for potential use of water releases from Timothy Lake to meet M&I needs; also 
considering additional storage in Timothy Lake 
CRW agreement with PGE for use of late season storage in Timothy Lake 
Construction of interties between Clackamas River suppliers (Lake Oswego-SFWB and SFWB- 
NCCW C) 
City of Milwaukie uses water from Clackamas River Water 
IGA between Rockwood and Clackamas River Water to vurchase 6 mgd 

Other Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
I Expansion plans exist for NCCWC SSF (intake already designed) 
I SFWB plans to improve and expand WTP to 30 mgd by around year 2007 through incremental 

upgrades 
CRW has conducted intake improvements on their water treatment plant; can add 10 mgd capacity 

I Lake Oswego plans to rebuild their intake facility in 2002 and transmission line under the 
Willamette River to their treatment plant in West L k ,  studies and design completed; can add 10 
mgd capacity 
Sunrise WA options for additional supply involve construction of transmission lines andlor interties 
depending on the alternative selected. A new WTP may also be constructed on the Clackamas 
River as an alternative to meet increased demands (April 1999) 
NCCWC utilizes the SSF as their primary source of water instead of CRW; water system plan 
recommended installing an intertie with PWB as emergency source (May 2000) 

Related Studies 
Additional data on flows and water quality developed by Metro for Clackamas River basin 

Other LocalIRegional Planning Efforts 
Agreements to build interconnections between Clackamas systems 

I Significant filings for additional water rights on Clackamas River by CRW and a smaller amount 
by Sunrise WA not acted upon by OWRD at this time 
Entities are attempting to improve the ability to transfer water in the region; projects are on-going 
Studies being conducted on effects of releases from Timothy Lake 
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Rating: N/A 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) 

To be quantified by Confluence 
modeling 

Significant filings for additional water rights have been submitted by 
Clackamas River Water (CRW) and Sunrise Water Authority. 
Stream flows and habitat along the Clackamas River will likely be 
considered as part of any final recovery plan. 
Although historically the Clackamas River has never been flow 
regulated because of instream flow requirements, expanding pressure 
fiom increased withdrawals and the need for additional flow to support 
fisheries habitat could force more periodic regulation of users. 
Portland General Electric and the various Clackamas River water 
purveyors have examined potential opportunities to utilize hydroelectric 
storage as well as potential additional storage at Timothy Lake for M&I 
use. 
Climate change study indicates that average stream flows will increase 
in the wintertime, while late spring and summer flows will decrease. 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 
options' water availability. 

Environmental Impacts 

Vote: 

Natural Rating: 3.5 (2.4) 
Human Rating: 1 .O (1.0) 

Treatment Requirements 

- 
1 
- Ratings range fiom I to 5 per I996 R WSP; lower scores are preferred. 
- Italicized ratings in parentheses are valuesfiom the 1996 R WSP. 

The following species have been listed for the Lower Columbia River 
(which includes the Bull Run watershed tributaries): chinook salmon, 
chum salmon, and steelhead 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 
options' environmental impacts. 

Rating: NIA 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) 
Capital and Operating Costs 
Rating: N/A 
Refer to cost table for each 
source option 
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No other significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 
options' treatment requirements. 

No other significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 
options' capital and operating costs. 

Raw Water Quality 
Rating: 1.8 (1.8) No significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 

options' raw water quality. 
Vulnerability to Catastrophic Events 
Rating: 2.5 (2.5) 

Ease of Implementation 
Rating: NJA (2.0) 

Ease of implementation will 
depend on individual 
circumstances at the local level 

Low probability for terrorist acts for the Clackamas River source. 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 
options' vulnerability to catastrophic events. 

ESA continues to be a limiting factor for treatment plant expansion 
No significant changes to issues impacting the Clackamas River 
options' ease of implementation. 



C. Columbia River Diversion Option 

The Columbia River is not currently used as a drinking water source in the Portland metropolitan 
area. However, other cities upstream and downstream of the area do utilize the river for 
municipal supply. At the time of the 1996 RWSP, the proposed additional supply fi-om this 
option was evaluated at 105 mgd with the intake located along the river's south shore between 
the mouth of the Sandy River and the Portland Airport. 

The evaluation in the 1996 RWSP concluded that although Columbia River raw water quality 
was good, it was not as good as the Bull Run or Clackamas River. Although water availability 
was not identified as an issue as far as hydrology, issues regarding protection of the watershed 
a& addressing protection of fish were considered moderate to significant. In addition, the 
Columbia River source was considered relatively distant fkom the location of the anticipated 
future needs. 

The Columbia River source option for this current update remains as a potential run-of-the-river 
diversion from the Columbia River. An intake would be located near the confluence of the 
Sandy River. A water-use permit would be required to develop this source option. None of the 
Consortium members currently hold water rights to divert water fi-om the Columbia River, with 
the exception of a recent water right granted to Rockwood PUD for 77 cfs. During the update 
process the Columbia was not modeled due to resource constraints; however, it is a potential 
option for development. 

C. 1. New Issues and Developments 

Listed Species Under the Endangered Species Act. Since 1996, additional species of salmon 
and steelhead have been listed under the Endangered Species Act. The 1996 RWSP considered 
this issue under the environmental impacts criteria, but at that time several species were only 
candidates for listing. Since the then, the following species have been listed for the Lower 
Columbia River: chinook salmon, chum salmon and steelhead. The listing means steps will have 
to be taken to protect these species. As mentioned in the discussion for the Bull Run option, 
Section 4 rules are in place for steelhead and chinook and the take prohibition is enforceable, but 
project-specific requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. USFWS 
withdrew the proposed rule to list the coastal cutthroat trout as a threatened species as stated in 
the Federal Register, July 5,2002. 

NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion. Since the 1996 RWSP, the emphasis on protecting 
threatened and endangered species has increased. NOAA Fisheries published their biological 
opinion on the operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) in year 2000. 
In that report, NOAA Fisheries presented proposed actions that recommended target flows from 
220,000 to 260,000 cfs as measured at McNary Dam during spring (April 20 to June 20) and 
200,000 cfs during summer (July 1 to August 1). The flow objectives in any given year would 
be determined using a sliding scale based on forecasted runoff. For fall chinook and churn 
salmon spawning below Bonneville Dam, FCRPS would be operated to use storage to augment 
natural flows in an attempt to provide a flow level of 125,000 cfs during early November to 
April. 
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Any suggested municipal demand fi-om this source would be seemingly insignificant compared 
to the available water under these target flows. However, these target flows are in turn set higher 
than the historic observed averages during these same times. Hence, the notion of available 
water may be misleading if any one of the target flows became enforceable. Moreover, all the 
tributaries feeding the Columbia River may be affected as well. 

C. 2. Existing Municipal Water Rlghb and Applicatlons 

None of the Consortium members currently hold water rights to divert water from the Columbia 
River, with the exception of a recent water right granted to Rockwood PUD for 77 cfs, which has 
a priority date of April 27,1992. The Port of Portland has water rights of 5 1.6 cfs with a priority 
date of November 18, 1992, lower down towards the mouth of the Willamette. 

C. 3. Wate~Rights Issues Affecting Source-Option Development 

There are two main water-rights issues regarding the development of the Columbia River: (1) 
there are a significant number of other non-municipal water rights on the Columbia River and (2) 
potential impacts of ESA rulings and perceived water-quality issues that may affect public 
acceptance of this source. 

No additional water-rights applications are being accepted by OWRD above Bonneville Dam. 
However, below Bonneville Dam water use permits can be applied for on the Columbia River 
subject to availability of water as determined by OWRD. Since the minimum discharge from 
Bonneville Dam is 70,000 cfs or greater, applications for water rights to develop the Columbia 
River source option would be a small percentage of the minimum discharge from the dam. 
However, there are a significant number of other non-municipal water rights for the Columbia 
River related to industrial use that can impact any new water rights issued if ESA rulings place 
limits on use as discussed below. 

Recall, additional species of salmon and steelhead have been listed under the ESA, which 
include the following species for the Lower Columbia: chinook salmon, chum salmon and 
steelhead. The USFWS withdrew the proposed rule to list the coastal cutthroat trout as a 
threatened species. As with the other river sources discussed previously, ESA will likely impact 
water rights. The uncertainty is in the magnitude of the effect, which can be on pattern of use or 
actual quantities. The potential for enforcement actions may be initiated by the federal 
government, as well as ESA-related third-party lawsuits. It is not presently clear whether 
enforcement will be applied retroactively to existing water rights. Section 4 rules are now in 
place for steelhead and chinook, and take prohibition is enforceable. However, enforcement will 
likely come in the form of conditions on an "incidental take permit" issued to individual 
providers or facilities. Project-specific requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and 
negotiation. 

NOAA Fisheries has published their biological opinion on the operation of the Federal Columbia 
River Power System (FCRPS) in year 2000. In that report, NMFS presented proposed actions 
that recommended flow. The flow objectives in any given year would be determined using a 
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sliding scale based on forecasted runoff. For fall chinook and churn salmon spawning below 
Bonneville Dam, FCRPS would be operated to use storage to augment natural flows in an 
attempt to provide a flow level of 125,000 cfs during early November to April. These flows are 
significant, but the diversions needed are on the order of hundreds of cubic feet per second. On 
simply a flow quantity basis, this would have insignificant effect on developing the Columbia 
River source option. However, there are historical flows that are below the minimum target flow 
set by the report. During these times diversions would be affected. Despite the significant flows 
released from Bonneville Dam, it is not clear whether final rules will limit the diversion rates or 
the type of mitigative steps that will be required of the water-rights applicants before a permit is 
issued. 

C. 4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital and operating costs for the Columbia River source option is based on information from 
the 1996 RWSP. Cost estimates provided in Table 4(2)-10 assume a water treatment plant 
capacity of 50 mgd based on the amount of the existing water right held by Rockwood PUD. 

C. 5. Summary Evaluation of Columbia Source-Option Issues 

The major developments discussed above have the most significant effect on environmental 
impacts, availability and ease of implementation. The 1996 RWSP recognized the issues posed 
by anadromous fisheries in developing the Columbia River option. Moreover, regardless of the 
argument made with regard to flow impact, the more important issue for any new withdrawal 
may be that in obtaining permits for construction of intakes and the potential for 'take' as defined 
under the 4(d) rule of the ESA. Because of the uncertainty surrounding the ESA and the fbture 
of NMFS target flows, use of the Columbia River as a major source of municipal supply also 
involves some uncertainty. A summary of other new issues and developments is listed in Table 
4(2)- 1 1 . 

Table 4(2)-12 includes a summary of the new issues and developments discussed above that 
affect the evaluation of the source-option issues. Recall from Section 1.4, that numerical ratings 
for some of the source-option issues have been developed. These ratings are based on the 
evaluation fi-om the 1996 RWSP in conjunction with the new issues and developments noted in 
Table 4(2)-12. Changes to the ratings are noted in the table where they have been made. In 
general, the ratings remained the same due to the limited changes in conditions. 
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Option Description 
Columbia River Assume a plant capacity of 
Water Treatment 50 million gallons per day 
Plant Construction 

Note: Cost is in 2002 dollars 

+' 
o Chapter 4. Source Options 

December 2004 

Capital Cost Operation and Maintenance 1 Comments 
$123,000,000 $6,069,000 I Capital costs based on 1996 

Raw Water PS = $4.18M 
Raw Water Pipe = $1.04M 
WTP = $68.42M 
FinishPS = $ll.l5M 
Eng./Adm. = $l6.98M 
Contingencies = $2 1.16M 

Labor = $0.633M 
Chemicals = $0.380M 
Equipment = $0.90M 
Power = $1.9M 
Disposal = $0. lOlM 
Contingencies = $2.15M 

dollars using Construction and 
Engineering Index. 

RWSP data and indexed to 2002 



Major Developments 
NOAA Fisheries 2000 Biological Opinion on Operation of Federal Columbia River Power System 

Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
None 

Related Studies 
Pilot Treatment Study completed for Rockwood PUD 

Other LocallRenional Planning Efforts - - 
Rockwood Water People's Utility District Water Master Plan recommended continued use of Bull 
Run supply; also investigate use of groundwater as back-up; recommends against pursuing 
Columbia River unless part of regional effort (December 1998) 
There are currently no plans by Clark County or City of Vancouver to develop Columbia River 
supply. 
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Rating: N/A 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) 

To be quantified by Confluence 
modeling 

l Water rights currently only available to Rockwood PUD for 77 cfs. 
oNOAA Fisheries published their biological opinion on the operation of 

the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) in year 2000. 
FCRPS would be operated to use storage to augment natural flows in an 
attempt to provide a flow level of 125,000 cfs during early November 
to April. Available water may be affected if any one of the target flows 
became enforceable 
Climate change study indicates that average stream flows will increase 
in the wintertime, while late spring and summer flows will decrease. 

l No other significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 
option's water availability. I 

Environmental Impacts 
Natural Rating: 2.6 (2.6) The following species have been listed for the Lower Columbia River 
Human Rating: 2.5 (2.5) (which includes the Bull Run watershed tributaries): chinook salmon, 

chum salmon, and steelhead 
I No other significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 1 option's environmental impacts. 

Raw Water Quality 
Rating: 2.1 (2.1) ( 0 LT2ESWTRJStage 2 DIDBP will have a significant impact on the 

I treatment requirements for all surface water sources. 
I l No other significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 
I option's raw water quality. 

Vulnerability to Catastrophic Events 
Rating: 3 -3 (3.3) ( Low probability for terrorist acts for the Columbia River source. 

I l No other significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 
( option's vulnerability to catastrophic events. 

Ease of Implementation 
Rating: NIA (3.5) ( ESA continues to be a limiting factor for constructing a Columbia 

River intake and water treatment plant. 
Ease of implementation will No significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 
depend on individual option's ease of implementation. 
circumstances at the local level 
Treatment Requirements 
Rating: NIA No other significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) option's treatment requirements. 

I 

Capital and Operating Costs 
Rating: NIA No other significant changes to issues impacting the Columbia River 

option's capital and operating costs. 
Refer to cost table for each 
source option 
Vote: 
- Ratings range from I to 5 per 1996 R WSP; lower scores are preferred. 
- Italicized ratings in parenthesm are valuesfrom the 1996 R WSP. 
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D. TrasWTualatin River: Hagg Lakeiscoggins Reservoir 
Option 

The TrasMTualatin River system was included in the base case in the 1996 RWSP, but was not 
included as one of the potential source options for fhther expansion and evaluation. The update 
to the RWSP will include the TrasWTualatin River system as a new source option, highlighting 
the potential expansion of Scoggins Reservoir and the completion of the Barney Reservoir 
Expansion. Waters stored in the Barney and Scoggins Reservoirs are diverted into the Joint 
Water Commission's (JWC's) treatment plant via the Springhill Pump Station. Currently, water 
fi-om this source is used to serve customers in the cities of Hillsboro, Forest Grove, Beaverton 
and Cornelius, as well as the Tualatin Valley Water District. Water from this source also serves 
the town of Gaston, the LA Water Cooperative and unincorporated portions of western 
Washington County as part of Hillsboro's service territory. Limitations on the current system 
center on available summertime raw water, and a firm capacity of the treatment plant of 60 mgd. 
Under future capital improvements plans, the peak-day capacity of the system may be as large as 
1 60- 1 80 mgd, depending on a proposed raising of the dam at Scoggins Reservoir. Without the 
dam raise, the ultimate capacity of the system may be as large as 120 mgd. 

D. 1. New Issues and Developments 

Study to Raise Hagg Lake (Scoggins Reservoir). Clean Water Services and the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation are leading a study to assess the feasibility of raising the dam at Scoggins 
Reservoir. These agencies are joined by a number of supporting partners including those of the 
cities of Hillsboro, Beaverton, Forest Grove, Tigard, Tualatin, as well as the Tualatin Valley 
Water District. Currently, studies are being conducted into the potential expansion of Scoggins 
reservoir to add as much as 50,600 ac-ft, of which 18,600 ac-ft would become available to JWC 
partners, as well as an additional 17,000 ac-ft to the cities of Tigard, Tualatin, Shenvood, North 
Plains, Cornelius and Banks. 

In a parallel effort, the group is examining the future potential for construction of a raw water 
pipeline from Scoggins to the Joint Water Commission's treatment plant and points farther to the 
east in order to address raw water conveyance restrictions caused by the natural limitations of the 
Tualatin River channel. This would add significant source to the west side purveyors. The 
results of the various studies are critical for any further consideration with regard to the future 
expansion potential for this source. Construction of the Sain Creek tunnel also will improve the 
reliability of the amount of water stored in Hagg Lake from year to year. 

Facilities Expansions. At the time the 1996 RWSP was published, the design phase of the 
Barney Reservoir expansion was being completed. In addition, the JWC was completing 
improvements to its intake and treatment plant. Both of those projects have been completed, 
leaving that source with a present finished water delivery capacity of 60 mgd. Barney Reservoir 
expansion was completed in 1996 and now provides 18,000 ac-ft of gross storage for M&I use. 
Furthermore, the JWC treatment plant was expanded to a peak-day capacity of 70 mgd in 1998. 
The effect of this development has been to expand the availability of treated water to water 
purveyors in the western portion of the region. Future expansion of those facilities is dictated by 
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the potential expansion of raw water storage in Scoggins Reservoir. If the Scoggins dam is 
raised, the JWC could produce as much a 160-1 80 mgd during peak times. On the other hand, 
without Scoggins, the JWC has identified an ultimate 2040 peak-day capacity of 120 mgd at the 
water treatment plant. 

Integrated Water Resources Management Group. The IWRM Group was formed in 1999 as 
a fkamework in which the water resources stakeholders in the Tualatin River Basin could 
consider their needs in a watershed-wide perspective. The 1999 report prepared by the group 
outlined their primary source options to include expanding imports from the City of Portland, 
development of the Willamette River and expansion of Scoggins Reservoir. As a follow on, the 
group is developing a Tualatin Basin water supply study. Of these options, only that of imports 
from the City of Portland and expansion of Scoggins Reservoir now serve as potential options. 
The Willamette River is being considered to supply agricultural uses and transferring agricultural 
use in Scoggins Reservoir to M&I use. 

Listed Species Under the Endangered Species Act. Since 1996, chinook salmon and steelhead 
have been listed for the Upper Willamette system under the Endangered Species Act. This 
listing also affects the TrasklTualatin River source option. In February 1999, NMFS proposed 
critical habitat for the recovery of steelhead trout. The proposed critical habitat included 
tributaries to the Willamette. As mentioned in the discussion for the Bull Run option, Section 4 
rules are in place for steelhead and chinook and the take prohibition is enforceable, but project- 
specific requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. 

D. 2. Existing Water Rights and Applications 

Purveyors holding water use permits in the TrasWTualatin River system include the cities of 
Forest Grove, Hillsboro, Beaverton and the Lake Oswego Corporation. These water rights allow 
for access to both natural flow (i.e., instream) and stored waters. A summary of the existing 
municipal and instream rights in the TrasWTualatin River system is shown in Table 4(2)-13. 

On paper, natural flow water rights total approximately 165 cfs that allow for diversion at the 
Springhdl Pump Station. However, the actual total is 115 cfs because JWC has agreed to give up 
50 cfs from permit S-46423 to develop the 75 cfs under permit S-50879. Access to this water, 
however, is governed by priority date and many such rights held are junior to the instream flow 
requirements set by OWRD for the Tualatin River. As such, access during low-flow periods 
(i.e., summertime) is limited. The total rights available for withdrawal at the Springhdl diversion 
during the summertime is typically restricted during a substantial portion of the period extending 
from about mid-May 15 to mid-September. 

The most senior instream right has a priority date of May 25,1966, on the Tualatin River and 
Sain Creek. Table 4(2)-16 summarizes the available water rights relative to this instream right 
and the current capacity of the JWC water treatment plant. Water rights associated with the 
Forest Grove and Cherry Grove treatment plant are discussed in the section including local 
sources. 
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Permits for Barney and Scoggins reservoirs allows water to be released at a total rate of 226.7 cfs 
as shown in Table 4(2)- 16. There are some issues that need to be resolved with these rates 
however. A determination has to be made whether the rate of 38.7 cfs fiom Permit S-32139 can 
be withdrawn from Barney reservoir since the Middle Fork of the North Fork of the Trask River 
feeds into Bamey reservoir. In addition, the 75 cfs from permit S-50879 is planned for use with 
a pipeline that is yet to be constructed. Thus, excluding these two water rights, there is currently 
11 3 cfs available for municipal use from storage rights. 

Bamey Reservoir is permitted to store a total of 20,000 acre-feet, of which 2,000 acre-feet is 
designated for pollution abatement and flow augmentation in the Tualatin River. There is also a 
mandatory loss factor applied for evaporation, fish flow and dead pool loss that reduces the gross 
storage by about 2 1 percent. Table 4(2)- 14 summarizes the storage ownership for Barney 
Reservoir. Scoggins Reservoir is designed to store a total of 67,900 ac-ft with a loss factor of 
three percent (3 percent) applied for evaporation losses. Table 4(2)-15 summarizes the storage 
ownership for Scoggins Reservoir. Note that the water rights owned by the Bureau of 
Reclamation shown in Table 4(2)-15 is shared among the members of the JWC, Tualatin Valley 
Irrigation District, Clean Water Services and the Lake Oswego Corporation via a Bureau of 
Reclamation contract. 

D. 3. Water-Rights Issues Affecting SourceOption Development 

There are six main water-rights issues regarding the development of the TrasklTualatin: (1) the 
quantity of water rights not put to beneficial use, (2) quantity of water rights junior to instream 
rights, (3) quantity of non-municipal use water rights, (4) water rights contingent on storage 
option, (5) impacts of potential ESA rulings, and (6) quantity of water rights available fi-om 
unutilized irrigation rights. The primary water-rights issue with development of the 
TrasMTualatin River system is resolving the future use of irrigation rights and the limitations 
posed by instream rights. 

Water providers using the TrasWTualatin system have several water rights that are not fully 
utilized. Although unlikely, the unused or unperfected rights can potentially be cancelled by 
OWRD if needs are not demonstrated. As discussed above, the TrasMTualatin system is often 
controlled during the low-flow period by instream rights. This along with other senior non- 
municipal rights places limits on the reliability of the supply in terms of water rights. 

There are also a significant quantity of non-municipal use water rights associated with imgation 
and agricultural use that can compete with municipal uses in those cases where the municipal 
water rights are junior. 

To date however, the rate of withdrawal for irrigation demands is typically a lot less than its 
permitted maximum. Thus, there is potential for utilizing the unused irrigation rights for 
municipal uses. The control of these releases remains in the hands of the outside entities - for 
the Barney Reservoir it is the State's Watermaster and for Scoggins Reservoir it is the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 
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In addition, there is the potential for future discharges to the Tualatin River to be further limited 
in order to improve water quality and protect endangered species. Since 1996, chinook salmon 
and steelhead have been listed for the Upper Willamette system under the ESA. This listing also 
affects the TrasMTualatin River source option. Section 4 rules are now in place for steelhead 
and chinook, and take prohibition is enforceable; however, enforcement will likely come in the 
form of conditions on an "incidental take permit" issued to individual providers or facilities. 
Project-specific requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. This would 
require a greater balance between flow augmentation and protection against habitat degradation 
and necessarily affect any new and potentially existing water rights. 

- springhill Diversion 
Beaverton 25 19.8 cfs (12.8 mgd) NIA 5.2 
Forest Grove 33 5.3 cfs (3.4 mgd) N/A 27.7 
Hillsboro 57 41.8 cfs (27 mgd) 0 15.2 
Tualatin (TVWD) 0 26.0 cfs (16.8 mgd) -25.8 

Total 165 92.8 cfs (60 mgd) 0 223 
Notes: 
The total 92.8 cji capacity is apportioned to JWC members based on their ownership share in the 
JWC WTP. 
The instream right referenced is the most senior instream rights in the TrasWTualatin system 
(priority date of May 25, 1966) 
Hillsboro relinquished a total of 50 cfi of theirjunior rights in trade of additional future rights at 
Scoggins reservoir. 

Storage Allocation 
Entity Gross Storage (ac-ft) Net storage1 (ac-ft) 

Hillsboro 6.200 A 871) - - - - - - - - - - 
- 7 - -  - ' 9 - '  - 

Forest Grove 500 393 
Beaverton 4,300 3,378 
TVWD 7.000 5.498 

- 7  - -  - 

CWS 2,000 1,571 
Totals 20,000 15,710 

loss factor applied for evaporation, fish flow, and dead pool loss that reduces the gross storage by about 21 percent 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



Storage Allocation 
Entity Gross Storage (ac-ft) Net storage1 (ac-fi) 

JWC Members 
Hillsboro 5,000 4,850 
Beaverton 4.000 3.880 -,--- 
Forest Grove 4,500 4,365 
m 0 0 

CWS 16,900 16,393 
W I D  37,000 35,890 
Lake Oswego Corp. 500 485 

Totals 67.900 65 867 
' Loss factor of three percent (3%) applied for evaporation losses. 

D. 4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital and operating costs for the Trask-Tualatin River source options are based on information 
provided during interview with the Joint Water Commission. Cost estimates provided in Table 
4(2)-16 only include those Trask-Tualatin River source options determined to be the preferred 
option by JWC members at the time of the RWSP Update modeling in May 2004. 

D. 5. Summary Evaluation of HaggIScoggins Source-Option Issues 

This source option was not evaluated in the 1996 RWSP. However, because the source option is 
related to reservoir expansion, the most critical criteria will be related to environmental impacts 
and ease of implementation regarding permitting issues. The IWRM Group is likely to 
emphasize Scoggins Reservoir as the primary source for additional supply. Moreover, as with 
the other source options, the outcomes of the climate change study prepared for the Bull Run 
supply would also likely apply to the TrasMTualatin system, leading to reduced yields of the 
surface water system in the summertime period and potentially extended periods of time 
requiring service from raw water storage. A summary of other new issues and developments is 
listed in Table 4(2)-17 below. Many of the issues noted have relatively minor effects on the 
source-option evaluation but are included for reference and completeness. 

Table 4(2)-18 includes a summary of the issues and developments discussed above that affect the 
evaluation of the source-option issues. Recall from Section 1.4, that numerical ratings for some 
of the source-option issues have been developed. Ratings are developed for these same source- 
options issues for the TrasklTualatin source. These ratings are based on comparison of the 
ratings fiom the 1996 RWSP for the other sources in conjunction with the issues and 
developments noted in Table 4(2)- 18. 
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I Option I Description 

Scoggins Dam 
Raise and Sain 
Creek Tunnel 

Water Treatment 
Plant Upgrade 

Project includes Scoggins dam raise of 40 feet 
("40 Year Capital Improvement Plan") 
Also included is the project to construct a 
tunnel and transmission line from Tualatin 
River to Sain Creek. 

WTP expansion of 40 mgd (to total 150 mgd). 

I I 

Note: Cost is in 2002 dollars 

C-' 
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Capital Cost I Operation and 
Maintenance 

$150,000,000 $1,500,000 
($106M is M&I 

Share) 

Comments 

Capital costs per Hillsboro estimates (Joe 
Thompson, 2003); note that Scoggins Dam and 
Tunnel is estimated at $150M, but $106M is the 
M&I share of the project. 
Annual Dam and Tunnel operations and 
maintenance calculated by assuming 1 % of 
capital costs. 
Annual WTP operations and maintenance 
calculated by assuming a $0.35 per 1000 
gallons. 



Major Developments 
Study to raise Hagg Lake (Scoggins Dam) being completed through Clean Water Services and 
BOR 
Barney Reservoir project has been completed and is on-line 
Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) Water Supply Feasibility Study examines water 
supply alternatives to increase supply within the Tualatin Basin, including Hagg Lake expansion 
(May 200 1 agreement) 

Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
JWC plans to construct a new 20 MG fdshed water reservoir at Fern Hill 
JWC will complete construction of its North Transmission Line Phase II by end of 2003. Pipeline 
will increase transmission capacity to over 140 mgd. Raw water pipeline committed and in base 

Related Studies 
Hillsboro, TVWD, Forest Grove, and Tigard have all recently completed updated master plans. In 
addition, the JWC has also prepared a coordinated draft 40-year capital improvement 

* JWC members are looking toward an aggressive plan to expand infrastructure and supply capacity. 
Ultimate capacity will depend on feasibility of Scoggins expansion. JWC plans to expand existing 
treatment plant to between 120 to 180 mgd, depending on Scoggins expansion 

Other LocallRegional Planning Efforts 
The City of Tigard has joined the JWC as a new member. 
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Water Availabilitv 
Rating: NIA I TraskITualatin system is often controlled d&g the low flow period by 

instream rights. This along with other senior no;-municipal rights places 
Modeled by CWS in Phase II limits on the reliability of the supply in terms of water rights. 
Tualatin Basin Feasibility Potential for utilizing the unused irrigation rights for municipal uses 
Report. . Facilities expansions (Barney Reservoir and JWC plan expansion) has 

expanded the availability of treated water to water purveyors in the 
western portion of the region. Future expansion of those facilities is 
dictated by the potential expansion of raw water storage in Scoggins 
Reservoir. 
Climate change study indicates that average stream flows will increase in 

the winter, while late spring and summer flows will decrease. 
Modeling done by TBFS shows that expanded reservoir would fill 80% 

of the time in all years. 
Environmental Impacts 
Natural Rating: 4.5 Since 1996, chinook salmon and steelhead have been listed for the Upper 
Human Rating: 3.2 Willamette system under the Endangered Species Act 

Scoggins Dam raise would affect riparian wetlands adjacent to Hagg 
Lake 
Scoggins Dam raise could also affect terrestrial wildlife and their habitat 

as well as recreational issues. 
Raw Water Quality 
Rating: 2.0 LT2ESWTRlStage 2 DIDBP will have a significant impact on the 

treatment requirements for all surface water sodrces 
There is the potential for future discharges to the Tualatin River to be 
M h e r  limited in order to improve water quality and protect endangered 

1 species 
Vulnerability to Catastrophic Events 
Rating: 3.5 Low probability for terrorist acts for TrasWTualatin source. The source 

is isolated which limits ability to secure the source. However, its relative 
remoteness also limits accessibility. 
Trask-Tualatin has some vulnerability to upstream spills. 
Low to moderate potential for fires and susceptibility to increased 

I sediment and nutrient loads. 
Ease of Implementation 
Rating: N/A ESA is a limiting factor for constructing the Scoggins Dam Raise as well 

as other associated projects such as the Sain Creek Tunnel and water 
Ease of implementation will treatment plant expansion 
depend on individual Community impacts and public acceptance can be an issue 
circumstances at the local level 
Treatment Requirements 
Rating: N/A Existing water treatment plants are effective in properly treating the 
(not quantified) source water. 

No significant changes to issues impacting the TraskITualatin option's 
treatment requirements. 

Capital and Operating Costs 
Rating: N/A No other significant changes to issues impacting the TrasWTualatin 

option's capital and operating costs. 
Refer to cost table for each 
source option 
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E. Aquifer Storage and Recovery Option 

In 1996, no ASR projects were being undertaken in the Portland regional area. Some planning 
had been initiated by the cities of Beaverton, Tigard, Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD) 
and Mt. Scott Water District. Conceptually, ASR was being considered as a means to assist in 
meeting peak-season demand, provide emergency backup system benefits, and improve water 
quality by lowering temperatures in the distribution system during the summer. The two 
"regionally significant" sites evaluated in the RWSP were to be located in the Powell Valley 
areas southeast of Gresham and the Cooper-Bull Mountain area southwest of the City of 
Beaverton. The option was projected to supply an additional 40 mgd seasonal yield (20 mgd at 
each site). Smaller ASR sites in other locations were not considered. 

The 1996 RWSP rated the raw water quality for ASR as significantly below that of the other 
supply options. However, water quality for this option is highly dependent on the actual site 
conditions for a given ASR project. The 1996 RWSP concluded that the major advantages of 
ASR are its low cost and ability to augment summer supplies utilizing winter flows. Although 
limited site-specific information was available at the time, general knowledge indicated that 
advantages included relatively minor environmental impacts, good water quality and possible 
locations near areas where anticipated needs would occur. 

This source option consists of injecting treated water into suitable aquifers for underground 
storage. The water would be injected through wells during low-water system demand periods 
and then recovered from the aquifer through the wells to meet peak summer period demands. 
Several ASR studies and pilot projects are now under way or have been completed. The ASR 
source option for this current update is modified to include sites recently investigated by the 
cities of Tigard, Tualatin, Shenvood, Beaverton and Portland, as well as TVWD, Sunrise Water 
Authority and Clackamas River Water. 

E. I. New Issues and Developments 

ASR Studies and Ongoing Pilot Projects. Several ASR studies and pilot projects are now 
under way or have been completed. Sites investigated include those by the cities of Tigard, 
Tualatin, Shenvood, Beaverton and Portland, as well as TVWD, Sunrise Water Authority and 
Clackamas River Water. (See Table 4(2)-19) 

The City of Beaverton has completed initial pilot testing and is now in the process of testing a 
full-scale pilot project with a 6 rngd capacity. The City of Tigard has also completed initial 
screening of sites and is in the process of preliminary pilot testing with the intent of ultimately 
developing a 6 mgd facility. Similarly, Clackamas River Water has just begun pilot testing and 
contemplates a future 5 to 6 mgd facility. TVWD also recently began pilot testing on an existing 
well, but reportedly found the well site to be unsuitable for ASR; however, the test indicated a 
storage capacity of 11 mg at the site. The cities of Tualatin and Sherwood and the Sunrise Water 
Authority are all in the initial stages of site development and screening. 
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completed (YN/ ASR Wells as recovery capacity and r&overy capacity 
date of 2004 (goal) - I 

Tigard Yes / 2001 2 250 MG / 2.5 mgd 500 MG / 6 mgd 

Tualatin Yes / 2002 1 1 mgd TBD 

1 Sherwood Y ed200 1 0 TBD TBD I 
- 

TWVD Yes / 1997 1 TBD TBD 

/ Portland Yes / 2000 1000 MG/ 12 rngd >3000 MG / > 20 rngd 
(TBD) 

Beaverton Yes / 1997 3 500 MG / 4 mgd 500 MG/6 mgd (5 wells) 

Sunrise Yes / 1998 0 TBD TBD 

I Clackamas Yes / 2000 1 100 MG / 1 mgd 5-6 mgd I 

The City of Portland began ASR pilot testing at C S S W  in May 2002. The Bureau of Water 
Works holds an ASR Limited License issued by Oregon Water Resources Department that 
became effective September 2001 and is good through September 2006, and allows testing in 
two aquifers in the Columbia South Shore Well Field (CSSWF). The license allows testing of up 
to seven wells in two aquifers. Table 4(2)-20 summarizes the ASR plans for the City of 
Portland. Total potential storage volume of a full-scale permanent system will be determined 
following pilot testing. 

1 Potential ASR Volume (Estimated) Test Wells schedule 1 
Aquifer wells (BG) 

Sand and Gravel 12 to I4 4,000 to 5,000 4 - 5  2002-2005 
Aquifer (SGA) 

Troutdale Sandstone 5 to 7 800 to 1,200 2 2004-2006 
Aquifer (TSA) 

The various regional ASR projects are for the most part in relatively early pilot phases, so it will 
be some time before the regional ASR potential capacity and effectiveness are known. If all the 
regional ASR pilot projects become permanent, it is possible that regional ASR recovery storage 
volume and recovery capacity will exceed 4 billion gallons and 40 mgd, respectively. However, 
the decisions to implement these projects may not be made at the same time, so the development 
of ASR is likely to occur incrementally over the next five to 10 years. Recent (1997 OAR 690- 
350) regulations are in place to guide the process of pilot testing ASR and also for expanding 
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ASR pilot systems into a permanent operation. As with other types of water infrastructure, land- 
use compatibility can be an issue, for example when it is necessary to place ASR facilities such 
as wells or pipelines outside the urban growth boundary. New regulations regarding ASR have 
been developed since the 1996 RWSP. In particular, development of ASR infrastructure in rural 
areas may encounter issues with recent legislation. Due to issues associated with providing 
infi.astructure developments that take place on Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned lands the 
Legislature enacted ORS 2 15.2 l3(l)(d) and 2 l5.283(l)(d), which requires that a special 
alternatives analysis be done of facilities that pass through or are located on EFU zoned lands. 
Cost alone cannot be the reason why facilities may be located on EFU lands. The likelihood of 
being able to develop large ASR facilities as selected by the RWSP has been determined to be 
less than ASR developed in smaller amounts throughout the region. 

E. 2. Existing Water Rights and Applications 

Limited licenses were approved by OWRD to conduct ASR pilot testing at sites operated by the 
cities of Tigard, Tualatin, Shenvood, Beaverton, as well as Sunrise Water Authority, Clackamas 
River Water, TVWD, and the City of Portland. No permanent ASR permits have been issued by 
OWRD to any municipal water providers within the State. 

E. 3. Issues Affecting Source-Option Development 

Issues discussed for each of the other source options apply to the ASR option where water rights 
to winter flows need to be obtained. Other issues specific to ASR include: 

I A limited license to store and use water injected into an aquifer for aquifer storage and 
recovery purposes must be obtained from OWRD. 
After completion of a test program under the limited license, the applicant may apply for 
a permanent ASR permit. Where existing water rights for the injection source water have 
been issued, OWRD is required to conduct a public review process for the ASR permit. 

I DEQ requires that the receiving aquifer not be degraded. Accordingly, annual reporting 
and monitoring may be required. 

ESA could potentially affect water rights approvals for ASR projects. Even though most critical 
flows for fish are in the summer months, winter season flows can be important to maintaining 
suitable habitat (e.g., flushing sediment) and could conceivably be regulated under ESA 
authorities. Given the relative abundance of winter flows, pattern of use might be a more 
important factor than total quantity diverted. 

E. 4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital and operating costs for the Aquifer Storage and Recovery source options are based on 
general assumptions for constructing and operating ASR systems. Cost estimates provided in 
Table 4(2)-21 only include those ASR source options to be used in the source scenario strategies. 
Other ASR systems are considered as "base case" (i.e., pending projects) and are not included in 
this report. 
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E. 5. Summary Evaluation of ASR Source-Option Issues 

The results of the studies and pilot projects have the most significant effect on water availability 
and ease of implementation. Further pilot testing results are needed to verify the potential 
storage volumes, recovered water quality and recovery capacity provided by this alternative. 
Such results should become available during the next five years as the existing projects progress 
through several years of pilot testing and subsequent refinements. A summary of other new 
issues and developments is listed in Table 4(2)-22. 

Table 4(2)-23 includes a summary of the new issues and developments discussed above that 
affect the evaluation of the source-option issues. Recall from Section 1.4, that numerical ratings 
for some of the source-option issues have been developed. These ratings are based on the 
evaluation from the 1996 RWSP in conjunction with the new issues and developments noted in 
Table 4(2)-23. Changes to the ratings are noted in the table where they have been made. In 
general, the ratings remained the same or changed only by a fraction, although the ASR projects 
are smaller in scale than the projects defined in the 1996 RWSP. 
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Option Description Capital Cost Operation and 
Maintenance 

Clackamas River Develop 2 million gallon per day (mgd) at $2,000,000 $54,300 
Water ASR existing well (per CRW) 

Shenvood ASR Develop 3 mgd facility $3,000,000 $81,300 
Tualatin ASR Develop 5 mgd facility $5,000,000 $135,900 
Note: Cost is in 2002 dollars 

Clr 
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Capital costs derived by assuming $1 per 
gallon; 1 % of capital costs contingency added 
for O&M in addition to power costs 
Power demand costs were estimated for all 
ASR and ground water projects based on the 
following assumptions: lift at 300 feet, 70% 
efticiency, $0.07kW, pumps operating 50% of 
the time 
Same assumptions 
Same assumptions 



Maior Develo~ments 
Individual purveyors are pursuing ASR more on a local / subregional scale as opposed to the two 20 
mgd regional east and west side options considered in the 1996 plan. Future availability of the local 
ASR for peak season will influence how the major regional sources are managed during peak season. 

Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
City of Beaverton now in the process of full-scale pilot testing for a 6 mgd facility. 

= Tigard initial feasibility study in June 2001 and is now in the process of initial pilot testing. Plans are 
to construct a 5-6 mgd facility. 

CRW and TVWD are also conducting pilot testing. Favorable results have been gathered by CRW 
that would warrant further development, while TVWD found its retrofitted older well was not at a 
good location for large volume storage. 

City of Portland conducted a pilot test in the CSSWF in 2002 and 2003 subsequent years. The pilot- 
scale facility construction is complete. 

Related Studies 
Tualatin, Shenvood, and Sunrise have also initiated preliminary site investigations. Tualatin 
completed a feasibility study in 2002 and is drilled an exploratory testlpilot well in 2002. 

Powell Valley area studies have not been initiated 
Other LocallRegional Planning Efforts 

N/A 
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Rating: NIA 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) 

Water rights are not a limitation since most entities have access to 
already permitted water rights in the winter in excess of hat needed to 
meet actual winter demand. The City of Portland has exclusive and 
prior rights to the waters of the Bull Run watershed, with the exception 
of potential ESA requirements. PWB is conducting a variety of studies 
in the Bull Run watershed to respond to these ESA requirements (see 
environmental impacts). 
OWRD has defined Groundwater limited areas that may impact the 
areas where ASR can be developed. 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the ASR options' 
water availability. 

Environmental Impacts 
Natural Rating: 4.9 (4.9) The following species have been listed for the Lower Columbia River 
Human Rating: 3.6 (3.6) (which includes the Bull Run watershed tributaries): chinook salmon, 

chum salmon, and steelhead. 
Smaller ASR projects are likely to have less environmental impacts 
OWRD has defined Groundwater limited areas that may impact the 
areas where ASR can be developed. 

No other significant changes to issues impacting the ASR options' 
environmental impacts. 

Raw Water Quality 
Rating: 1.2 (1.2) No other significant changes to issues impacting the ASR options' raw 

water quality. 
Vulnerability to Catastrophic Events 
Rating: 3.5 (3.5) Concern for terrorist acts is a low for the ASR source. 

No other significant changes to issues impacting the ASR options' 
vulnerability to catastrophic events. 

Ease of Implementation 
Rating: NIA (4.5) Infrastructure developments that take place on Exclusive Farm Use 

(EFU) zoned lands the legislature enacted ORS 2 15.2 13 (I)(d) and 
215.283 (1) (d), which requires that a special alternatives analysis be 
done of facilities that pass through or are located on EFU zoned lands. 
Groundwater system at the site of the Bull Run wells is highly 
pressurized and makes the feasibility of a gravity-fed ASR recharge 
system questionable. 

Ease of implementation will Groundwater development project is currently scheduled to be 
depend on individual complete with wells operational by 2006-2007. 
circumstances at the local level . Smaller projects are easier to implement. 
Treatment Requirements 
Rating: N/A No other significant changes to issues impacting the ASR options' 
(not quantified in 1996 RWSP) treatment requirements. 

Capital and Operating Costs 
Rating: N/A No other significant changes to issues impacting the ASR options' 

capital and operating costs. 
Refer to cost table for each 
source option 
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F. Columbia South Shore Well Field Option 

This source was not evaluated a s  an additional expansion option in the 1996 RWSP. It was 
accounted for in the base case of existing supplies. In this update, the CSSWF will be 
considered a summertime augmentation source and emergency backup. The CSSWF is located 
near the Columbia River between the Portland Airport and Blue Lake Park. When the well field 
was constructed, 22 wells were installed totaling about 90 rngd in capacity. However, due to 
contamination problems discovered in 1986, the useable delivery capacity was assumed to be 
approximately 35 rngd in the 1996 RWSP discussion and projected to 72 rngd based on expected 
remediation to occur within 10 years. At that time, CSSWF had been used five times since its 
construction to augment summer water supply from the Bull Run watershed reservoirs. 

F.I. New Issues and Developments 

Status of CSSWF. In recent years, PWB began to periodically augment summer supply (up to 
25 percent) with CSSWF water, and may possibly use the CSSWF facility to store Bull Run 
water. The wells have been used to either augment summer supplies or for emergency events in 
1996, 1998,1999,2000,2001,2003 and again in 2004. 

PWB improvements in recent years are addressing the overall reliable capacity and water quality 
of the well system, primarily by developing new (deep) wells and retiring older (shallow) wells 
with water quality problems. The plan involves minimizing reliance on vulnerable shallow 
aquifers and developing new wells in deeper, well-protected aquifers that are also considered 
suitable for ASR. The objective is to develop reliable long-term capacity of 95 rngd for 120 days 
or more using well supplies from CSSWF and, possibly, Bull Run. 

Since 1996, three new CSSWF wells have been drilled and a project is under way to connect two 
existing wells to the groundwater system (Wells 28 and 34). Table 4(2)-24 summarizes the 
groundwater development projects at CSSWF. As Table 4(2)-24 indicates, these projects add a 
peak yield of about 21 rngd to the CSSWF for relatively short-term emergency operation of up to 
30 days. The increase in long-term yield is estimated to be on the order of 15 mgd. 

Two Parkrose wells were connected to the CSSWF system in the summer of 1999 and will be 
used until a replacement SGA well is drilled at the same location to retire these 40 year-old 
shallow wells. The current short-term CSSWF capacity (30 days) is at least 90 rngd and current 
long-term capacity is 70 to 75 mgd. 

Since 1996, one well (32, CRSA, -4.5 mgd) has been removed from service joining Well 17 
(Blue Lake Aquifer) in this category of wells drilled, constructed and operated and then retired 
due to significantly elevated concentrations of either iron or manganese, or both. 

Remediation efforts overseen by Oregon DEQ have enabled the Portland Water Bureau to have 
unrestricted access to its wells, though decisions to minimize potential risks of moving 
contaminates in surrounding areas risk are incorporated into yearly summer pumping plans. 
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35,36,37 (SGA) 2000-2001 36: 3000 4.3 for supply 
37: 3600 5.2 

28 (TSA) and 34 1985 28: 2000 2.9 Scheduled for 

I (SGA) (site improvements 
and pipelines in 34: 3000 

completion February 
4.3 2005 

design) 

CSSWF Expansion Alternatives. Given PWB's objective of establishing a reliable long-term 
groundwater yield of 95 mgd, additional groundwater supply is needed to take the current 
reliable capacity from 75 to 95 mgd. Current plans are to develop and additional 10 rngd in the 
western part of the CSSWF on property owned by the Port of Portland. Here, PWB has potential 
easement rights for up to five wells and approximately 15 rngd from two aquifers. An additional 
10 rngd of additional expansion beyond the west well field is also planned in the existing well 
field including such alternatives as the development of a collector well system in the Blue Lake 
Aquifer. The expansion alternatives are summarized in Table 4(2)-25. Expansion beyond -100 
rngd in the CSSWF would require expansion of the existing groundwater pump station and a 
change in the groundwater conveyance system, for example, connection of the well system to a 
local distribution main. 

NOTE: 
I - Not planned unless Bull Run wells are not developed or reliable capacity > 95 rngd overall is needed. 
2 - Future expansion option, or a possible option in place of either BUN Run wells and west wellfield 
(capacity and costfigures from 1999 study would need review). 
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F.2. Existing Water Rights and Applications 

All of the water rights associated with the CSSWF are owned by the City of Portland. Five 
groundwater permits dictate the terms of groundwater appropriation in the CSSWF and none 
have been certificated. The permits total 338.6 mgd. 

F.3. Water-Rights Issues Affecting Source-Option Development 

The City of Portland intends to maintain the CSSWF as a backup water supply source with plans 
to increase the firm production capacity to approximately 100 mgd or annual average of system 
demands. Based on a desire to achieve annual average capacity, options are being considered to 
increase well field production by 20 to 30 mgd. Options include increasing well capacity of 
existing wells, constructing new wells and developing ASR in the CSSWF. Although existing 
permitted water rights are sufficient to meet the future anticipated demand, the requirement to 
submit municipal permit extensions could be an issue. ~ortfand submittedtheir extension in July 
2004. 

F.4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital costs for the Columbia South Shore Well Field are shown in Table 4(2)-25 based on 
information fkom PWB. The CSSWF is considered a base case option, and some additional 
groundwater capacity was included for both the CSSWF and the Bull Run groundwater in the 
Confluence modeling. 

F.5. Summary Evaluation of Columbia South Shore Well Field Source- 
Option Issues 

This source option was not evaluated in the 1996 RWSP, and although the CSSWF is included as 
a source option, PWB does not intend to use it as a primary source, but to maintain it as an 
emergency supply and as a peak-season supply so long as the region must depend on it. The most 
significant evaluation criteria for this alternative include water availability, raw water quality, 
treatment requirements and ease of implementation in terms of feasibility. The noticeable 
difference in aesthetic water quality relative to Bull Run water is also a concern for some 
customers, for example wafer manufacturers are very sensitive to changes in silica content even 
though neither of Portland's sources are high in silica. A summary of other new issues and 
developments is listed in Table 4(2)-26. No summary evaluation table is provided for the 
CSSWF source options since it is an existing facility and will be considered a base case source 
used to meet emergency and peak summer demands. 
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Major Developments 
Current approach is to maintain the CSSWF for summertime use when it is needed. ASR may 
integrate into the peak-season strategy over the long-term. 
PWB plan is to maintain reliable capacity of wells 90 to 100 rngd for emergency backup. Future 
expansion beyond 90 to 100 mgd is possible. 

Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
Five wells and 20 mgd: Three new wells have been installed in the CSSWF by the City of 
Portland and two others previously drilled will be brought on line by late 2003. Parkrose wells 
will be retired and replaced by a new SGA well. 

Related Studies 
Modeling study of groundwater development and yield and feasibility of ASR 
Bull Run wells - a pilot well project has confirmed the feasibility of 10 mgd of well supply near 
Bull Run headworks for possible future development. 

Other LocallRegional Planning Efforts 
Use of the well field is accepted and receives scrutiny; overall the region has historically been 
more comfortable relying on surface water supplies as the primary sources. 
Wellhead protection plan has been updated to include areas outside City of Portland (eg. Gresham 
and Fairview) 

G. Willamette River Diversion Option 

In 1996, the Willamette River was not being used as a municipal water source for the Portland 
metropolitan region. Flows in the Willamette River continue to be controlled by 13 upstream 
reservoir projects operated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The reservoirs were 
constructed primarily for flood control, while storage releases from these reservoirs provided 
more than half the flows from August to October. In addition, the Bureau of Reclamation holds 
water rights to divert the total usable storage of 1.6 billion ac-ft for irrigation; however, only a 
very small percentage of this amount had actually been contracted for irrigation use. Hence, at 
the time of the 1996 RWSP, the State of Oregon and other stakeholders initiated a study to 
reauthorize how the stored water should be allocated and how the reservoirs should be operated 
in the future. At that time, substantial quantities of water had been identified for possible M&I 
use. It was anticipated that the Willamette River option could provide as much as 154 mgd of 
additional supply using permits held by regional providers, and potentially more if additional 
applications were pursued. 

The evaluation in the 1996 RWSP concluded that although Willamette River raw water quality 
was good, it was not as good as the Bull Run or Clackamas River. In addition, protection of the 
watershed would be difficult because of the size of the basin along with the high number of 
potential contamination sources. Beyond these issues, significant instream water rights and flow 
targets had also been established for the Willamette River that may limit future access. While 
the Willamette River option, as it was assessed in the 1996 RWSP, was relatively expensive in 
terms of meeting regional needs, recent experience shows it may be among the less costly 
options to address specific local needs. Benefits of the Willamette option include providing a 
new source that would reduce the vulnerability of the region to catastrophic events, as well as 
having fewer transmission costs. 
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For the purposes of forecasting future allocation of regional water supply, the RWSP Update 
identifies the Willamette River as the City of Wilsonville's primary source, with local wells as 
Wilsonville's secondary source. While the Willamette is available to meet the needs of other 
jurisdictions as well, the RWSP Update assumes demand outside of Wilsonville will be met from 
sources other than the Willamette River. The RWSP Update acknowledges that individual 
jurisdictions retain the ability to supplement local water supply with water fiom the Willamette if 
they choose to do so in accordance with local decision-making processes. 

G.1. New Issues and Developments 

Wilsonville Water Treatment Plant. At the time the 1996 RWSP was written, the City of 
Wilsonville faced an imminent need for additional supply. After years of studies and extensive 
public involvement, Wilsonville selected the Willamette River over the other supply options. 
TVWD shares ownership of the plant (including much of the land, excess capacity of the yard 
piping and finished water pipeline) and 5 mgd of the water treatment plant capacity. The 
Wilsonville Water Treatment Plant was completed April 29,2002, and has a current capacity of 
15 mgd (with an intake capacity of 70 to 120 mgd). The City of Wilsonville Water Master Plan 
calls for future expansion whose timefiame is dependent on demand changes over the next five 
or more years. 

Position of Water Purveyors on Use of Willamette River for Municipal Use. Water 
purveyors acknowledge the requirement in several jurisdictions to conduct a vote of the public 
before making a decision to tap the Willamette for use as a municipal water supply. Some cities 
(e.g., Tualatin, Tigard and Sherwood) have stated that they maintain the individual right for such 
a public vote on whether to use the Willamette River as a source of municipal supply because 
this source could avoid large transmission costs of obtaining water from another more distant 
source. TVWD has also not taken a final position on use of the Willamette River, but has 
enacted an ordinance to say that a vote would be held before TVWD would use the Willamette 
River as a water source. Until such votes are taken, the forecasts regarding water allocation in 
the RWSP Update assume these jurisdictions will continue to obtain their water from sources 
other than the Willamette. In the meantime, Wilsonville will continue the ongoing monitoring 
program documenting raw water quality at the intake to the Willamette water treatment plant. 
Recent (200312004) studies conducted by TVWD on raw and treated water, as well as sediments 
around the intake, indicate that the quality of the Willamette is very high. 

Listed Species Under the Endangered Species Act. Since 1996, chinook salmon and steelhead 
have been listed for the Upper Willamette system under the Endangered Species Act. This 
listing directly impacts this source option. In February 1999, W S  proposed critical habitat for 
the recovery of steelhead trout. The proposed critical habitat included the Willamette and its 
tributaries. As mentioned in the discussion for the Bull Run option, Section 4 rules are in place 
for steelhead and chinook and the take prohibition is enforceable, but project-specific 
requirements are subject to site-specific analysis and negotiation. For the Willamette Water 
Treatment Plant, the City of Wilsonville together with TVWD applied for and received NMFS 
approval for and has constructed, an intake structure with a capacity of 70 to 120 mgd. 

Status of Bureau of Reclamation Contracts from the Willamette Basin Project. As of 
December of 2002 the US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) resumed contract activities in the 
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Willamette Basin ending a moratorium on accepting new irrigation contract applications put into 
place by mutual agreement of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and BOR following the 
listing under the Endangered Species Act of Upper Willamette salmon and steelhead in 1999. 
Several existing applications that had been previously on hold are also in the process for 
contracts. 

The agreements to resume contract activities did not relieve BOR of obligations under National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). This means that long-term contracts are not instantly 
available. In the interim, long-term contract applicants asking for less than ZOO0 acre-feet have 
been allowed to utilize short-term contracts while the BOR develops an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) on their behalf. There are two pending contracts larger than 1000 acre-feet for 
two irrigation districts, these are required to have separate EA. Both districts are working with 
the same contractor to resolve conflicts and supply the BOR with enough information to develop 
their individual EA. 

The Corps operate and maintain 13 reservoirs in the Willamette Basin total storage (1.6 million 
acre feet) and contracts for stored water fi-om the Willamette Basin Project are administered by 
the BOR under secondary water-right permits issued by the Oregon Water Resources 
Department (WRD). At the request of the WRD and others in the spring of 2002, the Federal 
action agencies and consulting services revisited the need for the moratorium on new irrigation 
contracts. Although all actions must be consistent to protect listed species; because of better 
coordination by State and Federal Agencies; improved flow modeling and contract conditions the 
federal agencies subsequently determined that it was no longer necessary to delay processing 
pending contracts and allowed 10,000 additional acre-feet for future applications while the 
Biological Opinion required because of the ESA listing. BOR and the Corps amended the 
proposed action under consultation to include the potential release of water from storage to meet 
pending contract applications and prospective additional applications yet to be received. 

At the time of the ESA listing, BOR had 249 contracts for a total of 59,911 acre-feet of storage 
serving 3 1,4O 1 acres. Subsequently, BOR has accepted 26 additional applications for water 
service, for approximately 25,000 acre-feet of storage eventually this will raise the total number 
of existing irrigation water service contracts to 275 for a total of about 85,000 acre-feet. The 
interim allowance 10,000 acre-feet (for a total of 95,000 acre-feet) to the total amount of storage 
immediately available for water service contracts. The existing contracts constitute about 3.8 
percent of the total 1.593 million acre-feet of storage in the Willamette System. The 2002 
modification the federal agencies have implemented increase the amount of storage currently 
used for water service contracts to about 5.9 percent of total storage. 

G.2. Existing Water Rights and Applications 

Purveyors holding water-use permits for the Willamette River include the City of Wilsonville, 
Tualatin Valley Water District, City of Lake Oswego and Port of Portland. The total municipal 
rights associated with the Willamette River totals approximately 260 cfs. At present, only the 
City of Wilsonville's WTP is utilizing 10 mgd (1 5.5 cfs) of their 30 cfs municipal water right. 
Wilsonville utilized a portion of its water rights to the Willamette for the WTP and was granted 
an extension by OWRD for the remainder of its unused municipal water rights. A total of 473.8 
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cfs of municipal water-rights applications for Willamette River water is pending. The largest 
application is by Tualatin Valley Water District with a 387 cfs application. h addition, the City 
of Portland has filed a surface water claim for 28 cfs of Willamette River water with a priority 
date of 1883. 

The OWRD's Willamette Basin Program has established instream flow requirements. The 
relevant requirements are those downstream of the existing intake site at Wilsonville. The 
minimum natural flow required at Wilsonville is 1,500 cfs year round with a priority date of June 
22, 1964. The minimum flow fkom storage releases at this point is up to 4,700 cfs. The 
minimum natural flows at Oregon City to the mouth have the same flow requirements (1,500 cfs 
natural flow and 4,700 cfs storage release flow) with a priority date of June 22, 1971. These 
instream flow requirements, which would be senior to the existing municipal rights, have not 
actually been permitted as instream rights, however. It is not known whether the minimum flow 
levels will remain the same when they are converted to water rights status. 

G. 3. Water-Rights Issues Affecting Source-Option Development 

There are five main water-rights issues regarding the development of the Willamette River: (1) 
extensions needed for water rights not yet put to beneficial use, (2) adjudication of claims, (3) 
quantity of non-municipal use water rights, (4) potential to purchase storage in Corps of 
Engineers reservoirs, and (5) impacts of potential ESA rulings. 

Water providers along the Willamette River have several water rights that are not being utilized. 
Although unlikely, the unused or unperfected rights can potentially be cancelled by OWRD if 
needs are not demonstrated. There is also a significant quantity of non-municipal use water 
rights associated with irrigation and industrial use that can compete with municipal uses in those 
cases where the municipal water rights are junior. 

As discussed in the 1994 water-rights review memo, several major pre-1909 filings were made 
jointly and severally by industrial users, particularly for hydropower at Oregon City, resulting in 
total claims exceeding the total flow of the Willamette River during significant portions of the 
year. Any permitting of additional water-rights application on the Willamette River requires a 
potentially complex review by OWRD and the public. To date, the claims have not been 
adjudicated and it seems unlikely that the process will be resolved in the near future. In any 
case, the claims by PGE and others at Willamette Falls create uncertainty as to whether they will 
be enforced against junior upstream users, since this is a non-consumptive use that predates the 
development of storage on the Willamette. 

The Corps of Engineers operate several reservoir projects on the Willamette River for irrigation 
and flood control. An application to convert irrigation storage for municipal use can be 
submitted by the Corps of Engineers. The stored water can then be appropriated under 
individual applications of municipal users. However, the OWRD review process can be complex 
and there is uncertainty in completing this process, as well. Furthermore, as discussed in the 
1994 water-rights review, OWRD is considering modification of its regulation of released 
uncontracted stored water. It is currently managed as natural flow. The proposed changes would 
allow OWRD to protect the uncontracted releases to support instream uses. This could pose 
issues in utilizing storage releases to satisfy existing rights. 
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Since 1996 additional species of salmon and steelhead have been listed under the Endangered 
Species Act. The following species have been listed for the Upper Willamette River: chinook 
salmon and steelhead. In February 1999, NMFS proposed critical habitat for the recovery of 
steelhead trout, which included the Willamette River and tributaries to the Willamette. Section 4 
rules are now in place for steelhead and chinook that prohibit the take of these species. 
However, enforcement will likely come in the form of conditions on an "incidental take permit" 
issued to individual providers or facilities. Project-specific requirements are subject to site- 
specific analysis and negotiation. 

6.4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Capital and operating costs for the Willamette River are not included in this report because it is 
not part of the source options being evaluated in the source-option strategies in this RWSP 
Update. 

6.5. Summary Evaluation of Willamette Source-Option Issues 

For purposes of forecasting future allocation of regional water supply, the RWSP Update 
identifies the Willamette River as Wilsonville's primary source, with local wells as Wilsonville's 
secondary source. While the Willamette is available to meet the needs of other jurisdictions as 
well, the RWSP Update assumes demand outside of Wilsonville will be met from sources other 
than the Willamette. The RWSP Update acknowledges that individual jurisdictions retain the 
ability to meet~offset~supplement local water supply with water from the Willamette if they 
choose to do so in accordance with local decision-making processes. In this event, regional and 
subregional forecasts would be adjusted accordingly to account for such a shift in water 
allocation. A summary of other new issues and developments is listed in Table 4(2)-27. 

Table 4(2)-28 includes a summary of the new issues and developments discussed above that 
affect the evaluation of the source-option issues. Recall from Section 1.4, that numerical ratings 
for some of the source-option issues have been developed. These ratings are based on the 
evaluation from the 1996 RWSP in conjunction with the new issues and developments noted in 
Table 4(2)-28. Changes to the ratings are noted in the table where they have been made. In 
general, the ratings remained the same or changed only by a tkaction. 
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Maior Develo~ments 
Available to meet/offset/supplement local water supply if desired by individual jurisdictions. 
Construction of 15 mgd treatment plant by City of Wilsonville and TVWD (intake capacity of 70-120 
m d )  

Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
NIA 

Related Studies 

Non-potable delivery is being examined for commercialhdustrial use in TualatinISherwood area 
Studies done by City of Wilsonville and other entities (Sherwood, Tualatin, Tigard, TVWD, Canby, 
CRW) on potential use of Willamette River for supply purposes including treatment locations and 
costs. 
TVWD has completed water quality studies in 200312004 of raw and treated water and sediments 
around the intake. 
OSU completed a 2-year study of fish deformities in the Newberg pool indicating that parasites are 
responsible for the observed deformities and do not pose a threat to human health. 
TVWD conducted a study in 2004 to cost out the building of a large pipeline tiom Wilsonville water 
treatment plant to the TVWD service area. 
Continued monitoring of sediments, "raw water," and finished water at Wilsonville's water treatment 
plant. These analyses were conducted by contract laboratories and by faculty at Oregon State 
University. 

Other LocallRegional Planning Efforts 
Formation of Willamette River Water Coalition to share water rights and facilitate development of 
the Willamette River 
Local vote conducted on the use of the Willamette River by Wilsonville. Local votes required by 
Sherwood, Tigard, Tualatin, and TVWD prior to their use of the Willamette. 
Development of GIs and other data sources as a part of the Willamette Livability Forum and 
Willamette Restoration Initiative, including information about potential demands on this source basin 
wide 

USCOE study on USCOE projects on the Willamette River including a Stella model; potentially deals 
with ESA issues and reauthorization of projects for use other than agricultural; has not been active in 
recent years 
USCOE operates 12 dams and impoundment projects on Willamette River, and reallocation of stored 
water is being considered by USCOE 
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Water Availability 
Rating: N/A *Substantial quantities of water have been identified for possible M&I use in the 
[not quantified in 1996 RWSP. It was anticipated that the Willamette River option could provide 
1996 RWSP) as much as 154 mgd of additional supply using permits held by regional 

providers 
*Significant instream water rights and flow targets had also been established for 

the Willamette River that may limit future access 
Climate change study indicates that average stream flows will increase in the 

wintertime, while late spring and summer flows will decrease. 
*No other significant changes to issues impacting the Willamette River option's 

water availability. 
Environmental Impacts 
Natural Rating: 1.0 I *Chinook salmon and steelhead have been listed for the Upper Willamette - - A  

(1.0) system under the Endangered Species Act. 
Human Rating: 2.5 *No other significant changes to issues impacting the Willamette River option's 
(2.5) environmental impacts. 
Raw Water Quality 
Rating: 2.0 (2.2) I LTZESWTIUStage 2 DDBP will have a significant impact on the treatment 

requirements for all surface water sources. 
Recent studies (TVWD and OSU) and experience at Wilsonville water 
treatment plant 'indicate that raw water quality is high. 

Vulnerability to Catastrophic Events 
Rating: 2.5 (2.5) Low probability for terrorist acts for the Willamette River source. 

No other significant changes to issues impacting the Willamette River 
option's vulnerability to catastrophic events. 

Ease of Implementation 
Rating: NIA (2.5) I ESA may be a limiting factor if expansion beyond 120 mgd is pursued. 

Additional monitoring information and present use of Willamette source 
likely improves ease of implementation for the future. 
Wilsonville Water Treatment Plant was completed April 29,2002 and has a 
current capacity of 15 mgd (with an intake capacity of 70 to 120 mgd) 
Some cities (e.g., Tualatin, Tigard, and Sherwood) have stated that they 

Ease of maintain the individual right for such a public vote on whether to use the 
implementation will Willamette River as a source of municipal supply 
dependon Two recent studies of water quality and fish deformities may improve the 
circumstances at the implementation of reusing this source. 
Iocal level Extensive database regarding water quality and treatment plant performance. 

Rating: NIA 
(not quantified in 
1996 RWSP) 

No other significant changes to issues impacting the Willamette G e r  
option's treatment requirements. 
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Costs 
No other significant changes to issues impacting the Willamette River 
option's capital and operating costs. 
TVWD study of a pipeline completed in 2004 set preliminary costs at $160 
million. 

Updated costs not 
calculated for 
Willamette for this 
update since it is not 
included as one of 

1 the source options 

Note: 
- Ratings range from I to 5 per 1996 R WSP; lower scores are preferred. 
- Italicized ratings in parentheses are values from the 1996 R WSP. 

H. Local Sources 

The 1996 RWSP source-options evaluation focused on those sources that could provide a 
substantial amount of new supply of water. For this reason, smaller local sources were not 
evaluated. The evaluation of the local sources in the update to the RWSP is intended to account 
for the overall utilization of local sources and the potentyal expansion of these sources. The 
review is intended to determine whether any significant changes in demand fkom the regional 
sources could result from either developing new local sources or losing access to existing ones. 
Several water purveyors currently rely primarily on groundwater as their source of supply or for 
emergency backup or to meet peaking needs. 

Table 4(2)-30 lists the local sources included in the 1996 plan and their inclusion status for this 
update. Only members of the Regional Water Providers Consortium will be included in the 
review of available local sources for this update. The capacity of local sources accounted for in 
the 1996 RWSP totaled approximately 59.3 mgd. The capacity of local sources based on the 
current update is 47.2 mgd. 

There are a number of smaller local sources utilized by water providers in the region including 
both groundwater and surface water sources. These local sources are being included in the 
update to the RWSP to account for the local supplies that serve local projected demands. This 
includes some additional updates that have been brought online or are committed as part of the 
base case for modeling purposes. In some instances, the local sources are used by purveyors for 
emergency supplies only, especially those purveyors utilizing one or more of the major water 
sources in the region. The local sources will be part of each source strategy developed (refer to 
Section 3). 

H.I. New Issues and Developments 

New interties and wells are being planned by several purveyors. However, some new wells 
developed will be limited by the "groundwater limited areas" established by OWRD. These 
limited areas have been defined in the northern Willamette Valley including Sandy-Boring, 
Damascus, Shenvood and Dammasch-Wilsonville. OWRD has also designated Cooper-Bull 
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Mountain as a Critical Groundwater Area. As a result, water purveyors will likely utilize 
interties to existing transmission lines connected to the primary regional sources. ASR is also 
being considered more as a local source. A summary of new issues and developments is listed in 
Table 4(2)-29. 

Provider I Source Type I Status for Update 
- - 

Multnomah County 
Fairview GW Included * 
Interlachen GW Not Included 
Powell Valley GW Included 
Troutdale ** GW Not included 
Wood Village ** GW Not included 
Portland (non-potable) GW Not included 

Washington County 
Beaverton GWIASR Included 
Forest Grove SW Included 
North Plains ** GW Not Included 
Sherwood GWIASR Included 
Tigard GWIASR Included 
TVWD GWIASR Not Included 
CorneliuslGastonMillsboro SW Not included 

Clackamas County 
Canby ** SW, GW Not included 
Boring *** GW Included 
Sunrise GW Included 
(DamascudMt. Scott) 
Lake Oswego GW Not Included 
Milwaukie GW Included 
River Grove ** GW Not Included 
Wilsonville GW Not Included 
SkylandsIG. Morie ** GW Not Included 
Estacada ** SW Not Included 

Notes: 
SW- Sudace water source 
G W - Ground water source 
N/A - not included as a local source in 1996 R WSP 
*- Not a consortium member after July I ,  2004 
** - Not consortium member 
*** - Joined consortium in 2002/2003 
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OWRD meaning current groundwater pumpage exceeds natural replenishment 
OWRD established 1 1 "groundwater limited areas" in the northern Willamette Valley including 
Sandy-Boring, Damascus, Sherwood, and Dammasch-Wilsonville. Boring joined the consortium 
in 2003 and they have groundwater wells. 

Supply Works Constructed or Committed 
Fairview, one of the wells is offline due to water quality concerns, requires installation of new 
wells to meet demand projections or purchase wholesale water; 3 mgd well drilled and tested May 
2002 
Rockwood has drilled a new well in 2003. 

= City of Milwaukie increased water purchase from CRW 
Related Studies 

Sandy planning for future Salmon River WTP with 4.0 mgd capacity; also considering Bull Run 
supply 
West Slope Water District water system plan recommends installation of intertie with Washington 
County Supply Line (PWB) 
Powell Valley Road Water District completed additional well station at Vivian property well site 
to be operational in year 200 1. These wells will be taken into the Portland Water Bureau Service 
area in 2005. 

Other Lo~allRegional Planning Efforts 
OWRD pressuring communities utilizing groundwater to reduce consumption in groundwater 
limited or critical moundwater areas 

H.2. Existing Water Rights and Applications 

Water rights for the local sources of the Consortium members were divided into surface water 
and groundwater rights. The total permitted or certificated use rate for surface water rights is 46 
cfs (29.8 mgd) and the total for groundwater is approximately 157 cfs (101.3 mgd). The water 
rights used to obtain this total are listed in Appendix A. Table 4(2)-3 1 summarizes the actual use 
rate based on conversations with staff from the purveyors and review of available planning 
documents. Approximately 42.6 mgd is currently being utilized as local source of supply. 

H.3. Water-Rights Issues Affecting Local Source-Option Development 

New wells developed in some areas will be limited by the "groundwater limited areas" 
established by OWRD in the northern Willarnette Valley including Sandy-Boring, Damascus, 
Shenvood and Dammasch-Wilsonville. Thus, new ground water rights may be more difficult to 
obtain in these areas. Any new "local" surface water rights issued will likely be to meet only 
local demands and would not be considered significant for the region. 
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Notes: 
Only current members of the Consortium are included in this list ofproviders 
SW - Suflace water source 
G W - Ground water source 
N/A - Not listed in 1996 RWSP 

H.4. Capital and Operating Costs 

Although the local sources are included in the source-option strategies that were modeled in 
Confluence, capital and operating costs for the local sources are not included in this report. It 
was decided to conduct a relative cost comparison among the major new sources in the scenarios, 
wherein the local sources are included in each of the scenarios. 

H. 5. Summary Evaluation of Local SourceOption Issues 

No summary evaluation table is provided for the local groundwater source options since it will 
be considered a common source used to meet local demands in the development of the source- 
option strategies. 

I. Non-Potable Sources 

The 1996 RWSP contains a strategy that recommends a period of five years fiom the 
endorsement of the Plan for exploration of non-potable water use to meet appropriate municipal 
needs. After exploration and study it was anticipated that the Plan would include any viable non- 
potable sources and thereby reduce demands on potable systems. Many municipal water- 
demand forecasts potentially include uses that could be met through untreated water systems, this 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



includes such things as landscape watering, industrial uses, and energy production, and heating 
and cooling systems. 

Non-potable uses already occur throughout the metropolitan region, and since the adoption of the 
RWSP, few new uses have occurred, including the Portland Parks Bureau's use of wells to water 
larger parks close to the Willamette River. The Port of Portland had worked with the Portland 
Water Bureau to study the development of a non-potable water system for the Rivergate and 
A q o r t  area. The Port obtained water rights from the Willamette and Columbia River for 
development of a non-potable water system(s). Clean Water Services in Washington County has 
also explored additional development of non-potable water fiom their water treatment facilities; 
however, they have determined at this time that the highest use of their treated wastewater is for 
instream flows in the Tualatin River. The City of Portland has also explored the potential use of 
treated wastewater fiom the Columbia Boulevard Treatment Plant. However, other than for 
wetland purposes the level of treatment and costs have not made this option viable at this time. 
The Sunrise Water Authority has considered that a portion of the new demand that will occur in 
the Damascus/Boring area added to the urban growth boundary in 2002 will be met by 
innovative new potable sources such as groundwater or wastewater reuse; however, a specific 
plan was not available for this update. 

Non-potable source development exploration remains an option within the metropolitan area to 
reduce demands on potable systems; however, not enough exploration has been done at this time 
to identify any particular source. All sources within the RWSP would be potentially available to 
meet municipal needs so long as the basic water rights were compatible and the costs of 
installing needed infrastructure were feasible. Many non-potable projects are cost-effective if 
the source of supply is close.to the area of demand, which is why groundwater is often utilized, 
or sport fields and parks close to wastewater facilities are feasible. The cost to transmit untreated 
water long distances through pipelines may not be feasible if the cost of the product is the same 
or greater than potable water that may already be available to the areas of demand. 

Chapter 4. Source Options 
December 2004 



Chapter 5. Modeling Results 

ConfluenceB Model Description' 

Origins 

~onfluence@ is a tool to simulate the operations of water supply systems. It traces its 
roots to the IRPlanner model, which was developed during the original Regional Water 
Supply Plan (RWSP), and which enabled the Portland regional water providers to 
evaluate and compare the merits of several alternative water supply strategies for the tri- 
county region. The Confluence model began to take shape after the completion of the 
RWSP. While IRPlanner was statically configured to accommodate a highly-aggregated 
schematic of the Portland regional supply and transmission system, Confuence was to be 
a completely generalized model that could simulate the operation of systems of any size 
and degree of complexity. Moreover, it was critical that the configuration, component 
attributes, and operating rules could be readily created and edited. 

RWSP Update ConfluenceBStarting Point 

Over the intervening years, successive versions of Confluence were created, each 
incorporating additional features and increased levels of sophistication. At the start of the 
RWSP Update, as a result of the model development activities that had occurred up to 
that point, Confluence was a hlly developed water supply planning model with the 
following key characteristics: 

Accurate System Operation. The model could faithfully replicate the individual and 
joint operation of all regional system components, including such matters as reservoir 
drawdown, conjunctive use of supplies, hydraulic limitations in the transmission system, 
constraints in the use of supplies from particular sources, instream flow requirements, 
pump limitations, etc. The model was able to reproduce the key real-world operating 
constraints throughout the system and enabled the user to easily test the effects of 
modifying these constraints. 

The model could represent the operational complexity of the supply and delivery system 
of the entire region, including supplies, infrastructure and the demands of all providers in 
the region, with due regard for the unique issues associated with each provider. 

Changes Over Time. The model was able to readily incorporate the addition of new 
supplies and facilities and the modification of existing supplies and facilities at any time 
over the planning horizon. This is necessary to enable different sequences and 
combinations of system changes to be readily evaluated. 

I For a detailed description of the ~onfuence@ model features, see Appendix G. 
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User Orientation. The model had an intuitive user interface, which facilitated the 
definition of system components and the editing of data. The interface also allowed ready 
creation of useful outputs suitable for presentation to audiences with varying degrees of 
sophistication. 

Flexibility. The model could flexibly adapt to different and changing system 
configurations, allowing the addition, modification, and deletion of system components 
and conservation programs in any combinations and with any timing, as well as changes 
in system operating rules. Moreover, the system simulation parameters could be easily 
modified to~allow the user to quickly assess system performance against any subset of 
weather and hydrologic conditions over any hture period. 

Confluence allowed quick and intuitive modification of any of the myriad of assumptions 
that underlie the simulation including, in particular, changes in how the system is 
operated. This was accomplished by ensuring, to the greatest possible extent, that the 
model was data driven rather than depending on "hard-wired" assumptions or model 
logic. There were many "levers" and "switches" that the user could apply to reflect the 
range of operating conditions that must be tested. 

Speed. The simulation ran extremely quickly and allowed very rapid scenario creation 
and viewing of output results. 

Self-contained. All of the key planning questions regarding supplies, demands, 
conservation, costs, rates, etc., were addressed in a single modeling environment. 

Sensitivity Analysis. The model facilitated "what if '  questions and sensitivity analyses. 
Such questions are the essence of an integrated planning process and must be answered 
quickly and accurately. 

Scenario Comparisons. The model allowed for the direct comparison of the 
performance of strategy alternatives against key evaluation parameters. This includes the 
cost and financial characteristics of alternative strategies. Confluence included a 
seamlessly integrated cost and financial module that allowed for easy input of all cost and 
financial assumptions, accurate computation of all cost and financial parameters, and a 
variety of easy-to-understand cost and financial outputs. 

Diagnostics. The model offered diagnostic tools to help the user achieve a clear 
understanding of precisely why particular results are being observed. These tools served a 
number of purposes. For example, it is often the case, particularly in complex systems, 
that the "pinch points" that are causing particular instances of unserved demand are not 
obvious. Confluence diagnostic tools afforded the ability to quickly identify those points. 
In addition, the model enabled more sophisticated users to understand and carehlly track 
the status of all system components at each step of the model simulation. 

Water Conservation. Conservation is often a critical component of municipal water 
supply strategies. The model was therefore designed to enable the user to specify the 
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participation, savings, and cost characteristics of an unlimited number and variety of 
conservation programs. The model allowed the user to indicate the extent to which the 
cost of conservation devices will be borne by the water agency in the form of financial 
incentives. It also permitted different agencies to implement a different mix andlor 
implementation pace of programs. 

Outputs. The Confluence model outputs had sufficient breadth and d e w  to serve the 
needs of many audiences, ranging from Consortium staff who may wish to conduct 
detailed diagnostics of simulation results to citizens who wish to offer input to the 
planning process to elected officials who will make the ultimate decisions. Moreover, the 
model offered the ability to customize outputs to meet particular needs. Data underlying 
any Confluence output chart could instantly be copied to the Windows clipboard and 
pasted into any other application. 

Model Enhancements 

With this as a starting point, it remained to specify and implement the model 
enhancements that were required to meet the unique needs of the Consortium. This 
required careful discussions with CTSC members to identify operating features or output 
requirements that were not incorporated in the then-existing Confluence model. Based on 
those discussions, the following key enhancements were incorporated in the model: 

Joint Water Rights. The Clackamas providers wished to pool their water rights so that, 
subject to transmission and treatment capacity and flow constraints, water governed by 
these rights would be assumed to be available for diversion by any of the providers. An 
option for such pooled rights was added to the model. 

"Chained" Diversions. With multiple diversions on the Clackamas, the flows available 
at any diversion point had to be modified to reflect diversions upstream. This logic and 
associated input parameters were added. 

Flow Augmentation Reservoirs. The existing model had no provision for reservoirs, 
such as Timothy Lake, for which releases were used to augment flows in a designated 
stream and where those releases were themselves a function of those flows. This logic 
was added to the model. 

Demand-based Water Rights. The existing model allowed the user to define prioritized 
diversion and instream water rights that varied by month. Based on discussions with the 
City of Hillsboro, it was determined that springlearly summer diversions of Tualatin 
River natural flows could only occur up to the time that a running average of Joint Water 
Commission (JWC) daily demands exceeded a user-specified level. That logic was 
incorporated in the model. 

Monthly Storage Adjustment. Discussions with JWC staff indicated that, for Barney 
Reservoir, as of May 1, a specified percentage of the water in storage would allocated to 
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other uses and thereby be unavailable to meet demands. This feature was added to the 
reservoir logic. 

Daily Demand Running Averages. To account for the ability of local storage facilities 
to "smooth" daily variations in demand, the Consortium requested the ability to run daily 
simulations against multi-day running averages of demand. This feature was 
incorporated, allowing the user to specify the number of days over which demand should 
be averaged. 

Conservation Program Control Matrix. Because of the large number of conservation 
prograddemand node combinations, Consortium staff requested a simpler way to 
activate, de-activate or edit individual conservation programs for particular demand 
nodes. As a result, a master control matrix for all conservation programs was created. 

Fixed-Cost Allocation. The Consortium wanted the ability to allocate the fixed costs of 
supply and infrastructure additions to individual nodes or node groups, and to display the 
allocated cost results. That capability was added to the model. 

Demand-driven Transmission Capacities. Consortium staff foresaw the need to adjust 
transmission link capacities as a function of demands in designated node(s). That logic 
was added to the model. 

Description of Strategies 

The original intent of the RWSP Update was to use the ConfIuence modeling tool as 
described above and to predefine strategy packages that would be evaluated. The 
Confluence model is not an optimization model that selects sources placed into it to 
provide answers under various assumptions. The model was developed to allow the user 
to determine the mix of conservation programs and source/transmission projects to 
evaluate against the water demands developed in the forecasts. The Board and technical 
committees worked over several months to refine the strategies to be modeled to include 
the following: 

1. Base Case - The base case is the floor fiom which all of the other strategies are 
built. The base case includes all existing supplies and inf?astructure as well as 
some further improvements to which member agencies have already committed. 
These added improvements include: 

Added JWC treatment plant capacity and the Raw Water Pipeline to Hagg 
Lake 
Added diversion and treatment capacity of 20 mgd in the Clackamas basin 
Increases in ASR for Beaverton and Tigard 
New or added groundwater capacity at Sunrise, Fairview and Rockwood 
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TABLE 5-1 
Total Supplies Included in Base Case 

2 Total peak-day capacities, not available throughout a whole peak season, all facilities at 100 percent 

3 Usable storage capacity 

Hagg Lake 

Barney 
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6.4 BG 

gallons 
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6.4 billion 



Base Case supplies were analyzed to see how they would meet future demands, as 
well as adding significant transmission improvements between demand nodes to 
assess how well existing supplies could meet all of the needs within the region. 
However, some base case supplies were constrained to only be available to certain 
demand nodes. Base case capacities to meet peak-day demands are assumed to be 
597 mgd, of which 505 rngd currently exists, another 92 rngd are assumed to be 
committed. See Table 5-1 for details about the existing and additional committed 
sources included in the base case. 

2. UP Lake Source Development Emphasis - This strategy adds the Scoggins 40' 
Dam Raise, JWC treatment plant capacity and the Sain Creek Tunnel to the base 
case supplies. Unlike the other strategies, these supplies are assumed not to be 
available to meet demands across the region. Rather, they serve only those entities 
that have been participating in the Tualatin Basin Water Feasibility Study (Forest 
Grove, Beaverton, Hillsboro, TVWD, Tigard, Tualatin and Sherwood). 

3. Clackamas River Development Emphasis - This strategy emphasizes 
development of the Clackamas River supply. Added supplies include an 
additional 50 rngd of diversion and treatment capacity beyond base case (30 rngd 
at unspecified diversion point, 10 rngd at North Clackamas Water Commission 
plant and 10 rngd at Lake Oswego plant). 

4. Bull Run Source Development Emphasis - This strategy emphasizes expansion of 
surface water and groundwater in the Bull Run watershed and the Columbia South 
Shore Well Field. The source options include raises for Dams 1 and 2, and added 
groundwater development in both the South Shore Well Field and in the Bull Run 
Watershed if these supplies are needed to meet demands. 

5. Limited Expansion of Local Projects - This strategy focuses on developing a 
variety of local supply projects contained within existing provider Master Plans. 
Thus, the supplies are more localized and diverse. The supplies beyond the base 
case include: 

Added capacity fiom the Clackamas at the Lake Oswego (10 mgd) and 
North Clackamas Water Commission Water Treatment Plants (1 0 mgd) 
Groundwater at Gresham (5 rngd), Rockwood (13 mgd) and JWC (10 
mgd) 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) at Clackamas River Water (1.8 
rngd), Tualatin (4.5 mgd) and Sherwood (2.7 mgd) 

As discussed in Chapter 3 on Conservation, the Confluence modeling also included a 
uniform set of conservation programs for each strategy. The savings represented by those 
programs is shown in Table 5-2 (the total does not exactly equal that in Table 3-2 due to 
rounding). 

Chapter 5. Modeling Results 
December 2004 



Table 5-2 

Projected Annual and Peak-Season Conservation in Year 2025 by 
Subregion 

Subregion 

East 

I 

I TOTAL 4,878 18.9 1 

Annual Conservation 
Savings 

( m a  

Clackamas 
JWC 
TVWD 

Constructing Strategies in ConfluenceB 

Peak-Season 
Conservation 

Savings 

2.747 

Once the strategies were defined, the next step was to develop a Confluence database for 
each strategy. This required extensive discussions with Consortium staff and member 
agencies. The base case schematic is shown in Figure 5-1. 

(mgd) 
11 -5 

472 
539 
630 

This schematic includes demand nodes, river diversions, groundwater supplies, 
reservoirs, treatment plants and the major transmission links between all of these system 
components. Each element is described by a set of data that specifies its cost and 
operating characteristics. As described above, this data can be viewed and edited simply 
by double-clicking on the appropriate icon in the diagram. 

1.7 - 
1.9 
2.1 

The types of data that are required are described in Appendix G, along with sample data 
forms. 

While the system schematic diagrams for all of the strategies are almost identical to Figure 5-1, the 
underlying assumptions differ substantially. 
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Figure 5-1 
Confluence Schematic for Portland Regional System 

Strategy Evaluation Process 

A similar process was used to evaluate the base case and each of the supply strategies 
using the Confluence model. This section begins with a general description of that 
process and then discusses its application to each of the strategies. 

Description of Evaluation Process 

The overall goal of the evaluation process was to specify the magnitude and timing of the 
supply and infrastructure additions that will maximize water supply reliability (i.e., 
minimize shortages) in all parts of the region over the planning period. 
For each strategy, two sub-strategies were examined: 

Without transmission. Here, no new transmission links were added. The supply 
facilities appropriate to the particular strategy, as described above, were added as 
long as they continued to improve overall system reliability. 

With transmission. Prior to adding new supplies, transmission facilities were 
added as needed, in order to take maximum advantage of existing supplies. With a 
few exceptions, it was assumed that no new transmission would be operational 
until at least 2010. 
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For each sub-strategy, supply and infrastructure were added as needed to maximize 
supply reliability. The Confluence model determined the reliability based on the physical 
capability of the supply and infkastructure for each strategy, assuming optimal operations, 
and ignoring political and institutional  constraint^.^ 

In all cases, the "without-transmission" sub-strategies fell far short of meeting all 
regional demands through 2025. The "with-transmission" sub-strategies, on the other 
hand, were always able to achieve this goal, or get very close to it. 

Thus, for each "with-transmission" sub-strategy, the end product was a sequence of 
transmission, treatment, storage andlor supply additions, each of which achieved 
approximately the same level of service, namely zero shortages under all weather and 
hydrologic conditions. We were then able to compare the overall costs of these 
alternative ways of reaching this service level. (As pointed out above, cost is by no means 
the sole criterion that can be used to compare these strategy alternatives.) 

Analytical Approach 

All model runs focused on 1977 conditions, since that year's combination of weather and 
hydrology resulted in the greatest degree of stress on the regional supply system, and 
therefore the highest overall level of regional shortages. Moreover, to properly account 
for reservoir fill and drawdown patterns in the years leading up to this critical year, model 
runs over the planning period examined successive five-year (1 973-1 977) sequences of 
weather and hydrology.6 This is illustrated in Figure 5-2, which shows the without- 
transmission base case reliability by subregion. In the chart, year 2004 assumes 1973 
conditions, year 2005 assumes 1974 conditions, etc. Thus, year 2008 is the critical year 
(1977 conditions). The sequence then repeats itself, so that critical-year (1 977) conditions 
also occur in 201 3,201 8 and 2023. 

The most severe shortages are seen in the JWC group, which consists of the Hillsboro, 
Forest Grove and Beaverton demand nodes. These nodes see critical-year, peak-season 
shortages which range from 25 percent to 30 percent. 

The analytical sequence applied to each strategy was as follows: 

Simulate the operation of the system under without-transmission 
conditions for the successive 1973-1977 sequences as described above. 

Use Confluence model diagnostic tools to identify the magnitude and 
timing of required transmission additions required to maximally utilize 
sources and reduce shortages in all parts of the region to as close to zero as 

5 For some smaller local supplies, the modeling did reflect such constraints by limiting the supply source to 
only serve the demand of selected demand nodes. 

6 For analytical purposes, it is assumed that future hydrological sequences will be identical to historical 
sequences. 

Chapter 5. Modeling Results 
December 2004 



possible. During this process, the operating characteristics of various 
system components (e.g., reservoirs) are modified to mimic, to the extent 
possible, the way those components would actually be operated. 

From Confluence output charts, estimate costs of the with-transmission 
strategy, including all capital and operating costs of new supplies, 
infrastructure and conservation programs. 

Once all strategies were analyzed, the present values of the capital and operating costs of 
each strategy were compared. 

Following are descriptions of the application of this analytical framework to each 
strategy, followed by the comparison of with-transmission strategy costs. 

The Base Case 

By definition, the base case includes no supplies beyond those described above (i.e., 
those to which regional providers have already committed). As shown in Figure 5-2, by 
themselves, these base-case supplies cannot serve nearly all demands. 

Figure 5-2 
Base Case Without-Transmission Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 

Node Group Mean Ratio of Peak 
Season Shortage to Demand 

Ratio 
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TVWD 
Fairview 
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Tigard . 
Wilsonville 

Year 
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Transmission facilities were then added to more fully utilize these existing and 
committed supplies. Even in dry years, the current system has considerable supply that 
remains unused because of an inability to move it to the areas of unserved demand. When 
all of these transmission bottlenecks are eased, the expected unserved demand is as 
shown in Figure 5-3. 

Figure 5-3 
Base-Case With-Transmission Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 

Node Group Mean Ratio of Peak 
Season Shortage to Demand 
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Figure 5-3 illustrates that, even with no supply beyond the base case, the addition of 
appropriate transmission facilities could reduce shortages virtually to zero, even under 
worst-year conditions.' 

' The spike in the JWC unserved demand is higher than it actually would be (i.e., higher than in Fig. 5-2) 
because the reservoir rule curves have been modified to be consistent with added transmission. Since 
the transmission is not there until after 2008, we see an artificially higher shortage (41 percent vs. 25 
percent). 
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Bull Run Strategy 

The projected reliability of the without-transmission Bull Run strategy is depicted in 
Figure 5-4. 

Figure 5-4 
Bull-Run Without-Transmission Strategy Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 

Node Group Mean Ratio af Peak 
Season Shortage to Demand 

Ratio 
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The most striking feature of Figure 5-4 is that it is virtually identical to Figure 5-2, the 
projected reliability profile for the base case. In other words, adding substantial new 
supplies in the Bull Run watershed (and some in the South Shore Well Field) has no 
discernible impact on meeting regional demands. The reason is transmission, or more 
precisely, a lack of transmission. There is insufficient transmission capacity to move the 
added supply where it is needed. 

Not surprisingly, as shown in Figure 5-5, adding the appropriate transmission to this 
supply configuration eliminates essentially all regional shortages. 

We have now identified two ways to achieve the goal of virtually perfect reliability. We 
have yet to compare the costs of these two alternatives. The cost comparisons among all 
the with-transmission strategies will be discussed below. 
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Figure 5-5 
Bull-Run With-Transmission Strategy Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 

Node Group Mean Ratio of Peak 
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Hagg Lake Strategy 

Figure 5-6 shows the projected reliability of the without-transmission Hagg Lake 
strategy. 

Unlike the Bull Run strategy, adding the Hagg Lake strategy supplies, as described 
above, offers a substantial benefit to system reliability, particularly for agencies on the 
west side (i.e., JWC and Tualatin-Shenvood node groups). Whereas there is little excess 
transmission capacity to move the added Bull Run supplies, such capacity does exist on 
the west side, which results in the ability to utilize some of the new supply to alleviate 
shortages. 

Shortages do, however, remain and these must be addressed through the addition of 
transmission capacity. The results of adding the necessary transmission and modifying 
reservoir operations as needed, are shown in Figure 5-7. 
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Figure 5-6 
Hagg Lake Without-Transmission Strategy Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 
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As expected Figure 5-6 demonstrates that the post-201 0 shortages are eliminated, after 
the Hagg Lake expansion project is brought online. 

Clackamas Strategy 

Figure 5-8 shows the future reliability projection for the Clackamas strategy before 
adding transmission capacity. By comparing this to Figure 5-2, the differences &om the 
base case with transmission are marginal. This means that, in order to effectively utilize 
the added Clackamas supply, transmission capacity is required. Figure 5-9 shows the 
resulting flattening of the unserved demand profiles in all parts of the region. 

Figure 5-8 
Clackamas Without-Transmission Strategy Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 
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Figure 5-9 
Clackamas With-Transmission Strategy Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 
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Local Expansion Strategy 

Figure 5-1 0 shows the reliability for the Local Expansion Strategy before transmission 
additions. As is the case with the Hagg Lake strategy, the addition of these local supplies 
noticeably reduces future shortages. Once again, added transmission capacity is needed to 
eliminate remaining shortages, as shown in Figure 5-1 1. 
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Figure 5- 10 
Local Expansion Without-Transmission Strategy Peak-Season Shortage Ratios 
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Cost Comparisons 

The Confluence model results described above identifjr five approaches to achieve 
virtually perfect water supply reliability through 2025. Each of the with-transmission 
strategies achieves this end with a different combination of supply and transmission 
additions. Among other things, it is important to compare the total costs of these 
alternatives. This cost comparison is presented in Table 5-3, which, for each of the with- 
transmission strategies, shows the present value of the costs net of those incurred in the 
base case without transmission, broken into the following three components: 

Operating costs. These include both fixed and variable operating costs 
associated with all system components. 

Transmission capital. The annual debt service through 2025 on all 
transmission investrnent~.~ 

Source capital. The annual debt service through 2025 on all supply 
investments. 

Table 5-4 expresses these costs as percentages of the base case with transmission. 

Several important conclusions can be drawn from this chart: 

The most costly way to eliminate all shortages is the base-case-with- 
transmission strategy, followed closely by the Hagg Lake strategy. The 
high cost of the base case is due primarily to the extensive transmission 
additions that are required, largely to move Bull Run supplies to other 
parts of the region. In addition, the limited supply alternatives cause the 
very expensive South Shore Well Field supply to be used to its maximum 
limit, resulting in high operating costs. The high cost of the Hagg Lake 
strategy is due largely to the cost of the dam raise itself. 

s The least-cost alternatives are the Clackamas and Local Expansion 
strategies. Both of these alternatives have relatively low operating costs 
and, because of the location of the supply sources, do not require as 
extensive a set of additions to the transmission system as do other 
a~ternatives.~ 

The largest single cost component for all strategies is transmission 
capital, followed by operating costs. Other than the Hagg Lake strategy, 
the capital cost associated with investing in new supply is small. 

8 Capital costs are amortized assuming a 2 percent real rate of interest and a 20-year amortization period. 

Water from the Clackamas can be moved to the west side with a much lower transmission investment 
than can the Bull Run source. The dispersed supplies of the local expansion strategy also require less 
transmission investment. 
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Table 5-3 
With-Transmission Strategy Net Cost Comparison 

Base Bull Run Hagg Clackamas Local Exp 
Strategy 

Table 5-4 
With-Transmission Net Cost Normalized Comparison 

Strategy Normalized Cost I 
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Conclusions 

While it is impossible to eliminate anything close to all unserved demand in the region 
through 2025 simply by augmenting regional supplies, all of the strategies examined, 
including the base case, could achieve this goal by also adding to the existing 
transmission inhtructure. While these five with-transmission alternatives all 
accomplish this goal, they require different levels of cost to do so. Adding transmission to 
the base case appears to be the most expensive option, while the Clackamas strategy with 
transmission is the least expensive. The incremental costs of the latter are about 63 
percent of the former. As pointed out above, costs are one of several factors that regional 
water providers must consider in making ultimate decisions about future enhancements to 
the region's water supply and inf?astructure. 

Also as pointed out earlier, these conclusions are based on physical parameters. They 
address what is physically possible in the region given demand and hydrologic forecasts, 
water rights, and available supplies from existing and proposed new facilities. The 
modeling was based on evaluating a specific weather year for peak season (1977). While 
the model considers each day of the peak season and captures the peak days of that year, 
the analysis presented in Chapter 2 on forecasted demands notes that a different weather 
year (1981) produced higher peak days. The analysis presented here does not consider 
the highest peak events upon which transmission pipeline sizes for various 
interconnections could be based in the future, or the actual size of peak capacities needed 
for source production capacities. The work done did compare the peak-event days 
between the two forecasted years (1 977 and 1981) and while the difference is significant 
on a regional scale, the analysis presented here is close to what would be needed for peak 
events on a node-by-node basis. 

The analysis of these strategies does not consider institutional and contractual barriers to 
implementing any of these strategies, nor does it evaluate the environmentallland use and 
other permitting issues associated with actual implementation of any of the projects. As 
covered in Chapter 1, the Regional Water Providers Consortium has emphasized that this 
information in the RWSP Update is to inform local decision making and that no specific 
strategy was to be evaluated for the purposes of selecting specific projects over others. 
Chapter 6 will outline the conclusions drawn from all of the work done in the Update as 
well as by individual entities to plan their own water supplies. 
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Note on Figures in Chapter 5 

The figures in Chapter 5 are reproduced in black and white, which makes 
them difficult to read. This was done to keep the overall price of the 
Update Review document to a reasonable level. For full color versions of 
these charts please go to the Consortium website www.conseweh2o.org 
and look under the tab About Us, and go to Programs and Projects. 



Chapter 6. Revised RWSP Strategies 

Introduction and Context 

In the original 1996 Regional Water Supply Plan, Chapter 12 contains the recommended 
plan concept and implementation actions. The original RWSP strategies contain a target 
for conservation program savings to 2050, near-term committed resources (Barney 
Reservoir expansion, Columbia South Shore Well Field remediation and further 
development on the Clackamas River). Potential new sources identified included larger 
scale aquifer storage and recovery on the east and west sides of the region, 50 mgd of 
additional Clackamas River diversions under existing water rights, and an unidentified 
source increment of 100 mgd that could come from the Columbia, Bull Run or 
Willamette rivers. In addition, particular strategies for small local or subregional sources 
to meet l.hore imminent local needs and a strategy on non-potable water use was included. 
Chapter 12 also includes a discussion of the policy objectives to inform decision making, 
the formation of the Regional Water Providers Consortium, and the role of the 
Consortium and Metro. 

Chapter 6 of the RWSP Update is intended to replace Chapter 12 of the 1996 RWSP. In 
particular, the Update does not address water demands past the year 2025 and it does not 
recommend specific source options. Over the years since the formation of the 
Consortium in 1997 several actions have been taken by the Board that are now part of the 
implementation of the RWSP, some of which were called out as specific strategies in the 
RWSP. One action in particular has been the adoption and revision (2004) of a 5-Year 
Strategic Plan by the Consortium, which sets the basic policy direction for the 
Consortium, and includes specific implementation actions. This document takes the 
place of some of the action strategies contained in the original RWSP and the process of 
revising the Strategic Plan will be the place for updating specific action plans and 
programs over time. The Strategic Plan informs the yearly work program and budget of 
the Consortium. 

This chapter contains a review of the policy actions that have been taken by the 
Consortium since its formation in 1997, an update of the policy objectives that can be 
used to guide water supply planning, and an updated set of resource strategies. These 
strategies address source water protection, transmission and storage, conservation, non- 
potable water supplies, and source options for the near and longer term. Additional 
strategies are developed for emergency planning and the role of the Consortium in 
supporting local decision making, and with Metro. 
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Consortium Policy and Implementation Actions Taken 
Since 1997 

The following is a list of the activities that have been conducted by the Consortium to 
implement the RWSP, including some related individual member actions. However, this 
is not an exhaustive list of all of the actions of individual members actions to develop 
programs and projects that are mentioned in the 1996 RWSP, but a list of specific 
Consortium actions. 

Source Water Protection Participation Strategy, June 1998. The Consortium 
developed and adopted this strategy after a one-year process of forming a Source 
Water Protection Advisory Committee (SAC) to help formulate a strategy to 
ensure that drinking water sources were protected from contamination. This 
strategy contains specific implementation actions whereby the Consortium and its 
individual members will advocate for and participate in efforts to protect drinking 
water sources, both surface and groundwater, fkom activities that degrade them. 
This strategy has been utilized over the years since its adoption to advocate for 
specific legislation at the state and federal level. The SAC was convened once 
more after the policy was adopted to validate the policy and hear what activities 
the Consortium and its members had been conducting. Since the policy wellhead 
protection programs have been expanded in the region, federal land-use activities 
have been monitored and commented upon, letters on legislation have been sent, 
specifically related to pesticide monitoring and tracking, and on the Federal 
Energy Bill that sought product liability exemptions for MTBE. Th~s  strategy is 
still in effect and is part of the RWSP Update. See Appendix A for the full report 
and the strategy language. 

Merger of the Columbia/Willamette Conservation Coalition into the 
Consortium, July 2000. Regional conservation program implementation was 
conducted on a regional basis by a subset of the Consortium members and one 
non-Consortium member since 1993. In 1999 the Consortium and the Coalition 
developed and managed a review of the RWSP conservation program resulting in 
a report that reassessed the role of various conservation programs in both a 
regional and individual context. Very soon after the formation of the Consortium 
the members decided that two organizations with similar Eunctions were not 
needed and a process to merge the groups was started in 1999. The actual merger 
of the groups and an expansion of regional conservation program implementation 
to all members of the Consortium officially began July 2000 when the budget 
year began. Since then the conservation program has followed an adopted long- 
term work program. It has expanded in scope to include full-time dedicated staff 
during a phase-in period, the formation of a standing Conservation Committee 
and funding of programs that benefit all members of the Consortium. The budget 
of the Consortium as of 2OO4/O5 is about 70 percent dedicated to regional 
conservation program implementation. Conservation implementation has become 
a major role for the Consortium as initiated by the recommendations of the RWSP 
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to explore regional and local conservation programs, and to implement specific 
conservation targets. 

Regional Transmission and Storage Strategy, July 2000. A major 
infkastructure issue for the region is transmission of water supplies £i-om their 
sources to customers. In some cases the supplies are located miles from the area 
of use (e-g., Bull Run, Barney/Hagg Lake) while in other cases the supplies are 
more proximate to the areas of demand (Willamette, Clackamas, groundwater 
supplies). However, not all areas that will need water supplies in the near or 
longer term have adequate transmission to provide existing or f i e  sources to 
meet demands. In addition, the ability to provide emergency backup supplies is 
limited in many parts of the region. In 1999 the Consortium began a study to 
examine the status of transmission facilities. This work examined past planning 
efforts, water demands and the existing transmission system; evaluation criteria 
were developed, and four scenarios were evaluated. Some of the institutional and 
financing issues were discussed, and public and Consortium feedback on the 
scenarios was presented. The result was a recommended Regional Storage and 
Transmission Strategy that was adopted by the Board in July 2000. The key 
strategy statements £i-om the adopted report (see Appendix B) are: 

J Build interconnections between and among individual water systems 
within the region to increase the reliability of supply to individual 
communities and to the region as a whole. 

J In the long term, develop either a zonal or interconnected subregional 
transmission and storage system (depending on the sources) that the 
communities in southern Washington County which currently need water, 
develop for their primary supply. 

J Develop these projects though intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) 
among those agencies that choose to participate in the individual projects. 

Since its adoption, several entities have implemented transmission improvements 
that accomplish parts of this strategy. Specifically agreements in the Clackamas 
Basin provide for interconnections between systems. In the Washington County 
area, the Joint Water Commission has continued to expand their transmission 
linkages and Wilsonville participated with the Tualatin Valley Water District to 
upsize the raw water pipeline and intake in the Willamette Water Treatment Plant. 
Rockwood PUD signed an agreement with Clackamas River Water that 
contemplates a new transmission interconnection. 

4. Emergency Preparedness Planning (ongoing since 2001). An Emergency 
Planning Committee was created and an Emergency Preparedness Manual was 
developed, which has been updated periodically. The Consortium has been 
actively involved in Emergency Planning since 1998 when efforts were initiated 
with an Emergency Preparedness Assessment. This survey helped the Consortium 
establish priorities for coordinating emergency planning and response activities. 
An Emergency Preparedness and Planning (strategic planning) workshop 
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followed in early 2001, which helped identify the steps needed to accomplish 
strategic goals for Emergency Planning. An Emergency Planning Committee was 
established in December 2001 to develop and carry out a work plan. The main 
objectives identified were to improve coordination and communication among 
providers, offer training, identi@ fimding opportunities, explore ways to improve 
interconnections between providers and offer relevant resources. 

The Emergency Planning Committee has accomplished many tasks including 
development of a Resource Notebook for water providers that includes an 
emergency contact list; recommendations for mutual aid agreements among water 
providers who do not have one in place; and other resources. The EPC monitors 
relevant legislation; brought together the provider's Public Information Officers; 
developed a communication survey and set of recommendations; coordinated with 
the FBI, County Emergency Managers and Health Departments; provided 
recommendations for data sharing; and developed and facilitated Incident 
Command System training and Table Top exercises. 

Planning Policy Objectives 

In the original RWSP, a diverse set of policy objectives was developed to provide a basis 
for evaluating resource options. These policy objectives captured the range of municipal 
water service issues that citizens, stakeholders and decision makers valued most. For the 
RWSP Update it was important to validate the policy objectives to ensure they were still 
relevant and that others shouldn't be added. 

In September 2002, the Board reviewed the policy objectives and provided comments. 
The public also had an opportunity to weigh-in via a survey in the first RWSP Update 
Newsletter and on the Consortium Web page. 

The Board confirmed that the policy objectives were still relevant and important. 
However, some changes needed to be made to acknowledge new source vulnerabilities 
and the potential for terrorism. Changes in local, state and federal regulations also needed 
to be acknowledged. The Board also felt that some policy objectives could be combined. 
They concurred that all of the policy objectives were of equal value and should not be 
prioritized. 

In the survey, the Consortium asked the public to choose the most important policy 
objectives to consider in meeting future water supply needs. The top five answers were: 
efficient use of water, water quality, economic cost and equity, catastrophic events, and 
environmental impacts. 

Table 6-1 on the following two pages shows the Regional Water Providers policy 
objectives that will be used to guide and inform decision making by the region's water 
providers. The original RWSP contains implementation actions and evaluation criteria 
that are still relevant to the policy objectives in this report. 
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Table 6-1 
Regional Water Supply Plan - Policy Objectives 

Efficient Use of Water 

Maximize the efficient use of water resources, taking into account current 
and emerging conservation opportunities, availability of supplies, practicality, 
and relative cost-effectiveness options. 
Make the best use of available supplies before developing new ones. 

Water Supply Shortages 

Minimize the frequency, magnitude and duration of water shortages through 
a variety of methods including development and operation of efficient water 
supply systems, watershed protection, water conservation, security and 
emergency response coordination. 
Ensure that the frequency, duration and magnitude of shortages can be 
managed. 
Ensure that decision makers retain the flexibility to choose appropriate risk 
of peak-event shortages given applicable future conditions, constraints and 
community values. 

Emergency Preparedness 

Minimize the magnitude, frequency and duration of water service 
interruptions due to natural or human caused events, such as earthquakes, 
landslides, volcanic eruptions, floods spills, fires, sabotage, terrorism, etc. 

Flexibility 

0 Maximize operational flexibility to best meet the needs of the region, 
including the ability to move water around the region and to rely on back-up 
sources as necessary. 
Maximize the ability to anticipate and respond to unforeseen future events 
and changes in forecasted trends. 

Ease of Implementation 

Maximize the ability to address existing and future local, state, and federal 
legislative and regulatory requirements in a timely manner. 
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Table 6-1 continued 
Regional Water Supply Plan - Policy Objectives 

Economic Cost and Cost Equity 

Minimize the economic impact of capital and operating costs of new water 
resources on customers. 
Ensure the ability to allocate capital and operating costs, e.g., rate impacts 
for new water supply, related infrastructure, and conservation water 
savings, among existing customers, future customers, and other customer 
groups, proportional to benefits derived by the respective customer 
group(s). 
Maximize cooperative partnerships to co-sponsor projects and programs 
that provide multiple benefits. 

Water Quality 

Meet or surpass all current federal and state water quality standards for 
finished (tap) water. 
Utilize sources with high water quality. 
Maximize the ability to protect and enhance water quality in the future, 
including support and participation in watershed protection and pollution 
prevention based approaches. 
Maximize the ability to deal with aesthetic factors, such as taste, color, 
hardness and odor. 

Environmental Stewardship 

Minimize (i.e., avoid reduce and/or mitigate) the impact of water resource 
development on the natural and human environments, including 
Endangered Species Act listings. 
Foster protection of environmental values through water source protection 
and enhancement efforts, conservation; complying with the Clean Water 
Act. 

Growth and Land-Use Planning 

Be consistent with Metro's regional growth management strategy and local 
land-use plans. 
Facilitate and promote effective Regional Water Supply Plan 
implementation through local and regional land-use planning and growth 
management programs and ensure that water provider planning documents 
comply with state and local land-use laws. 
Provide coordination role to meet requirements the water supply element of 
Metro's Regional Framework Plan. 
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Updated Program and Resource Strategies 

As a result of the activities of the Consortium since 1997, including the adopted policies 
and strategies noted above, and the work done in the RWSP Update as summarized in the 
preceding chapters, the strategies included in Chapter 12 of the original RWSP are 
replaced by the strategies in this section. In addition, as noted in Chapter 1, the 
Consortium Board has adopted a revised 5-Year Strategic Plan that changes the emphasis 
of the planning role of the Consortium. The original RWSP as endorsed by the original 
Consortium participants and the IGA that formed the Consortium ensured that the 
strategies of the RWSP were guidance to the individual water providers for their own 
decision making and project/program implementation. The Consortium has assumed an 
implementation role in two areas: conservation and emergency preparedness planning. 
The planning role of the Consortium in the future is directed at coordination and 
supporting the decision-making roles of the individual water provider members. The 
RWSP Update will need to be endorsed by the individual water provider members as well 
as revisions to the Consortium IGA that make clearer the planning role of the RWSP. 
The RWSP Update strategies are intended to incorporate already adopted Consortium 
policy actions, to represent a "clearinghouse" document for local planning and decision- 
making actions, and to support future decision making by individual entities by 
presenting options for future water supplies and providing tools that can be used to assess 
different options for the future such as water-demand forecasting, integrated modeling 
and conservation program evaluation. 

I. Source Water Protection 

The Source Water Protection Participation Strategy adopted by the Consortium 
Board in June of 1998 is incorporated into the RWSP. (See Appendix A.) 

2. Transmission and Storage 

The Transmission and Storage Strategy adopted by the Consortium Board in July 
2000 is incorporated into the RWSP. (See Appendix B.) 

3. Conservation 

Conservation or efficient use of water supplies is a cornerstone of the region's 
efforts to meet water supply needs. The targets identified in the 1996 RWSP for 
the year 2000 (12.5 mgd in the peak season) have already been met in aggregate 
in the region through conservation-inducing programs at both the regional and 
individual provider level. The evidence generated in the water-demand forecasts 
demonstrates that per capita water consumption has been dropping in the region 
since the early 1990s. The reason for this is attributable to naturally occurring 
conservation (low flow plumbing fixture regulations and availability of low-flow 
appliances), economic effects, price-induced effects, conservation programs, 

Chapter 6. Revised R WSP Strategies 
December 2004 



changes in behavior due to water shortages in 1992 and 2001, and in no small 
measure to land-use changes related to urban growth management that encourages 
smaller lot sizes and higher single familylmultifamily mixes. The effects or rates 
of some of these changes will be reduced over time (economic, land use, fixture 
regulation); however, the effects as they have been observed are already 
incorporated into the water-demand forecasts. 

Conservation programs will be required to increase reductions in per capita water 
use overall throughout the region. The Consortium has implemented regional 
conservation programs. These program concepts include the following types of 
programs: 

J Residential Information, Education and Awareness 
J Property Manager Workshops or programs that increase the 

effectiveness of larger landscape water-use reductions. 
J Trade Ally Irrigation and Landscape Workshops 

Individual provider entities have also self-selected the most effective conservation 
programs for implementation to include the following program concepts: 

CII Irrigation ET Controller Retrofit 
Large Landscape Audit 
Nonresidential Irrigation Submetering 
Multifamily Submetering 
CII Indoor Audits 
Toilet Rebate Program 
Residential Indoor Audits 
Residential Irrigation ET Controller Retrofit 
Waterless Urinals (awaiting approval fiom the Oregon State 
Plumbing Board) 
CTJ Outdoor Ordinance 
Eliminate Single-Pass Cooling 
Washing Machine Rebates 

The program concepts apply to almost all customer classes. The projected water 
savings in 2025 associated with these programs is substantial and are reflected in 
Table 6-2. 

Although these savings are not as high as those in the 1996, RWSP they are in 
keeping with the original RWSP numbers because the region has already 
evidenced substantial savings at the time of the RWSP Update in 2004. For 
reference purposes, when combined together, the observed savings in a major part 
.of the region referenced in Chapter 3 (approximately 12 mgd) and those 
represented by the new programs selected by the water providers for the RWSP 
Update (approximately 19 mgd), the total is close to 3 1 mgd between 1996-2025. 
These savings are close to the 1996 RWSP projected savings of about 32 mgd in 
2025. In addition, the RWSP Update programs emphasize some programs that 
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are year round in nature as opposed to being only focused on outdoor summer 
peak-season savings, which tends to reduce overall peak-season savings when 
only outdoor water programs are selected as was the case in the 1996 RWSP. 
Water provider members have heard fiom their customers that they place a high 
value on being able to conserve both indoors and outdoors. 

Table 6-2 

Projected Annual and Peak-Season Conservation in Year 2025 by 
Subregion 

The programs selected for implementation by the individual water providers will 
be M e r  detailed in their State of Oregon Water Management and Conservation 
Plans when they are submitted. The Consortium conservation program provides 
for all members the mandatory programs as required by State rules. 

Subregion 

East 
Clackamas 
JWC 
TWVD 
Other 

TOTAL - 

4. Non-Potable Water Sources 

The 1996 RWSP recognized that there was substantial potential for water reuse, 
recycling and direct use of non-potable sources in the region. Since the RWSP 
was written, further exploration of these options has happened in various parts of 
the region. Direct source switching has taken place for some larger customers, 
such as the Port of Portland and the Portland Parks Bureau. Clean Water Services 
in Washington County has explored the options of water reuse for their high level 

. of treated effluent, and in Phase I of the Tualatin Basin Water Feasibility Study a 
small amount of reuse water is included (1,000 ac/ft per year). There has been 
increased interest on the part of some members of the Consortium, such as 
Sunrise Water Authority, to utilize water reuse to meet some portion of the largest 
new area added to the UGB in Damascus. The RWSP Update, however, did not 
have enough information for the Consortium to adopt a more specific policy about 
how much water supply could be developed from reuse or untreated sources. 
The Consortium still supports the exploration of non-potable water supplies and 

Annual Conservation 
Savings 

(m9) 

2747 
472 
539 
630 
490 

4878 
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11.5 
1.7 
I .9 
2.1 
1.7 

18.9 



will support changes to regulations that protect the public health while allowing 
more options to use rainwater and waste water. The Consortium supports the 
exploration of non-potable sources by the individual water providers, but is not 
proposing specific implementation strategies for the Consortium at this time. 

5. Source Options 

a. Base Case - Existing and Planned Near-Term Future Supplies 

The evaluation of water supplies began with looking at the existing water 
supplies within the region. Since the 1996 RWSP, a number of water 
providers have implemented source development projects as contained in 
the Plan, including: 

J Aquifer storage and recovery facilities by Beaverton 
J Willamette River Water Treatment Plant at Wilsonville - 

15 rngd 
J Remediation of the Columbia South Shore Well Field to 

regain use of the installed capacity of 95 mgd. 
J Building Barney Reservoir expansion and expansion of the 

Joint Water Commission Water Treatment Plant 
J Building a new Water Treatment Plant on the Clackamas 

River by the North Clackamas Water Commission (Sunrise 
Water Authority and Oak Lodge Water District) - 10 rngd 

J Local groundwater projects by Fairview and Rockwood 
PUD 

The evaluation of water sources in Chapter 4 and the modeling done for 
the RWSP Update as depicted in Chapter 5 include the existing water 
supplies of the region as they exist as well as supplies that have been 
committed by the individual water providers through their own water 
Master Plans and Capital Improvement Plans. Added supplies were 
assumed as follows: 

4 Clackamas River - South Fork Water Board (1 0 mgd) and 
an unspecified location for an additional 10 mgd. 

4 Tualatin Basin - Joint Water Commission Water Treatment 
Plant expansion of 46.5 rngd to take advantage of 
contemplated improvements to the existing 
BameyMagglTualatin River supply system 

J ASR - Beaverton facility expansion (2 rngd), Tigard (4.32 
mgd) of planned facilities 

J Groundwater - New wells for Sunrise Water Authority (1 1 
rngd), Rockwood PUD (6.5 rngd), Fairview (1.7 mgd) 
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These additional amounts of supply meet the strategy for near term 
expansions contained in the 1996 RWSP, and further address the local 
deficiencies identified as potentially needing local source improvements 
and development. 

b. New Potential Water Sources 

The 1996 RWSP identified new water sources as larger scale ASR (40 
mgd), Clackamas River (50 mgd), and an unidentified increment of supply 
(1 00 mgd), which could come from the Bull Run, Willarnette or Columbia 
rivers. These same options were reviewed and modeled in the RWSP 
Update and included more options for smaller source development as 
contained in water provider Master Plans and the expansion of Hagg Lake. 
The modeling done for the update did not look at all of the sources that 
were reviewed in Chapter 4. The modeling shows that the region has a 
robust amount of existing water supplies when near-term committed 
resources are added to the base case. Adding transmission to allow water 
to flow to all of the demand nodes where supplies are not sufficient does 
meet most needs to 2025. However, as noted in Chapter 5 on the 
modeling outcomes, adding transmission to the base case supplies is the 
most expensive option, and it does not address institutional nor technical 
barriers to allowing all water sources to move throughout the region. 
Although the Clackamas emphasis option is the least cost option, 
institutional issues and water-rights issues will need to be resolved. 

Modeling for the RWSP Update shows that there are a number of options 
that can be developed to meet the future needs of the region. Transmission 
is an important part of how new supplies will be available to meet 
deficiencies, but the cost of transmission is very high and therefore the 
decisions of what sources to develop over time must be balanced with the 
needs for transmission improvements and the financial arrangements that 
water providers will need to make to develop shared sources. The 
Portland region is blessed with multiple source options that can be 
developed, from the very large, to small local increments, such as 
groundwater and ASR. The strategy on potential new sources of supplies 
therefore lists those sources that have been evaluated as being reasonable 
for future development, but does not recommend any particular ones, 
leaving those decisions to the individual water providers as a part of their 
Master Plans and State-required Water Management and Conservation 
Plans. 

The following have been considered as potentially viable sources to meet 
regional and local water demands: 

1) Clackamas River - Additional water rights exist on the 
Clackamas River and more are in the application process 
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with the Water Resources Department. In addition, an 
agreement with PGE also makes some late summer water 
available to augment flows in the Clackamas River &om 
Timothy Lake. The Clackamas River has a current 
installed peak capacity of 76 mgd fi-om four water 
treatment plants. There was 20 mgd of additional supply 
included as near-term development. The modeling 
assumed an additional 50 mgd of capacity from the 
Clackamas. Depending on the amount and timing of 
development on the Clackamas River there could be 
significant permitting and water-right issues associated 
with this option that would need to be addressed. 

2) Hagg Lake Expansion - Clean Water Services and the 
cities and water districts of Washington County have been 
studying the ability to raise the dam at Hagg Lake by 
various amounts, or to move the facility farther 
downstream in order to increase the storage capacity of 
Scoggins Reservoir. This option would bring online a 
significant amount of additional municipal water supplies 
and would involve other related projects, such as the Sain 
Creek Tunnel, more terminal storage at Fern Hill, and 
expansion of or building a new water treatment plant south 
of Forest Grove. There are significant permitting and 
water-right issues associated with this option that will need 
to be addressed. 

3) Bull Run - A large new dam in Bull Run @am 3) was 
evaluated as a part of the 1996 RWSP and no fbrther work 
has been done on this option since that time. However, the 
site is still feasible and would allow the development of a 
19 billion gallon reservoir and make a significant amount 
of additional water available, some of which would be 
devoted to instream flows. Other related projects would be 
required to develop this option, such as a water treatment 
plant, conduit capacity and terminal storage. This option 
would have significant permitting issues associated with it. 
In addition to Dam 3, the RWSP Update also included 
smaller increments of supply coming from Bull Run 
represented by raises of Dams 1 and 2, which together 
represent 2.4 billion gallons of additional storage. The 
Portland Water Bureau conducted a study in 2000 that 
looked at alternative methods to increase Bull Run 
supplies, which also included a lower Dam 3, additional 
storage at Bull Run Lake, off-site storage at Lusted Hill and 
additional storage from existing reservoirs that would be 
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available if filtration treatment were developed in the 
future. The smaller projects listed would still have 
significant permitting issues, but they are likely to be less 
than Dam 3 options. 

4) Willamette River - Since the 1996 RWSP, the Willamette 
has been developed as a municipal water supply source by 
the City of Wilsonville and Tualatin Valley Water District. 
The Willamette has significant municipal water rights that 
are coordinated by water-provider members of the 
Willamette River Water Coalition. A number of other 
water providers have considered the use of the Willamette 
River for municipal supplies; however, in each jurisdiction 
a public vote will be required to use this supply. The 
Willamette WTP in Wilsonville has been running for more 
than two years and the results of the treated water quality 
monitoring have been exceptional. In addition, studies 
have been conducted on the raw and treated water, and the 
sediments around the intake under different flow 
conditions, which also indicate excellent water quality. A 
two-year study was completed in 2004 by Oregon State 
University on the fish deformities in the Newberg pool that 
concluded that parasites were the cause of the deformities, 
and that these parasites are not harmful to human health. 
This option has public acceptance challenges, some 
unresolved water-right issues, but the permitting issues are 
likely to be less than for the other larger source projects 
listed. 

5) Columbia River - The 1996 RWSP evaluated the use of 
the Columbia River and included it as a potential source in 
increments up to 500 mgd. Rockwood PUD did a pilot 
treatment study of the Columbia in 1994 that found that the 
water was of high quality and that direct filtration would 
produce water able to meet federal Safe Drinking Water 
Act requirements. No further studies have been conducted 
on this source since that time. Rockwood PUD was 
granted a 50 mgd water right on the Columbia with a 1992 
priority date. This source of supply is proximate to urban 
development areas. The public acceptability of this source 
would present challenges. The permitting issues for this 
source are likely to be expensive, but manageable, 
particularly in comparison to other larger sources available 
for consideration. 
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6 )  Local Sources - In the 1996 RWSP existing local sources 
were assumed to be available beyond the service areas 
where they were developed, but no additional smaller local 
sources were evaluated. In the RWSP Update the smaller 
local sources were also included in the modeling, although 
in some cases they were restricted to only being available 
to certain demand nodes that represented their current 
service areas. In aggregate the smaller local sources are a 
significant portion of existing supplies as can be seen in 
Table 5- 1. Smaller local sources are important and are 
often lower cost alternatives to larger sources, which must 
be moved longer distances through transmission pipes. 
These sources include groundwater, aquifer storage and 
recovery facilities, and small surface water sources. 
Increased smaller local sources that have yet to be built 
were included in the base case as listed in Chapter 5. 
Additional smaller local sources include: 

Bull Run groundwater 
Columbia South Shore Well Field additional 
groundwater development 
East Multnomah County groundwater in the 
Rockwood, Gresham and Fairview service areas 
North Clackamas County groundwater in the 
Sunrise service area 
Washington County groundwater in the JWC 
service area 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery in Clackamas River 
Water, Tualatin, Tigard, Beaverton and Shenvood 
service areas 

6. Emergency Preparedness 

One of the original policy objectives of the RWSP is to "minimize the magnitude, 
frequency, and duration of service interruptions due to natural or human-caused 
catastrophes, such as earthquakes, landslides, volcanic eruptions, floods, spills 
fires, sabotage, etc." The evaluation criteria had mostly to do with being able to 
meet demand and ensuring back-up supplies from the different sources during an 
event. Since that time, the climate around emergency preparedness has 
dramatically changed. September 1 1,2001, made real the threat and devastation 
of terrorism that was not addressed in the original RWSP. Subsequent work with 
the Consortium also highlighted the need for improved coordination and 
communication among providers. 

As a whole, water providers are better prepared to respond to emergencies. In 
response to 9/11, Congress passed the Public Health Security and Biotenorism 
Preparedness and Response Act of 2002. This act recognizes the need for drinking 
water systems to undertake a more comprehensive view of water safety and 
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security. The Act amends the Safe Drinking Water Act and specifies actions 
community water systems and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency must 
take to improve the security of the nation's drinking water infrastructure. All 
water providers serving populations of more than 3,300 persons must complete a 
vulnerability assessment and emergency response plan by the end of 2004. 

As stated in the Consortium's updated Strategic Plan, continued emergency 
planning and coordination is critical to minimizing the severity of an event and 
meeting customer needs. A coordinated emergency response strategy will most 
likely lessen the duration and severity of an event for individual providers and 
ease recovery. Each water provider has been provided tools and has the 
opportunity to evaluate their individual systems, and to take actions or develop 
programs to reduce vulnerabilities. Complete elimination of all vulnerability is 
not likely. However, if the region's providers have the ability and framework in 
place to respond effectively, coordinate on a regional level and rely on each other 
for assistance during either individual or multiple system emergency events, the 
emergency can be more efficiently dealt with and there is a greater chance that 
water service can be maintained with less disruption. Having appropriate plans in 
place also ensures eligibility for public assistance for repairs after an emergency. 

7. Consortium Functions to Support Local Decision Making 

The Consortium will support local decision making though continuing to provide 
a clearinghouse role in revising and updating the RWSP on a timefiarne as 
directed in the Consortium Intergovernmental Agreement. The Consortium has 
developed a number of tools that can be used to facilitate future RWSP revisions 
and for local or subregional water planning. These tools include: 

J ConEast - a conservation program spreadsheet program 

J Water-Demand Forecast Models for each of the individual water providers 

4 ~onfuence@ - an integrated planning model that represents most of the 
Portland region's water supplies, conservation programs and demand 
forecasts, which can be used to evaluate different ways of meeting future 
demands. 

The Consortium will develop updated regional water-demand forecasts when 
official forecasts are available from Metro. The Consortium encourages each 
provider member to collect water consumption and production data sufficient to 
improve the quality of water-demand forecasting. 

The decision-making support functions of the Consortium will be directed to 
provide a regional context for local Water Master Plans, water-right permit 
extensions of individual provider members, and Water Management and 
Conservation Plans for members who are required to develop plans to support 
new or extended water rights. 

8. The Consortium and Metro 

The Consortium is comprised of the region's water providers and Metro, the 
area's regional government. The 1996 RWSP contained a specific set of 
strategies regarding the role of Metro and the Consortium. The region's water 
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providers recognize that Metro establishes and manages the region's urban growth 
boundary, develops forecasts of population growth, and ensures that local 
jurisdictions' land-use plans and zoning codes comply with the Regional 
Framework Plan and Regional Growth Management Functional Plan. Metro 
endorsed the RWSP in 1996 when it joined the Consortium and referenced the 
Plan in the Water Management chapter of the Regional Framework Plan. The 
Consortium continues to have a role in water supply planning coordination and 
implementation of conservation and other regionally based programs. The 
strategy for this continuing role includes the following: 

J The region's water providers and Metro should continue their ongoing 
mutually supportive partnership. The Consortium and its members 
will participate in Metro policy development and implementation 
programs to ensure that water supply needs are adequately addressed. 

J The Consortium and the RWSP provide a mechanism to ensure that 
water supply needs are met in a coordinated and efficient manner that 
recognizes a broad range of expressed public values. 

J The RWSP will be periodically revised based upon Metro's 
demographic and employment projections, and on adopted elements of 
Metro's Regional Framework Plan and the UGB. 

J The region's water providers are responsible for the financing and 
construction of necessary water supply improvements. 

J Metro's Regional Framework Plan will continue to reference the 
RWSP in its Water Management chapter. 

Conclusion 

The development of the RWSP Update has taken three years to accomplish and 
could not have been done without the leadership and dedication to continued 
regional cooperation among the region's water providers and Metro. The RWSP 
Update does present a different perspective on regional planning: one that 
represents changed requirements for each member to consider integrated water 
resources planning principles in their Water Master Plans and Water Management 
and Conservation Plans. This document presents a revised set of policy 
objectives for water providers to consider in their local decision making, a set of 
conservation programs for regional and local implementation, and a list of 
potential water supply options that will be evaluated more fklly in local plans. 
The RWSP Update also recognizes the expanded role of the Consortium in areas 
of emergency planning, regional conservation program implementation, and 
continuing to manage and utilize planning decision support tools as directed by 
the Consortium Board. 
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I. Overview of Source Water Protection Participation Strategy Development Process 

In September of 1997 the Consortium began developing a strategy to guide and target 
future Consortium participation in source water protection activities. For the purposes of 
this effort, "source water protection" means reducing the risk of impairing the quality 
and quantity of the Portland metro area's existing and potential fuhue drinking water 
sources. 

The primary purpose of developing a strategy is to determine which of the myriad of 
source water protection related activities the Consortium should participate in to achieve 
desired outcomes and meet identified criteria. The strategy will guide Consortium 
activities in the near-term, and provide a foundation for longer-term activities as well. 

The Consortium Board initiated the strategy development process by approving a set of 
desired outcomes and a work plan. The desired outcomes included: 

P The Consortium would become an active advocate for protection of all the sources 
currently in use, surface water and groundwater, and those selected and considered 
in the Regional Water Supply Plan for the Portland Metropolitan Area. 

P The Consortium's role in achieving source protection would be established in, and 
fostered by, the strategy. 

P The Consortium may adopt some basic policy or influence the policies of others 
regarding source protection to help guide protection efforts over time. 

> The individual water provider entities would be able to take more consistent 
positions on source water protection as a result of developing such a strategy in a 
regional context. 

9 The Consortium could more effectively participate in legislative efforts to forward 
source protection and perhaps even sponsor some legislation in the future. 

P The involvement of the elected officials, through the Consortium Board and the 
individual provider decision making bodies will bring a more concentrated and 
effective focus on what needs to be done to foster source protection efforts. 

P The strategy will recognize that the region's water sources are quite diverse in 
geographic location and type, and the existing and potential impacts on those 
sources may be different. In other words, a "one size fits all strategy" may not be 
appropriate. Some latitude may need to be included to allow for different types of 
efforts, programs, policy, or regulation within the various parts of the region. 

The work program for this effort has taken about eight-months to complete. A 
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stakeholder advisory committee (SAC) was established to assist during this period. The 
SAC is a broad-based group of over twenty individuals representing state and federal 
public agencies, watershed councils, environmental and civic interests, and private 
resource user and industry interests. 
The SAC held five meetings between late September and mid-February. During this time 
the committee, with assistance from Consortium staff, completed all requested tasks 
including identifying key source water protection issues, criteria, and potential activities, 
evaluating the activities against the criteria, and developing recommendations for CTC 
consideration. The hard work of the SAC is reflected in the quality of theseproducts 
and is much appreciated 

The Consortium Technical Subcommittee and Technical Committee were kept apprised 
of SAC'S progress through the distribution of interim products and discussion at regularly 
scheduled monthly meetings. The SAC, CTSC, and CTC prepared a consensus-based 
package of recommendations for consideration by the Board at its February 25, 1998 
meeting. The Board approved the draft source water protection participation strategy 
(dated February 18, 1998) in concept, and directed staff to work with the SAC to provide 
additional specificity and to prioritize the activities outlined in the draft strategy. 

The remainder of this report presents the refined strategy for consideration by the Board. 
Section 11. presents the criteria developed and used to evaluate the relative benefits of 
participating in different types of source water protection related activities. Section 111. 
presents a list and brief discussion of recommended key activities areas (by major activity 
heading). Section N. presents an "activity task matrix" that lists specific tasks in each 
activity area and identifies both the recommended timing for implementation and whether 
the Consortium andlor individual water providers are proposed to take the lead. Section 
V. suggests steps for evaluating the effectiveness of the strategy implementation and 
keeping the strategy up-to-date. 

The revised strategy includes a packet of attachments. The attachments include all key 
products of the SAC (verbatim), along with several other informational items. 
Attachment 1 is the list of SAC members. Attachment 2 presents the complete, 
consolidated list of key source water protection issues identified by the SAC. Attachment 
3 presents the preliminary full range of activities identified and evaluated by the SAC and 
CTC prior to developing the February 18 draft strategy. Attachment 4 presents the SAC'S 
proposed refinements to the February 18, 1998 draft strategy "unabridged." Attachment 5 
provides an outline and presentation explaining the role of treatment and source water 
protection in the "multiple barrier" approach to providing safe drinking water. This 
outline was presented as an informational item to the SAC early in the strategy 
development process. 

Consortium staff also developed two background information papers to facilitate 
development of the strategy. One paper addresses key source water protection issues and 
participation opportunities facing the region, and highlight current activities underway at 
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the local, regional, state, and federal level. The other providers an overview of drinking 
water standards and current source water protection issues relating to Portland metro 
area's existing and potential hture drinking water sources. Given the length of the these 
papers, staff proposes not to attach them to the strategy package, but rather to offer them 
to interested parties on a case by case basis. 
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Section 11. Identifying Key Issues and Evaluation Criteria 

The first phase of the source water protection strategy development involved 
identifying key issues and criteria to be used in evaluating and selecting among 
potential activities. 

The stakeholder advisory committee (SAC) spent considerable time and effort 
identifying a host of issues which were felt to warrant attention. Issues fell into 
several general categories including: 

> Scope of Analysis/Philosophy/Policy Issues 
> Contamination Risks and Water QualityIQuantity Relationships 
> Infomation/Data/Monitoring 
> PlanningILand UseIGrowth Management 
> Education/Coordination/Advocacy 

The complete, consolidated list is provided as Attachment 2. 

The SAC generated an extensive list of potential activities which the Consortium 
could implement to address these key issues. The full list of activities is provided 
as Attachment 3. (Note: This list of activities has been modified or consolidated 
during the process of developing and refining the strategy. 

Consortium staff worked with the SAC to generate an "issue statement" 
explaining succinctly the challenge, and "criteria" with which to evaluate and 
select among the broad range of potential activities the Consortium could 
undertake. The SAC narrowed down the full list of criteria to four key criteria in 
order to make the evaluation process more manageable. The CTC reviewed and 
agreed with the SAC'S selection of key criteria. The Issue Statement and 
Evaluation Criteria are provided below. 

Issue Statement: 
The Regional Water Providers Consortium for the Portland Metropolitan Area has 
assigned a high priority to the development of a strategy for Consortium 
participation in efforts to protect existing and potential drinking water sources 
(surface water and groundwater. Numerous activities underway and planned at 
the local, state and federal level will affect the quality and quantity of the region's 
current and future water sources. The Consortium has no regulatory authority but 
rather is a collaborative, voluntary organization that is funded annually through 
the voluntary dues of its members. The Consortium is established to promote the 
voluntary coordination of individual and collective actions of its members, 
provide a forum for discussion of water supply issues of mutual interest to its 
members, coordinate member responses, and establish an avenue for public 
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participation in water supply issues of regional concern. The Consortium needs to 
establish its role and determine in which of the many source water protection 
related activities it will participate. The Consortium will work with stakeholders 
to identify issues and criteria for selection of activities that will comprise a source 
water protection participation strategy. 

Criteria for Evaluating Potential 
Source Water Protection Participation Activities 

(Key criteria are presented in larger font and bold type.) 

Activities selected to comprise the strategy will have a clear and relatively direct 
relationship to source water protection. 

Activities with a regional scale focus or larger (e.g., basin-wide, state, federal) 
will be preferred. Activities have the potential to affect the region's 
individual water sources may be undertaken in concert with individual water 
providers or groups of providers. 

Selected activities will contribute substantially (e.g., long-term, measurable, 
widespread) to meeting the Regional Water Supply Plan objectives to maintain 
and enhance the short- and long-term viability of current and potential water 
sources. 

Selected activities must assist the Consortium and its members in providing 
clean, safe, affordable drinking water. Having met this criterion, activities 
expected to yield additional benefits (e.g., Clean Water Act compliance, 
habitat enhancement, water use efficiency, etc.) will be preferred. 

Selected activities will focus on areas of common ground and consensus, 
reflecting the coordinative, collaborative role of the Consortium established by 
inter-governmental agreement. (The Consortium may offer to provide a forum for 
discussion of controversial source water protection issues if deemed a regional 
priority.) 

Activities will be preferred if the Consortium's participation, as a collective body, 
will yield benefits that individual water providers (or groups of providers) can not 
readily generate, or if the Consortium's participation is requested by individual 
providers for assistance. (Note: There is a significant role for individual water 
providers and groups of providers as well as for the Consortium.) 

Activities which lend themselves to partnerships in which working together 
can accomplish greater benefits or offer cost-sharing opportunities will be 
preferred. 
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Activity selection may reflect a recognition of time-sensitivity or "windows of 
opportunity." 

Selected activities will provide the greatest benefit for the cost, and will make the 
best use of the available budget (proposed at $10,300 or 250 consortium staff 
hours + materials for FY 1998-99 - costs for general public information covered 
under separate budget line item). (Note individual providers or groups of 
providers may voluntarily contribute additional funds for project or programs on a 
case-by-case basis.) 

The strategy will evolve over time to reflect changing needs, resources, and 
priorities. 

Discussion of Recommended Source Water Protection Activities 

The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) and Consortium Technical 
Committee (CTC) believe that the following list of activity categories are high 
priority for achieving source water protection goals for the region. Among the 
options evaluated, these activity areas seem to offer the most promise toward 
meeting key criteria outlined in Section LI. above. The brief written discussion 
provided after each category heading reflects some of the key points raised by 
water providers and stakeholders during the strategy development process. 
Specific recommended tasks for each category area are presented in Section IV of 
this report. 

Recommended Source Water Protection Activity Categories 
(not listed in priority order) 

Pursue Partnerships and Intergovernmental Agreements for Source Water 
Protection taking advantage of the range of formal and informal options; 
explore alternative funding options (e.g., EPA grants for regional programs); 
seek opportunities to generate "transferrable" information and benefits. 

Discussion: It is recommended that the authority of the Consortium to enter into 
intergovernmental agreements and other legal issues (e.g., representation) be 
explored further, along with opportunities for regional support of local or basin- 
specific efforts led by water providers and others. Recognizing that this is not 
a"one size fits all" activity and will depend on the issues and sources involved, the 
activity may be most suitable for pursuit by water providers involved with specific 
water sources. However, there may be roles for the Consortium including active 
support of water providers attempting to establish or operate within the constructs 

Regional Water Providers Consortium 6 
Source Water Protection Participation Strategy 

June 1998 



of such agreements. 

+ Promote and Facilitate Wellhead Protection for Groundwater Systems and 
ASR - explore mechanisms and potential Consortium Board advocacy role to 
encourage wellhead protection in the region. 

Discussion: It would be appropriate for the Consortium to focus on those areas 
which are not as readily addressed by individual providers. For example, 
Consortium action may be helpful in promoting wellhead protection for regional ' 
ASR sites or in regard to regional or statewide program development. 
Consortium could also provide political support to those providers that are 
working on wellhead protection for their systems. Activities should also take 
advantage of windows of activity associated with near-term land use planning and 
growth management decisions. 

Keep the Congressional Delegation, the Oregon Legislature, and State 
Agency Policy Bodies (e.g., Environmental Quality Commission, Water 
Resources Commission, Oregon Board of Forestry, etc.) apprised of source 
water protection issues; participate in or pursue legislation (including agency 
budgets) and administrative mechanisms to promote source water protection. 
Participate in agency planning and rulemaking processes in support of 
source water protection. 

Discussion: SAC and CTC discussion emphasized the opportunity for the 
Consortium to be effective in these arenas by speaking with a united voice on key 
source water protection issues. This activity offers a great deal of potential benefit 
for a reasonable amount of resource outlay. 

+ Promote Water Use Efficiency (e.g., joining/contributing to the Columbia- 
Willamette Water Conservation Coalition); raise awareness and emphasize 
the role of conservation in source water protection through increased 
longevity of existing and potential drinking water sources. 

Discussion: Promoting water conservation received strong support from the SAC 
and CTC members. Conservation is a critical component of the long-term 
resource strategy in the Regional Water Supply Plan and is proposed to be funded 
as a separate line item in the Consortium's proposed budget work program. 

Sponsor Education and AwarenessICitizen education on topics such as 
pollution prevention, groundwater vulnerability, stormwater, household 
hazardous waste. Seek opportunities for partnerships, coordination, and 
economies of scale. 
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Analysis: Both water providers and SAC members noted that sponsoring 
education and awareness for source water protection seems "a natural" for the 
Consortium given the potential for regional and multiple benefits, along with 
partnerships particularly with wastewater agencies and watershed councils. 
Activities should be carefirlly targeted and coordinated make the best use of 
resources and avoid expending too many resources on this one activity. 

+ Participate in Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Drinking 
Water Protection Program and Advisory CommitteeICoordinate with Oregon 
Health Division (OHD) Drinking Water Advisory Committee. 

Discussion: It will be important for the Consortium to remaid'at the table" during 
the DEQ drinking water protection program development activities scheduled for 
the upcoming year. The Consortium has a representative on the DEQ advisory 
committee. Opportunities to coordinate with the OHD Drinking Water Advisory 
Committee regarding activities such as the State Revolving Fund allocations for 
source water protection should be explored. 

+ Coordinate with Governor's Willamette Basin Task Force and Livability 
Forum; Participate in legislation and budget items that are expected to 
emerge from the Task Force and Livability Forum efforts. 

Discussion: The CTC and SAC agree that the Consortium should monitor the 
progress of these efforts (including legislation/budgets), and "weigh-in" to help 
shape those future courses toward the goal of source water protection. 
Participation in the Willamette Task Force and Livability Forum should be targeted 
since these efforts will take some time to define their own courses of action. 

Advocate for Source Water Protection on state and private lands through 
participation in the rulemaking activities of the Oregon Departments of 
Forestry and Agriculture. 

Discussion: There is strong support for working through state agency rulemaking 
processes to address source water protection issues relating to state and private 
lands. This issue is also important and timely given opportunities for "synergy" 
with current salmon recovery efforts. 

Promote source water protection through coordination with Metro planning 
and growth management activities (e.g., Title 3, Goal 5 Analysis, upland 
watershed/stormwater management). 
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Discussion: Water providers and the SAC agree that coordination with Metro on 
these efforts is a high priority, recognizing that the applicability to source water 
protection is somewhat limited as most of the source intakes and source watersheds 
are outside Metro's jurisdiction. However significant benefits may be gained for 
groundwater and for Clackamas source given that Metro's jurisdiction is proximate 
and upstream of current supply intakes. In addition, SAC members point out the 
Consortium and water providers need to stay involved with Metro resource 
management activities for reasons relating to both substance (source protection) 
and consistency (e.g., taking care of one's "own backyard" before asking others to 
make changes in their practices). 

Consortium staff intend to participate in Metro's planning efforts to ensure that 
regional water infrastructure needs and concerns are addressed. However, 
participation should be targeted strategically to manage staff resources efficiently. 
This activity is proposed to be funded under the intergovernmental coordination 
line item in the Consortium's FY 1998-99 work plan and budget. 

Coordinate with wastewater agencies regarding impacts of discharges on source 
waters. 

Discussion: Coordination between water suppliers and wastewater agencies to achieve 
respective and mutual water quality objectives will be an important piece of the future 
source water protection picture. A key challenge with be for municipalities to balance 
their own internal objectives as municipal water and wastewater providers. The 
Consortium can help be promoting a total water management approach and supporting 
local water providers in watershed-based planning processes. This activity would also be 
integrated with TMDL coordination activities summarized below. 

+ Participate in DEQ 303 (d) list and TMDL priority setting/implementation; 
Participate in development of watershed plans and associated DEQ and ODA 
watershed committees; Participate in DEQ priority-setting for completing TMDLs; 
This activity should be pursued by individual providers (with Consortium support) 
and/or by the Consortium as a collective entity, depending on the activity. 

Discussion: The total maximum daily load (TMDL) setting process is critical piece in 
addressing Oregon's current and future water quality issues (including non-point 
pollution). Ultimately, TMDLs will be set for most of the region's current and potential 
future surface water sources. 

The SAC expressed strong support for Consortium participation in this activity. The SAC 
and CTC agreed that the Consortium could potentially be effective in influencing the order 
in which TMDLs will be established for Oregon's water bodies. Individual providers from 
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the various basins could take on a lead role in the actually TMDL setting process. In 
particular SAC suggested that the water providers and Consortium should help focus more 
agency and public attention on the existence of municipal intakes, and on drinking water 
as a beneficial use on water quality limited streams. Some suggested that water providers 
need to be more vocal in this arena. 

The TMDL setting process is also seen as an opportunity to coordinate with Oregon 
Department of Agriculture in developing agricultural water quality management plans 
upstream of municipal supply facilities. This process and related activities should also be 
linked to the DEQ drinking water protection program and coordination with wastewater 
agencies. 

4 Participate in the establishment of drinking water and water quality standards 
relating to source water protection (e.g., BMPs, turbidity). 

Discussion: The SAC and CTC agreed that strategic Consortium participation in specific 
federal and state water standard-setting processes (e.g., drinking water standards - OHD; 
DEQ triennial review process) could help foster source water protection for the region. 

4 Promote Coordinated Water Quality Monitoring; Convene a discussion of 
coordination needs and partnership opportunities. 

Discussion: The Consortium could provide a forum for collaboration in determining 
water quality monitoring priorities as they relate to source water protection and other 
objectives. This is also an activity which could be effective for basin-specific water 
providers to take the lead with Consortium support. 

SAC members highlighted the need to think more about how and why various types of 
monitoring is needed, and to be attentive as to how monitoring will help achieve 
objectives. The SAC encouraged the Consortium and water providers to promote "smart 
monitoring" by focusing on water quality parameters of concern vis-a-vis drinking water 
source protection. It is also important to characterize monitoring as an activity which is 
complementary to source water protection but not as one which precludes the timely 
pursuit of 'Lc~mmon sense" protection activities. 

4 Monitor, and participate as needed, in the Governor's Right-to-Know Task Force 
and related legislation or rulemaking to promote improved access to public 
information, and to maintain local abilities pursue and achieve source water 
protection. 

Discussion: The Governor's Right to Know Task Force is currently meeting in efforts to 
meet its charge. This issue warrants monitoring and potential participation in areas that 
may pertain to source water protection such as information accessibility and local 
regulatory authority. 
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IV. Recommended Tasks 

In order to refine the February 18, 1998 draft source water protection participation 
strategy, the SAC spent considerable time and effort discussing the activity categories and 
generating a list of specific recommended tasks for the Consortium andlor individual 
water providers to pursue. 

After generating the task list, the SAC requested that Consortium staff identify suggested 
priorities and time fiames for initiating, and in some instances completing, the tasks. Staff 
has attempted to do so as presented in the following matrix. 

Please note that the tasks are prioritized not in terms of importance but rather in terms of 
timing. This is because staff believes that each of the identified tasks are important to 
address at some level of effort and at some point in time. The level of effort committed 
to any particular task will be determined as part of ongoing workload management 
associated with the Consortium's annual budget and work plan. 
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V. Keeping the Strategy Up-To-Date 

During the strategy refinement, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) expressed a 
strong interest in making sure that the Source Water Protection Participation Strategy be a 
dynamic process that can be revisited and modified to reflect changing conditions and 
priorities. The SAC agreed that stakeholder involvement would help keep the strategy 
current and responsive to changing circumstances. The committee also noted that 
convening stakeholders periodically would provides opportunities for information sharing 
that will enhance the effectiveness of our respective source water protection related 
efforts. 

Based on the points raise in this discussion, staff recommends that the Consortium 
convenes the SAC annually to discuss current source water protection issues and to 
review the Consortium's and water providers' progress in implementing the Source 
Water Protection Participation Strategy. One (or perhaps two) meetings would be 
scheduled in time for stakeholder input can be considered before Consortium prepares its 
work plan and budget for the following fiscal year. 

In addition, it will be important to continue the open, information-sharing process that has 
occurred through the SAC process. This can be accomplished between meetings through 
effective use of electronic mail, attendance at monthly CTC meetings and other types of 
correspondence. It is the CTC's hope that SAC members will take the initiative to keep 
the lines of communication open regarding current and future source water protection 
issues and opportunities. 
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Activities and Tasks 

(Activity categories are shown in bold/italics. Tasks are shown in normal type.) 

Activity: Pursue partnerships and intergovernmental agreements for source water protection, 
taking advantage of the range of formal and informal options; explore alternative funding 
options (e.g., EPA grants for regional programs); seek opportunities to generate 
"transferrable" information and benefits. 

Focus on opportunities for formal and informal interagency agreements by participating in projects 
that "pull the pieces together" such as the Willamette Province Advisory Committee, CorpsIWRD 
Willarnette Basin Reservoir studies. 

Collect copies of intergovernmental agreements pertaining to source water protection and will 
provide a clearinghouse in which individual water providers and others could obtain copies on 
request. Help facilitate citizen involvement in source water protection related issues by providing 
informative progress reports and referrals to other contacts on request. 

- - - 

9 Support, as needed, individual water providers in their efforts to establish agreements or 
partnerships with agencies to protect source waters and address identified problems. 

9 Offer to serve in a facilitator role if there is disagreement between parties who are working to 
establish, or are subject to agreements. 

- - - - -- 

9 Explore opportunities for partnerships with the US Forest Service and Oregon Department of 
Forestry to reduce the risk of illegal dumping of chemicals and illegal frres on forest lands. 

9 Explore opportunities to leverage funds and generate transferrable information by partnering with 
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EPA (e.g., sediment studies, work in basins such as Sandy and Willamette) and other agencies. I I 
Activity: Promote and facilitate wellhead protection for groundwater systems andASR - 
explore mechanisms and potential Consortium Board advocacy role to encourage wellhead 
protection in the region. 

9 Recommend the development and adoption of plans to protect drinking groundwater sources and 1 C 
groundwater resources in the region. 

- 

9 Initiate discussions with individual providers, local planning agencies, Metro and WRD regarding 2 C/WP 
ways to ensure proper well abandonment as a part of the development reviewtland use approval 
process. 

9 Gather and provide information regarding the costs and benefits of wellhead and groundwater 1 C/WP 
protection, and seek local spokes people to help "get the word out." 

9 Work with the DEQ to provide easy access to case examples (e.g., model ordinances) of local 2 C 
wellhead/groundwater protection strategies. 

9 Provide input to Oregon Water Resources Department Triennial Review to ensure that information a.n. 
developed as part of ASR pilot projects will contribute to development of wellhead protection 
plans. 

Provide input to the Oregon Water Resources Department to ensure proper well abandonment and 1 2 I 
to target well inspections. 

I I 
Activity: Keep the Congressional Delegation, Oregon Legislature, and state agency policy 
bodies (e.g., Environmental Quality Commission, Water Resources Commission, Oregon 
Board of Forestry, etc.) apprised of source water protection issues; participate in or pursue 
legislation (including agency budgets) and administrative mechanisms to promote source 
water protection, participate in agency planning and rulemaking processes in support of 
source water protection. 

9 Make sure the Governor's office is k e ~ t  informed about source water ~rotection issues and I I 
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I priorities. 

9 Coordinate with agency directors regarding development of legislative packages and comments on 
draft bills. 

'u Coordinate with and provide information to federal agencies. 
~~~~~ 

9 Continue participating and representing drinking water source protection issues in the Willamette 
Province Advisory Committee. 

9 Seek opportunities for coordinated review and comment federal, state and local land management 
plans, rules and legislation (e.g., advocacy for selective restrictions on land uses and land 
management practices such as logging, mining, agriculture and development). 

'u Coordinate in "getting the word out" to individual water providers and watershed coun~ils 
regarding federal, state, and local planning activities that relate to source water protection. 

9 Work with lobbyists (e.g., AWWA, LOC) to convey important information and collective 
positions. 

9 Explore opportunities for participating in presentations to policy boards (e.g., EQC) regarding 
drinking water issues and source water protection priorities. 

I 9 Work with candidates to assess/develop appreciation and support for source water protection, 

'u Look for opportunities to work with local agencies (e.g., building departments) and others that may 
not have been involved in source water protection issues so far. 

Activity: Promote water use efficiency (e.g., joiningkontributing to the Columbia- Willametle 
Water Conservation Coalition); raise awareness and emphasize the role of conservation in 
source water protection through increased longevity of existing and potential drinking water 
sources. 

'u , Continue carrying out the conservation implementation project. 
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> Explore opportunities to fold conservation into SDWA SRF approval criteria for drinking water 1 C 
treatment facilities. 

> Explore ways for water providers to capitalize the financing of conservation measures. 1 l clWP 

> Explore opportunities for system development charges (SDCs) to promote conservation and water 2 C/WP 
use efficiency as part of the water "infrastructure." 

Activity: Sponsor education and awareness/citizen education on topics such as pollution 
prevention, groundwater vulnerability, stormwater, household hazardous waste. Seek 
opportunities for partnerships, coordination, and economies of scale. 

> Assist in the dissemination of pollution prevention, groundwater vulnerability, stormwater, 1 I 0  C 
household hazardous waste. Seek to incorporate the source water protection "link" into 
information on these topics which is being developed by the Consortium, water providers, or other 
parties. Seek opportunities for partnerships and economies of scale. 

> Provide information on existing web-sites, ensure timeliness to keep information current and 
accurate, I liO 

> Provide copies of the draft source water protection strategy at upcoming Oregon APA conference 1 C 
on Land Use and Water Quality (April 30) and in other venues to inform citizens and stakeholders 
of the Consortium's interest in, and commitment to source water protection. 

> Explore viability of developing a Consortium web-site in later years. 2 I c 
I I 

Activity: Participate in Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEe) Drinking Water 
Protection Program and Advisory CommittedCoordinate with Oregon Health Division, 
Drinking Water Advisory Committee. 

P Continue Consortium participation in the DEQ Drinking Water Protection Advisory Committee. 1 I C A W  
I I 

> ' Explore opportunities for promoting source water protection through coordination with the Oregon I 1 I c 
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Health Division (e.g., participation in Drinking Water Advisory Committee, input re: criteria for 
allocation of federal funds for implementation of the SDWA). 

Activity: Coordinate with the Governor's Willamette Basin Task Force and Livability Forum; 
Participate in legislation and budget items that are expected to emerge from the Task Force 
and Livability Forum efforts. 

P Seek opportunities to provide early input on the Willamette Livability Forum's proposed vision 
statement. Contact Consortium member representatives and Forum staff (Rebecca White) for 
status and opportunities. 

Activity: Advocate for source water protection on state andprivate lands through participation 
in the rulemaking activities of the Oregon Departments of Forestry and Agriculture. 

> Track the potential broadening of the Willamette Basin Task Force membership (recommendation 
to the Governor). Seek water provider andlor Consortium representation on the Task Force to 
ensure that drinking water issues (including source water protection) are being forwarded by the 
drinking water community. 

Make sure the Consortium is on the rulemaking notification lists for these agencies. 1 1  I c 
I I 

1 C/WP 

1 C/WP 

> Find out about an ODF committee working on issues related to landslides. 

9 Keep up with ODA implementation of SB 10 10 and monitor priority setting for implementation, 
especially given Steelhead listing as a threatened species in the Lower Columbia Evolutionary 
Significant Unit. Strive to get and keep drinking water issues, including source water protection,. 
"on the radar screen." (Contact: Peggy Vogue). 

I I 

1 

> Offer presentations on drinking water issues and source water protection to advisory bodies 
involved with ODF and ODA rulemaking and program implementation. 
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P Support access to pesticide information and support consideration of pesticide use restrictions. 

Activity: Promote source water protection through coordination with Metro planning and 
growth management activities (e.g., Title 3, Goal 5 Analysis, upland watershed/stormwater 
management). 

k Propose building source water protection (including surface and groundwater/wellhead protection) 
into Metro's upcoming Goal 5 and uplandslwatershed planning efforts. 

- - - - - -- - 

k Consider providing presentation(s) to Metro advisory bodies to explain and garner support for 
source water protection as it relates to long-range planning and growth management. 

Activity: Participate in DEQ 303 (d) list and TMDL priority settingAmplementation; 
Participate in development of watershedplans and associated DEQ and ODA watershed 
committees; Participate in DEQ priority setting for completing TMDLs. This activity should 
be pursued by individual providers (with Consortium support) andlor by the Consortium as a 
collective entity, depending on the activity. 

2 

1 

P Provide input in support of Title 3 as a source water protection tool at the upcoming Metro Council 
meeting(s). 

Local water providers should stay involved with implementation of Title 3, Goal 5 analysis, 
uplandlwatershed planning, and other Metro-sponsored programs that can have source water 
protection benefits. 

Explore partnerships with the United States Geological Survey (USGS) for assistance in 
implementing the SDWA (e.g., delineation of source water protection areas), stream gaging 
(especially large basins with region-wide implications). Focus on issues in which regional 
cooperation is important. 

Activity: Coordinate with wastewater agencies regarding impacts of discharges on source 
waters. 

1 

1 

2 

I--i 
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9 Explore opportunities influence the priority setting process for TMDL implementation. 1 C/WP 

9 Advocate for integrated water resources management to help address internal conflicts within the 110 C/WP 
water provider community (i.e., reliance on ability to divert water, promotion of source water 
protection, cities acting as both diverters for water supply and dischargers of wastewater). Work 
with wastewater providers on this issue. 

9 Check status of Three-Basin Rule and its relationship to the TMDL process. 1 CAW 

P Promote the inclusion and evaluation of appropriate parameters (e.g., toxics, microbials, 
sediments), in the context of drinking water as a beneficial use. 

- - - - - -  - 

Coordinate with Oregon Department of Agriculture in developing agricultural water quality 2 
management plans upstream of municipal supply facilities. Help link to drinking water source 
protection and coordination with wastewater service providers. 

- - - - - - - - - - - 

Activity: Participate in the establishment of drinking water and water quality standards 
relating to source water protection (e.g., BMPs, turbidity). 

Participate and work with others involved in EPA and DEQ standard setting, including; Willamette 2 C 
River; SDWA; Clean Water Act; unregulated chemicals; VOCs; pesticides; triennial rule review; 
setting priorities for establishing standards; funding for setting standards. 

Activity: Promote coordinated monitoring. 

k Seek forums for discussion/promotion of coordinated monitoring (e.g., watershed councils, Oregon 1 C/WP 
Plan Team, federal agencies, DEQ, ODF, etc.), and thinking about how and why to monitor - Be 
attentive to how monitoring will benefit in achieving objectives (e.g., assessment). Explore the 
merits of convening a stakeholder discussion of coordination needs and partnership opportunities. 

I 

> Explore opportunities for sharing technical assistance among Consortium member agencies to 
facilitate effective coordinated monitoring efforts. 

k Recommend types and placement of water quality and quantity monitoring on federal, state, and 1 WP 
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private lands. Characterize and use monitoring as a complement to source water protection. Need I 1 
monitoring to establish baseline water quality information and track changes, butho not use lack of 
data to defer implementation of common sense source protection activities. 

9 Promote the use of monitoring to contribute to improved models such as those used to determine 2 WP 
"hydrologic recovery" associated with projects on forest lands. 

I 9 Identify and focus on opportunities for data sharing as an incentive for coordinated monitoring. 1 1 Iwp I 
- - - -  -- - - 

Activity: Monitor, and participate as needed, in the Governor's Right to Know Task Force and 
related legislation or rulemaking to promote improved access to public in formation and 
facilitate water provider drinking water source assessment andprotection eflorts. 

- -  - 

9 Monitor in Governor's Right to Know Task Force meetings, and determine whether additional 1 C 
participation is warranted to achieve the above-stated objective. 

k 

9 Promote access to existing pesticide data. 1 C 
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Appendix B - Transmission and Storage Strategy July 2000 



REGIONAL TRANSMISSION AND STORAGE STRATEGY 

Based on all the above information, the recommended Regional Transmission and Storage 
Strategy is: 

Build interconnections between and among individual water systems within the 
region to increase the refiabiLity of supply to hdiw'duaf communities and to the 
region as a whole. 

In the long-term, develop either a Zonal or Interconnected Subregional transmission 
and storage system, depending on the soutce(s) that the communities in southern 
Washington County that currently need water, develop for their ptimary supply. 

Develop these projects through htergovemmental agreements (IGA 's) among those 
agencies which choose to partrapate h the hdividualprojects. 

Specific elements of the Strategy should include: 

Each community in the region should have access to both a primary supply and 
an adequate emergency source of water. . . 
The primary supply should be one of the six major sources in the region (Bull 
Run River, Columbia South Shore Welffield, Clackamas River, Trask/Tualatin 
River, Willamette River, local groundwater). 

The emergency supply should be sized to meet at least the annual average 
demand of the community and should be a separate source from the prima7 
supply. Preferably, the emergency source would be one of the six major sources 
in the region (Bull Run River, Columbia South Shore Wellfield, Clackamas River, 
TraskITualatin River, Willamette River, or local groundwater) that is not the 
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community's primary supply. 

The sizing of interconnections between water systems should consider future 
potential peak season and peak day supply needs as well as emergency needs. 
The level of demand that should be met in an emergency (for example, 85 percent 
vs. 100 percent of average annual demand) should also be considered when sizing 
these interconnections. Sizing of each specific project should be reviewed and 
modified at the time the project is actually designed and constructed. 
Interconnections should also consider the effects of mixing source waters on 
blended water quality characteristics. 

If a new east-west transmission connection is made to connect Portland and 
Washington County, it should be via a route that also connects the Clackamas 
basin to this transmission Line. 

While the primary elevation for the transmission connections should be set based 
on the existing major storage reservoirs in the region (Portland's Powell Butte 
Reservoir at around 530' elevation and JWC's Fernwood Reservoir at around 520' 
elevation), not all of the transmission system flow need go to this elevation. 
Much of the service territory in the region can be served at elevations in the 450' 
to 490' range. Pumping costs from the river system water treatment plants can be 
reduced substantially if a portion of the flow goes to the lower elevations. 
Similarly, there are portions of the region that require higher elevations for 
service. As specific storage and transmission projects are designed and 
constructed, both these higher and lower elevation issues should be considered. 
Pipeline design, should be based upon the pressures of the 530' elevation at a 
minimum to reduce potential Limitations in the utility of the transmission 
pipelines. 

The timing for construction of each project in the Strategy should be determined 
through negotiations among the project participants that are interested in 
building the project. Costs should be allocated among participating agencies, and 
those agencies that do not participate should not be assessed any costs for these 
projects. 

The benefits of putiing h s  regional transmission strategy into place include: 

Improved protection against loss of any water source for any reason. 

Improved abdity to bring available water supplies to communities that may need water. 

Improved flexibility to respond to environment concerns in source waters. 
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Ability to utilize lower cost water sources in the winter when water is plentiful and to 
close higher cost sources during those periods. 

Improved ability to utilize surface sources as part of aquifer storage and recover projects. 

The institutional model that is recommended for implementing the elements of the short- 
term strategy is Intergovernmental Agreements (IGA's) organized under ORS 190. This 
institutional arrangement offers the greatest array of options for developing detaded system 
guidelines. It allows relatively easy "evolution" to accommodate future changes in 
institutional scope or mission. It retains local representation and control while entering into 
the regonal strategy. For each of the projects under RTSS, IGA's could be developed 
between the project participants to identify cost allocations, operating responsibilities and 
other obhgations and requirements. 

There are several projects that are currently already in the adopted Capital Improvement 
Programs (CPs)  of various water providers in the region. These projects should be 
considered as consistent with and as components of, this recommended RegionaI 
Transmission and Storage Strategy. These projects are shown in Figure ES-1 and Table ES- 
4, and include: 

The second transmission line from the Joint Water Commission water treatment plant in 
Forest Grove that would connect to the Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD) and the 
transmission improvements in the TVWD system to bring this water to its storage 
reservoir. 

The transmission line from the City of Wilsonville's new water treatment plant using the 
Willamette River as a source, north to its termination point. This termination point is 
currently assumed to be within the City of Wilsonde, but may extend further north 
depending on upcoming decisions of other communities. 

An interconnection between the water treatment plants using the Clackamas River as a 
source. 

The downstream portion of Bull Run Conduit 5. 

A second reservoir on Powell Butte. 
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Table ES-4 
RTSS Projects 

Projects in Planning I I 
I 

JWC Supply I1 72" I 
I 

Willamette Supply 63/54" I 
I 

Clackamas WTP's Intertie 24" I 
Conduit 5 - Phase I 84" 

Powell Butte Reservoir 11 50 MG 

I 

Recommended Additional 1 1 
Projects 
Powell Butte / Clackamas 60" 
Basin Intertie I I 
~ C / W C S L  Intertie I 60" 

JWC/Willamette Intertie I 60/54" I 
I 

Possible Other Projects I 
I 

Clackamas / Wash. Co 60" 1 
Intertie 
Conduit 5 - Phase I1 84" 

I 
Conduit 5 - Phase I11 84" 

I 

Cooper Mountain Reservoir 50 MG I 
I 

Powell Butte Reservoir 111 50 MG I 
Powell Butte 600' Reservoir 20 MG 
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Several other major projects are recommended for fixher exploration consistent with this 
strategy and are also shown in Frgure ES-1 and Table ES-4. These are: 

An intertie between the Joint Water Commission and the Poaland system. 

An intertie between the Portland system and water sources in the Clackamas basin. 

An intertie between the terminus of the Willamette transmission pipeline and the Joint 
Water Commission pipeline. 

Also shown in Table ES-4 are several possible other projects that depend on future 
decisions about the regional water supply network. 

The routes shown in Figure ES-1 are representative of the general corridor that the 
transmission pipeline would take. As discussed in Section 5, there are multiple alternative 
routings for each pipeline. The specific routing for each pipeline should be determined 
through more detailed study of options and negotiations among those water providers 
participating in actual project construction. 

If the communities in southern Washington County that are currently looking for a long- 
term source of water (Tigard and Sherwood) decide to use either the Clackamas basin 
supplies or the Portland system, then a pipeline fiom the Clackamas basin to those 
communities should be constructed. If those communities decide to use the Willamette 
River as their source of supply, then the Willamette transmission pipeline should be sized 
larger and the connection to the JWC system completed earlier. If those communities 
decide to use the JWC source as their supply, then the JWC interties to the Portland and 
Willamette systems should be sized larger and these connections completed earlier. 

Other local connections or improvements in connections between individual water providers 
should also be undertaken as part of the Regional Transmission and Storage Strategy. 
Examples of these may include: 

Capacity increases of the existing intertie between Clackamas River Water and the 
Portland system, 

Reactivation of an inactive connection between the Portland system and the Oak Lodge 
Water District, 

Improved connections between Portland and Lake Oswego, and Portland and 
Milwaukie, and 
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A connection between Fairview, Wood Village and the Portland system. 

Whde these connections may not be of regional sipficance by themselves, the cumulative 
effect of the sum total of many of these improvements could be of regional significance. 

ASR projects are currently being developed in Portland, Washington County and Clackamas 
County systems to improve supply reliability. As the capabilities of these ASR systems 
become better known, they may impact the sizing and timing of some of the transmission 
and storage facilities recommended in the Strategy. 
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Appendix C - Public Involvement Materials for the RWSP Update 



Regional Water Supply Plan Update Project 

1001 SW 5th Avenue, Suite 450 

Portland. Oregon 97204-1 124 

Regional Water Supply Plan Update Project Continued... 

What are the Options to meet future Water Demands? 
The Portland region is served by three larger water sources 

and several smaller ones. The I 996 RWSP anticipated some of 

these same sources being expanded, while additional supply would 

be 60m new sources or conservation programs. The RWSP Update 
will likely consider the same set of existing sources as well as some 

new ones that have been proposed since the Plan was adopted. 

Existing Sources 
Bull Run and Columbia South Shore Wellfield 
Clackamas River (4 intake and treatment plants) 
TrasWTualatin River (Barney Reservoir and Hagg Lake) 
Groundwater wells (several cities and districts utilize 
smaller groundwater sources) 

Regional & Local Conservation Programs 
Non-potable sources (direct use or treated effluent) 
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant in Wilsonville 
Interties of existing water systems 

Potential New Sources 
Third Dam and other projects in the Bull Run 
Expanded supplies from the Clackamas River 
Expansion of Hagg Lake 
Groundwater in the Bull Run and selected smaller sites 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery (storing surface water 
underground) 
Conservation Programs 
Non-Potable projects (direct use or treated effluent) 
More interties of existing and potential new sources 





(RWSP continued from page 1) 
priorities shared by citizens, stakeholders, and participating 

agencies. The resource strategy includes: naturally occumng 

conservation (from new efficiency standards for fixtures and 
appliances), new conservation programs, exploration of non-potable 

source development, Barney reservoir expansion, Portland wellfield 

remediation, two increments of Clackamas River expansion, regional 

transmission linkages, aquifer storage and recovery, and a last 

source increment that is not named but could be the Willamette 

River, Columbia River or additional storage in Bull Run. Through 

July 2003, the Consortium will be working to update the RWSP 

to reflect work done by the Consortium and other agencies and 

issues impacting water service as identified below as well as to 

update current population and demand projections. 

How can I get invdved? 
Newsletter and Questionnaire 

Tell us what you think. Use the questionnaire in this 
newsletter to communicate your questions, concerns and ideas 
about regional water supply issues. We will also be providing 
periodic newsletters such as this to keep you up to date on our 
progress, identify critical issues and to solicit your comments. 

www.conserveh2o.org 
The About Us section of our web site has upto-dak information 

on the RWSP Update including milestones, issues and preliminary 
study results in addition to meeting notices and summaries of 
our regular meetings of the Technical Committees and Board. 
The web site also offers an opportunity for you to tell us what 
you think. 

Invited Panels 
So far we have had two guest panels at our Board Meeting. 

Stakeholders, representing Watershed Councils, Environmental 
Groups, Industry and Special Interests have addressed the 
Consortium Board with their concerns and thoughts about the 
u~date  of the RWSlP. 

Public Workshops 
At key times during the RWSP Update the Consortium 

will host public workshops to share preliminary data, answer 
questions and to hear your comments. 

Speakers Bureau 
Staff and other experts are available to speak about the 

Regional Water Supply Plan to your group or at an event. Please 
call (503) 823-7528 for access to the speaker bureau members. 

Focus Groups andl Roundtables 
These tools arc effective in soliciting feedback on specific 

issues and work products. Over the course of the update, the 
Consortium will utilize these venues. 

Your own water provider 
Individual water providers will be discussing the Regional 

Water Supply Plan. Attend your local Board, City Council or - 
Commission meetings. 



Regional Water Supply Plan 
Update Project 

The Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) contains a recom- 
ndation that the Plan be reviewed and updated every five years, 
ich is also called for by the Intergovernmental Agreement 
t water providers adopted when they endorsed the Plan and 
med the Regional Water Providers Consortium. In March 
11, the Consortium Board approved a two-year scope of work to 
iew and update the RWSP. The Update officially started in 
y 2001 and is scheduled to end in June 2003. The work plan 
the Update Project contains the following modules or tasks, 

ich will lead to the creation of a preliminary revised plan by 
n-uary of 2003 and a final revised Plan for local adoption 
June 2003. Each Consortium member will hold their own 
uings on the adoption of the revised RWSF? 

in Update Modules: 
Revision of the Plan to reflect past actions of the 
Consortium and the actions of individual member agencies 
A revised water demand forecast 
A review and update of the conservation programs 
A review and update of the water source strategies contained 
in the RWSP 
The building of a new regional integration model to assist 
decision makers and the public in understanding the 
different ways that future needs can be met 
A public involvement program at the regional and local 
levels to provide opportunities for the public to interact on 
the Plan Update proposals 

hamhip of the KWSP Update to the Proposed Bull Run 
gional Drinking Wntes Supply Agency 

There is an effort underway to evaluate the potential to form 
ew large drinking water supply agency around the Portland Bull 
n1Columbia South Shore Wellfield water supply system. This 
xt involves many (but not all) of the same water providers that 
ticipate in the Regional Water Providers Consortium, but it is 
used on the institutional means by which one of the region's 
:est water supply systems is owned, operated, and managed. 
s effort is likely to produce a recommended new agency 
lcture in 18-24 months, the same time period for the update of 
RWSP. Some have asked why the RWSP Update should proceed 
ight of this effort. The water providers in the Consortium and 
se participating in the Bull Run Water Supply Agency effort 
,e stated that at this time they feel both efforts are valid. Any 
rk done in the RWSP Update is likely to deal with the same 
les regardless of how the institutions that provide water service 
nge. This is a five year update, and any new agency, if one is 
ned, will likely play a key role in any future updates. 

Continued on back page 



Tell Us What You Think About Updating the Regional Water Supply Plan 

Are you aware of the 1996 Regional Water Supply Plan endorsed by most of the region's water providers? C1 Yes O No 

Do you know the source of your drinking water. If yes, what is it? 

What agency provides your drinking water? 

The most important things to consider in meeting future water supply needs are (check all that you think apply): 

O efficient use of water O manage water supply shortages that would affect you 

O impacts of catastrophic events on the water supply system 12 opemtional flexibility for backup and to move water to areas of need 

9 economic cost and cost equity for customers '3 maximize water qi~ality of both raw water and treated water 

0 minimize environmental impacts (eg. fish habitat, wildlife) O be consistent with regional and local land use plans 

O maximize ability to respond to unforeseen events and trends O other, please list- 

C1 maximize ability to meet regulatory requirements in a 

timely manner 

Do you have preferences for supply sources or strategies that your provider should use to meet future demands? 

Please see the list contained in this newsletter for ideas, but feel free to list others.- 

6. + What is your number one concern about how future water supplies are developed? 

7. Would you like to be involved as decisions are made about how to update the Regional Water Supply Plan? O Yes O No 

If yes, of the different opportunities for involvement listed in this newsletter, which of Ihem work best for you? 

Are there others that you think we should consider (please list)? 



It % &time to update our maihg W! Please complcte this form and return it today. 

If we do not receive this form by June 1,2002 your name will automatically be removed from our mailing list. 

Please check prefer&#r?e below: 
O I wish to remain on your mailing list, my address is correct. 
O I wish to remain on your mailing list, my address is incorrect: please update. 
O If available, I would prefer to receive information via e-mail address.* 

Name: 

Address: 

City: State: Zip Code: 

Phone:(optional) E-mail: 

* Information is not currently available by cmail but may be available in the future. 

Please note that future newsletters and Regional Water Providers Consortium information will always be available on our web site: www.consenteh2o.org 
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Where are we on the Regional Water Supply PIan (Jz.WSP) Update? 

The Consortium members have been working on all phases 
of the RWSP Update project for the last several months. In the 
first newsletter we covered the update work tasks and the schedule 
(for copy of the first newsletter please contact us or visit our 
website). We are on schedule with the efforts for Summer 2002. 
We have hired some technical experts to help us evaluate source 
options, conservation programs, and to build an integrated model 
to put all the complex information together and help us make 
decisions about revising the RWSP. The model is called 
Confluence and we will be telling you more about that in a 
future newsletter. We have also been working on developing 
new water demand 
forecasts based on 
Metro population 
data, water use 
patterns, and 
climate. We also 
have prepared a 
report on what we 

learned from the questionnaires that were sent in from the fmt  
newsletter and we have held two interest group panels at 
Consortium Board meetings. In addition, the Board had a 
discussion on the role of conservation in the RWSP Update at 
their June 2002 meeting. As we move into the Fall and Winter 
we will begin to prcpare strategies for sources and conservation 
programs and we will evaluate those alternative strategies based 
on the policies and objectives we developed for the RWSP. We 
will prepare a set of preliminary RWSP revision recommendations 
after we talk to more people about these different alternatives. 
In early 2003 each water provider will discuss the set of preliminary 

recommendations 
and make sugges- 
tions for changes 
before a final set 
of revisions will 
be proposed. 







Setting the Stage for Making Changes to the RWSP (continued) 

Today the Portland region relies on a select set of sources of potable drinking water that supply the majority of the water used. 
These include the following: 

Name of Source Installed Capacity Near Term Expansions Primary Areas Using Supply 

Using What We Have 
The regional water providers have an established policy that 

we should use what sources we have available today as efficient- 
ly as possible. This means not only how the customer uses the 
water (i.e., conservation), but also keeping leaks to a minimum 
and sharing water supplies that are in excess of those needed by 
the owning jurisdictions. Since the RWSP was adopted in 1996 
a number of interties have been constructed between different 
water sources while some others are planned in the near term. 
The Consortium Board adopted a Regional Transmission and 
Storage Strategy in 1999 which states that each community in 
the Portland area should have access to a primary water supply 
and an adequate emergency source of water enough to meet 
daily average annual water use. The Update will look further at 
how existing sources of water can be shared amongst providers 
to meet near term needs as well as whether or not smaller local 

sources can only supply those providers that own them. 

How will Water Demands in the Region Change 
Over Time? 

The region's water providers are not in the business of dictating 
land use changes, but they do respond to the growth projections of 

the land use entities that plan for growth. In the Portland area it is 
Metro that sets the urban growth boundary and they in cooperation 

with the cities and counties allocate growth to various parts of the 
region. The water providers use this information to help determine 
changes in water demands over time. So what does Metro have to 
say about future growth? Metro is in the process of preparing a 20- 
year forecast. Their most recent draft regional economic forecast 
projects that growth will continue in the Portland area, but it will be 
at a slower rate than over the last 10 years. They estimate we will 
grow at about 1.4% per year on average over the next 30 years. The 
five county area (around and including Portland and Vancouver) is 
expected to reach 3 million people by 2030 which is an increase of 
approximately 1 million people between 2000 and 2030. If this is a 
113 increase in population, will we expect water demands to increase 
by that amount? Not necessarily. The region's water providers have 
found that water demands have been decreasing per person since 
the early 1990's. The reasons for this include the following: 



Setting the Stage for Making Ch&nges to the RWSP (continued) 

The water demand forecasts that will be developed for the 
RWSP Update will take into account climate patterns (i.e. 
temperature and rainfall) that affect water demands from year to 
year. The water providers have found that summer peak season 
use is the time when our water demands are the highest, so the 
longer and hotter the summer season is, the higher the water 
demands. We will also look to Metro and the cities and counties 
land use plans to determine which areas of the region will grow 
more than others. Our modeling will take all of these factors 
into consideration as we plan what changes we may need for the 
future. Changes we expect to see are that water demands will 
increase with growth and with climate change, but probably at a 
lessor rate of increase on average. All parts of the Portland 
metropolitan area are expected to grow, but some areas are likely 
to have higher overall rates of growth than others such as 
Clackamas and Washington Counties. It is possible that more 
land will be brought into the urban growth boundary in 
Clackamas County than in the other two counties. 

What Should be the Role of Conservation in 
Meeting Future Water Demands? 

A basic premise of the RWSP is that water conservation is a 
resource that can play a key role in meeting future water needs. 
In the RWSP, new conservation programs were anticipated to 
provide 65 million gallons per day of average peak season savings 
by 2050 based on full implementation of the recommended 
conservation programs. These recommended programs include: 

Currently, as part of its conservation education program, 
the Consortium implements a summer media campaign aimed 
at reducing outdoor water use. The Consortium also participates 
in community events, sponsors landscape workshops, develops 
educational material and stage shows for schools, and is developing 
outreach programs for the landscape and irrigation industry. 
Many individual providers have their own programs that they 
implement in addition to the regional programs. Entities such as 

Portland, Tualatin Valley Water District, Hillsboro, Wilsonville and 
Clackamas River Water and others have programs that complement 
the regional program and target their customer's needs. 

Factors driving conS~&-on program phnning 
and implement&on~ 

There are many factors driving the region to plan and imple- 
ment conservation programs. 

In the RWSP Update, the Consortium is considering broadening 
its consideration of conservation programs to include indoor 
programs for residential, industrial, institutional and commercial 
customers. This would affect base water use and shift our focus 
from reducing peak season demand to an overall reduction in 
year-round water use. The Consortium is also considering varying 
types of programs based on their level of aggressiveness. For 
example, a voluntary program would have a low level of 
aggressiveness (e.g. education and awareness programs) and a 
mandated program, such as an ordinance would have a high level 
of aggressiveness. Aggressiveness can also indicate the level 
of participation in a program. Programs with a high level of 
aggressiveness typically yield higher water savings. Types of 
programs the Consortium is considering in the Update include: 



Setting the Stage for Making Changes to the RWSP (eontbued) 

These programs are in addition to programs already evaluated 

in the RWSP. Programs must meet certain criteria, such as cost- 
effectiveness, technical feasibility, customer acceptability, 

notable water savings, and be easy to implement. 

Programs that are selected may be implemented regionally, 
sub-regionally or by individual water providers. The tools developed 
in the RWSP Update will allow a water provider to see how 
much a program will cost to implement and what water savings 
will be achieved. Data generated in the conservation evaluation 
will be fed into the integration model to determine options for 

conservation in meeting supply needs. 

What New or Expanded Water Sources Might the 
Region Consider? 

The 1996 Regional Water Supply Plan looked out 50 years 
to identify new programs and water sources. In that Plan the 

new or expanded water sources included exploration of non-potable 
sources, expansion of the Clackamas River diversions, Aquifer 
Storage and Recovery at two sites in the region, and then left the 
longer term decisions for later determination (but noted these 
could include a third dam in the Bull Run, Columbia, or 
Willamette Rivers). The RWSP also noted that some jurisdictions 

with near term needs may look to other sources on a sub-regional 
basis. In addition, the RWSP made some assumptions about 
sharing the smaller local sources, groundwater and surface water, 
which were not validated at the time. 

Since the Plan's adoption 6 years ago some changes have 
occurred that need to be incorporated into the Update. These 
include some new wells, development of a water treatment plant 
on the Willamette for Wilsonville, expansions on a couple of the 
Clackamas River water treatment plants at South Fork and the 
North Clackamas Water Commission, and municipal use of 

releases from Timothy Lake on the Clackamas. In addition, the 
City of Beaverton has developed a successful Aquifer Storage 
and Recovery facility. 

Sources that are being evaluated for the review and update 
include the ones in the Plan as well as some new ones. We are 
evaluating these sources and have some further information 
about them. 

Bull Run 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed fish species need to 
be considered as well as instream flows to protect fish and 
temperature. 

Supply can be increased by dam raises, treatment, and 
groundwater as well as a third dam. 

Results of a study on climate change and impacts to the 
Bull Run system. 

A regional supply entity may be developed for the Bull 
Run system. 

More studies have been done on the Bull Run system 
operations to p~vtect fish and meet Clean Water Act standards. 

Columbia South Shore Wellfield 
Remediation for contaminant sources is in place while 
new contaminants in oiher areas have been discovered. 

ASR is being studied for this area. 

New wells have been developed to increase capacity. 

Other expansion alternatives exist. 

Clackamas River 
ESA listed fish in the Clackamas, new intakes have been 
permitted on the river. 

There are pendling municipal water right applications. 

Timothy Lake could be further expanded to increase 
releases in late summer. 

Intakes and treatment plants on the river are being 
improved and c:ould be expanded under existing water rights. 

Monitoring of water quality on the river has been 
implemented. 

Existing storage in Timothy Lake is available for release. 

Columbia River 
* ESA listed fish species and target flows for the lower river 

have been identified. 

Hagg Lake Raise 
k n  Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) 
Water Supply Feasibility Study was conducted in 2000 
and raising Hagg Lake was identified as a significant new 
source that could meet municipal water needs. 

A study that includes the raise of Hagg Lake is underway by 
most of the municipal providers in the Washington County 
area, directed by Clean Water Services and the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Hagg Lake raise could be done at two different heights, both 
of them would provide significant additional storage for 
municipal supplies. 

ESA fish listings exist in the Tualatin Basin. 

Willamette River 
A treatment plant on the Willamette is operating at 15 
MGD supplying water to Wilsonville, which has water 
rights, space, and intakelpipeline sizes to support expansion. 

Public votes in communities considering the Willamette 
are required before use of this source would be allow d 

6 Eiz 



Setting the Stage for Making Changes to the RWSP (continued) 

ESA fish listings in the Willamette. 

Willamette River municipal water rights are large and 
could be used. 

The study of Hagg Lake raise is also looking at a pipeline 
h m  the Willamette to replace agricultural water currently 
being used from Hagg Lake. 

Regional Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASW 
New legislation has been passed requiring alternatives 
analysis for water facilities located on Exclusive Farm 
Use lands, which both of the regional ASR facilities 
would affect. 

What B~ppens  Next? 
The Consortium is developing a model called Confluence. 

This model will be: used to evaluate the information talked about 
in this newsletter. Over the next few months the water providers 
will use the model to build packages of conservation programs, 
sources, and transmission interconnections. These packages can 
be based on meeting different policy outcomes. Along with 
information about costs, shortages, and other impacts the model 
will help decision makers and the public understand what the 
choices mean and which preliminary recommendations will be 
put together for fuither comment early in 2003. Stay tuned for 
more newsletters which will detail these events. 



What do you Think About Conservation and its Role in Meeting Future 
Water Supply Needs in the Regional Water Supply Plan? 

We would like to know what you think about water conservation and its role in meeting water supply needs in the region. Please answer 

the questions below and we will share your comments and ideas with our members and report back to you in the next newsletter. 

Do you do things in your home and garden to conserve water? R Yes R No If so, what are they? (check all that apply) 

R Installed low-flow fixtures e.g., faucet aerators, ultra low-flow toilet, low-flow shower head 

R Own a high-efficiency appliance e.g., washing machine, dishwasher 

R Utilize an efficient Imgation System e.g., drip hoses 

R Regulate my irrigation controller based on weather and soil moisture 

R Mulch around plants to retain soil moisture 

R Only water my lawn one inch a week 

0 Sweep instead of hose off the sidewalk and driveway 

0 Direct sprinklers away from sidewalks and street so I am only watering plants 

R Fix leaks 

0 Others please list 

Have you seen TV, radio or outdoor ads on water conservation? 

Have you visited the Consortium's web site (www.conserveh2o.org)? 

R Yes R No 

R Yes R No 

What motivates you to conserve water? 

How comfortable are you relying on conservation to meet supply needs? 

Should the region or sub parts of the region set water conservation targets? If so, what do you think they should be andlor how do 

you think the Consortium should set them? 

The Consortium's current water conservation program focuses on reducing peak summer time use, when supplies are most stressed. 

Should the Consortium also focus on year-round conservation (e.g., residential indoor programs and Commercial, Industrial and 

Institutional programs)? If so, why? 

Water conservation programs cost money to implement, sometimes more than a new source of water. What would you be willing to 

pay above the cost of a new source of supply to support more aggressive water conservation programs? 

ONone R 5 % - 1 0 %  O10%-20% RMore 

Please fold in thirds and seal with tape, do not staple. 



W E  W O U L D  L I K E  T O  K N O W  W 01 Y O U  A R E !  

0 Please add me to your mailing list (optional) 

Name: 

City: State: Zip Code: 

Phone:(optional) *E-mail: 

* Informadon is not currently available by c-mail but may be available in the future. 

Please note that* newsletten and Regional Water Providers Consortium information will always b<e available on our web site: www.conserveh2o.org 



What's Up with -the Regional Water 
Supply Plan Update? RWSP UPDATE SCHEDULE 

The intent of this third newsletter to is to let you know that 
we are still working on the Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) 
Update and to tell you more about the selected source option 
packages and the conservation programs. In the first newsletter, 
we covered the Update work tasks and schedule. In the second 
newsletter, we talked about water demand, where the region 
currently obtains supplies, the role of conservation, and what 
new sources the region might consider for the future. Since the 
summer, a number of factors have resulted in a delay of the 
project. We chose to wait until recent Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) decisions at Metro were made to obtain the most up to 
date population data. We have also allowed more time for the 
conservation analysis to ensure that information about individual 

- --- 

S r n m f P ~ ~ / ~ n f e - r  81m 
Collect water provider plans and programs 
Obtain expert assistance on water sources, 
modeling, and conservation 
Start collecting water provider dara for demand forecasting 
Create water provider map 
Hold stakeholder panels at Board Meetings 
Publish first newsletter 

Spring/Srn?e~~Pd# r72 
Evaluate source options 
Review conservation programs 
Develop integration model 
Prepare demand forecasts 
More newsletters and plan workshops 
Public workshops August 27 and 29,2002 

provider systems and future plans are correct and appropriately Winrer 02/Sprifi,q M 
timed to be included in the Update. The Consortium has almost Prepare conservation plan and source option packages 
completed work on the packages of conservation programs. In Newsletter on the Update progress in February 03 

Run the decision support model on packages of 
addition, packages of supply options have been identified. The pplylpro yam options 
Confluence decision support model is complete and will be :liminav plan recommendations 
ready to run the programs and supply options once the new 
water demand numbers are available. The preliminary RWSP 
Update recommendations will be worked on during the Provide preliminary plan revisions to public and 

individual providers by June 2003 
Winter and Spring of 02/03 with a set of preliminary Newsletter on preliminary plan recommendations 



Conservation S m e y  Feedback 

In our last newsletter, we asked our readers what they thought 
about water consemation and its role in meeting water supply 
needs in the region. Thirty-nine people responded and here is 
what they said: 

95% of the respondents conserve water in their home and 
garden. The top five activities are: 

fixing leaks 
* installing low-flow fixtures 

using mulch to retain soil moisture 
sweeping instead of hosing down sidewalks and driveways 
directing sprinklers away from hardscapes 

And while letting your lawn go brown was not a selection, 
many people noted it in their comments. 

The Consortium is always trying to determine if our summer 
conservation media campaign is reaching the public. Almost 
half of the respondents had seen or heard water consemation 
messages on TV. radio or outdoor media. 10% had visited the 
Consortium's website: www.conserveH2o.org. 

When asked what motivates them to conserve water, most 
responded that it is the right thing to do. Other responses 
included environmental benefits, bill reduction, preservation 
of high quality water sources, delay of infrastructure 
improvements and reduced sewer flows. 

When asked how comfortable they are with relying on 
conservation to meet supply needs, most people were 0.k. 

, however there were several qualifiers. Notably that 
conservation is just one component of meeting supply needs. 

When asked about whether or not'to set conservation targets, 
56% responded that setting conservation targets is a good 
idea, 15% did not support targets and 28% did not know. 

When asked if the Consortium should include year-round 
water conservation programs (indoor and commercial, 
industrial and institutional) in addition to established 
summer programs, 61% said yes, 23% said no. 

Future Source Option Packages 

In order to evaluate the range of options for future supplies 
in the region, the Consortium and provider staff have developed 
a set of specific source option packages that have different 
emphasis. The idea, is to compare and contrast different ways 
that larger and smaller source options might perform in meeting 
the region's water needs. We want to look at the costs of the 
source development, transmission, large storage tanks, pumping 
costs, operating costs (fixed and variable), regulatorylwater 
rights issues, and erlvironmental impacts and potential mitigation 
costs for each packiige. The intent of this exercise is to evaluate 
the options against a set of policy objectives. 

The Consortium. Board met in September to discuss these policy 
obiectives and decided that all of the policy obiectives from the wig- 
i n i  RWSP were im~ortant. Further they decidkd that the five or & 
key policy objectives related to costs, water quality, efficient use of 
water, environmental stewardship, and catastrophic event reliability 
were all equally important in considering the changes to the RWSP. 

The Board was briefed in December about the conservation 
programs and the future source option packages that would be 
modeled using the Consortium's Confluence decision support 
model. The source options packages include the following: 

When asked what they would be willing to pay on their 
water bill to support conservation 50% were willing to pay more. 



Path to Developing Conservation bograms 

A basic premise of the Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) savings, costs, economic benefits, unit costs and benefitkost ratios 
is that water conservation is a viable resource that can play a key of water conservation programs. Our consultant has inputted all 
role in meeting future water demand needs. The original RWSP of the necessary data into ConEAST, including existing Metro 
included a comprehensive analysis of about 150 potential population and employment forecasts and updated individual 
conservation measures. These conservation measures were provider water use, rate and customer account data and other 
subjected to qualitative and quantitative screens to narrow the information. The next step was to develop descriptions of potential 
list of conservation programs to the following: new programs, aside from those already in the RWSP, and 

conservation education associated costs and savings and input those into ConEAST. The 
outdoor water audits new programs include indoor programs and programs targeted to 
incentives to install water efficient irrigation and landscapes commercial, industrial and institutional (Cn) accounts as well 
landscape and irrigation ordinances for new developments as those aimed at reducing outdoor use. Programs were ranked 
conservation pricing structures against a set of criteria and a list of recommended programs was 

generated. The coroultant completed a draft final report and 
The suite of conservation programs evaluated modifications are being made before a final 

and selected for the RWSP were designed selection of programs for the RWSP 
in 1995. Since then, water conservation 
efforts, experience, and technologies One of the main issues with selecting 
have advanced. In 1999 a consultant and implementing regional conservation 
was hired to review the programs in the programs is the variability among the 
RWSP to determine if their designs, individual providers. Some providers 
assumptions and resulting estimates serve more residential customers and 
should be revised in addition to updating others have a significant number of 
population and employment forecasts. The commercial, industrial and institutional 
consultint recommended some program customers. Our Consortium Board and 
changes and was able to provide conservation Managers have discussed this issue in depth 
program costs and savings at the individual and we are working to develop a way to 
water provider level. allow our Confluence decision support model - - 

With the update of the RWSP, the Consortium to tailor our regional conservation programs by water provider. 
and its providers have the opportunity to once again look at the role Our goal is to have a set of regional programs that all providers 

will participate in, This would be mainlv edhiS@onl;i8rdmh.each 
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Re&nal Growth and Water Demands 
The Metro regional government is responsible for establishing forecast and their framework plan and additions to the Urban 

the regional population and jobs forecast. The Council has Growth Boundary. So although the largest amount of new land 
approved a regional forecast and will allocate that forecast to has been added in Clackamas County, the actual growth in 
specific cities and counties by June of 2003. population will still be significant within Washington and 

The last work task to be completed in the RWSP Update before Multnomah Counties. 
the decision support modeling can be conducted is to prepare As the Confluence decision support model is run, it will 
water demand forecasts that reflect the December 12, 2002 include new water demand numbers as well as conservation 
Metro Council decision which adds1 8,700 
acres to the Urban Growth Boundary. This 
decision adds parcels around the region that 
affect various water providers. The largest 
addition is in the Damascus area of Clackamas 
County. This area is approximately 11,000 acres 
and adds approximately 100,000 new residents 
and jobs. The water demands of the various 
water providers reflect their past consumption 
patterns, but for large new areas the actual 
water demands are more likely to mirror those 
of established communities that are similar 
in nature to the land uses that will be allowed 
in the future. Water demands in the three 
Portland metropolitan counties will increase due 
to infill and redevelopment, so there are very 
few water providers that won't see growth, 
however some will see less over time as they 
become more fully developed. The population 
increases will be allocated based on the Metro 

programs. The conservation programs will 
target changes in demand, which will result in 
some of the growth in the region being met 
through more efficient use of existing supplies. 
Greater efficiency is consistent with new 
rules recently adopted by the Oregon Water 
Resources Commission calling for Water 
Management and Conservation Plans in order 
to retain unused State water rights. These 
Plans will address how water efficiency will be 
part of meeting growing demands. This same 
scrutiny will be applied to any environmental 
permits that may be required for new source 
development. The water demand forecasts 
already reflect changes in consumption patterns 
that have been seen in the region over the last 
12 years. The Update will treat conservation 
as a source of supply to be evaluated along 
with specific source and transmission 
development projects. 

City olTignrd , ' , -. 
Rockwood Water PUD City of Tualatin - * - 

City of Milwaukie Cky of Sandy Tuslatin Vdliry Water ?j$trict 
Oak Lodge Water District City of Shewood IVmt Slope Water Disuic! 
City of Porthmd South Fork Mtcr Boarc City of Wilronville- 



Summary of the Responses to the First RWSP Update Newsletter Questionnaire 
June 2002 

As of June 7 the Consortium received 154 mail back pieces h m  the first RWSP Update 
Newsletter. 17 of these were to just update the mailing list, the remaining 137 contained 
responses to some or all of the questions. Attached to this surrunary is a complete 
tabulation of all of the responses as verbatim as we could make them (handwriting not 
always decipherable). The newsletter was sent out to a 3,600 mailing list, however, some 
400 were returned as undeliverable and no forwarding address reducing the received list 
to 3,200. This results in about a 4.5% response for the questionnaire. 

Question #l. Are you aware fo the 1996 RWSP endorsed b~y most of the region's 
water providers? Yes - 95 No - 27 Unanswered or both - 15 

Question # 2 Do you know the source of your drinking waiter, If yes what is it. 

Most people felt they did know the source of the drinking water. About 68% answered 
Bull Run, the rest were spread around the other sources in the region including a couple 
from out of the area and some individual wells. 

Question #3 What agency provides your drinking water? 

Again, most people felt they did know the provider with the totals matching the source 
question. 

Question #4 - The most important things to consider in meeting future water supply 
needs are: 

Efficient Use of Water 
Catestrophic Events 

Economic Cost and equity 
Environmental Impacts 

Unforeseen Event response 
Meet regulations 

Manage shortages 
Operational flexibility 

Water quality 
Land use conistency 

Attached is a chart that shows the relative times an objective was picked, showing that 
water quality and efficient use of water were the top two objectives for number of times 
selected. In addition, there were a number of people who noted that they felt all of the 
objectives were important. Quite a lot of people also listed other objectives, some 40 
additional comments in all. These comments can be categorized as dealing with 
costlpayment issues, quality of water in general, safety of resow-ces, population control 



and growth management, conservation, no Willamette, favor certain sources, protect 
environment, diversity of supply, and education. 

Question #5 Do you have preferences for supply source or strategies that you 
provider should use to meet future demands. 

We received some 101 responses to this question. Of these responses some 41 mentioned 
Bull Run, but a number of these were part of a list of sources which included ASR, 
Clackamas, and Trask. Other responses were listed for ASR (4), Conservation (14) 
however a number of these also contained a list of resources such as ASR, Bull Run, 
Little Sandy, Hagg Lake, Interties (2), No Willamette (2), Yes Willamette ( 9 ,  Protect 
sources (2), Use existing sources (9 ,  Clackamas Riv. (2) but this was listed along with 
others elsewhere, Hagg Lake (2) also listed elsewhere, Groundwater (3), Treated 
wastewater of other non-potable ( 9 ,  highest quality sources first (2), a number of mixed 
comments with a number of ideas from conservation to retaining certain supplies for 
certain providers, growth control, use of nonpotable supplies fclr certain uses, etc.(l5). 
See the attached report for a verbatim list. There was really no single theme that came 
out of the comments on this question. 

Question #6 What is your number one concern about how :future water supplies are 
developed? 

There were 11 8 responses provide for this question and again the comments were at times 
of a mixed nature. An attempt to categorize these comments would include the 
following: 

No Willamette (4) 
Want best water quality (32) a number of comments listed this and at a reasonable 
cost as well. 
Cost of new supplies (1 9) 
Environment (18) Most of these were to protect the resouroe, a couple were to use 
technology work. 
Populatiodgrowth control (7) 
Conservation (4) 
Protection of sources and infrastructure (4) 
Political/institutional issues - usually comments about politics being bad or that 
certain decisions were made based on politics they didn't like, vote on supplies (8) 
Other (22) a mixture of comments from support of Bull Run supplies to no more 
logging in Bull Run, river water and non-potable, sewer fix up, develop all available 
sources, need diversity, regional cooperation, etc. 

Question #7 - Would you like to be involved as decision are made about how to update 
the RWSP? No - 40 Yes - 75. 

If yes, of the different opportunities for involvement listed in this newsletter, which of 
them work best for you? Are there others you think we should consider? 



There were a surprising number of responses to this question with 64 ideas listed 
including one person who want two other folks added to our lists. The responses 
included the following ideas: 

J Workshops, focus groups, round tables, hearings (19) 
J Newsletters, websites, questionnaires (23) 
J Other ideas (22) These included such things as: own water provider, already on some 

committee or group, site visits, public votes, call me. A number of these comments 
were really related to continuing comments about supplies such as growth control, 
water quality first, keep out politics, involve Joe Miller and others, conservation. 

A number of folks were complimentary of being asked and wanted to continue to get 
newsletters and to have their opinions sought. No negative co~nments about newsletter in 
general. 



Summary of Responses to the Second Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) Update 
Newsletter Questionnaire 

September 2002 

As of September 10, the Consortium received 39 completed q~lestionnaires fiom the 
second RWSP Update newsletter. One respondent asked to be added to the mailing list 
but did not fill out the questionnaire. Not all respondents answered every question. 
Attached to this summary is a complete tabulation of all the responses verbatim. The 
newsletter was sent to the 280 persons that are on the RWSP Update mailing list, the 39 
responses equates to a 14% response rate, although we do not have a count of how many 
other newsletters were circulated outside of the mailing itself 

Question #I. Do you do things in your home and garden to conserve water? If so, 
what are they? (A list of conservation activities was included and the respondent was 
asked to check all that apply) Yes- 37 No- 0 Unanswered- 2 

Installed low-flow fixtures e.g. faucet aerators, ultra low flow toilet, low-flow shower 
head - 28 
Own a high-efficiency appliance e.g. washing machine, dishwasher - 17 
Utilize an efficient Irrigation System e.g. drip hoses - 11 
Regulate my irrigation controller based on weather and soil moisture - 12 
Mulch around plants to retain soil moisture - 24 
Only water my lawn one inch a week - 18 
Sweep instead of hose off the sidewalk and driveway - 23 
Direct sprinklers away fiom sidewalks and street so I am only watering plants - 27 
Fix leaks - 31 
Others please list - 22 ( these response are listed in the sunrey results section) 

Questions #2. Have you seen TV, radio or outdoor ads on water conservation? 
Yes- 18 No-16 Unanswered - 5 

Have you visited the Consortium's website (_www.conserveh20.0rg~? 
Yes - 4 No- 32 Unanswered - 3 

Question #3. What motivates you to conserve water? 

There were 36 responses to this question. The categories of responses included that 
conservation is the right thing to do, easier on the environment, to reduce costs or reduce 
their own bills, to ensure that higher quality sources will last, to delay improvements, to 
meet growth needs, and to reduce flows to wastewater systems. 



Question #4. How comfortable are you relying on conservation to meet supply 
needs? 

The majority of responses were that folks were comfortable with conservation to meet 
supply needs, however there were a lot of responses that had qualifiers such as: 
conservation is not the complete picture to meeting needs which must include source 
development as well, that incentives for customers to conserve are needed such as in rates 
and the ability to utilize non-potable sources, and that they don't trust others to conserve. 
A couple of responses were that conservation would not work to meet future needs 
particularly with so much water in this region. 

Question #5. Should the region or sub parts of the region set water conservation 
targets? If so, what do you think they should be and/or hovv do you think the 
Consortium should set them? 

Yes - 22 No - 6 Don't know/Unanswered - 1 1 

A number of respondents said they thought targets were a good idea, but didn't have any 
suggestions for how to set them. Those that did respond had different ideas, only 
rates/econornic incentives and voluntary/education were mentioned more frequently. 
Other individual ideas were that targets must be measurable, limit growth to available 
supply, make growth pay for conservation/supplies, let average use be the guide and then 
target those using more than the average, target high volume users, reduce imgation by 
10% and winter use by 5%. 

Question #6. The Consortium's current water conservation program focuses on 
reducing peak summer time use, when supplies are most stressed. Should the 
Consortium also focus on year-round conservation (e.g., res'idential indoor 
programs and Commercial, Industrial and Institutional programs)? If so, why? 

Yes- 24 No - 9 Don't knowIUnanswered - 6 

The overwhelming response on this question was that conservation should be an ethic 
and that year round savings are more reliable, and allow us to be better prepared for 
drought. Building an efficient use ethic was mentioned many times. A couple of 
responses noted reducing wastewater costs and that peak season savings were not as 
reliable. One respondent felt that reducing system vulnerability to terrorist attack should 
be our highest priority. Another respondent felt that water meters should be read monthly 
and bills sent out during this peak time would help people mon~itor usage. There were 
some folks that felt we should not focus on year round savings and the comments here 
were impacts on the environment from dust and dead vegetation. 



Question #7. Water conservation programs cost money to implement, sometimes 
more than a new source of water. What would you be willing to pay above the cost 
of a new source of supply to support more aggressive water conservation programs? 

None - 1 1 5%-10% - 12 10%-20% - 7 More - 1 Unanswered - 8 

This question got a variety of responses with half (1 9) responders agreeing to give 
conservation programs a premium in cost above new supply dewelopment. A number of 
comments were given on this question including some who said they did not accept the 
premise of this question, and that all the costs of developing ne.w supplies were often not 
included in comparisons. One person noted that water rates don't reflect the true costs of 
supplying it anyway. Help for low income was mentioned, as .well as using federal h d s ,  
and that if people were going to asked to pay more for conservation that measurement of 
the savings would be necessary. 
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Programs and Projects 

The Consortium provides a forum for collaboration on water supply and resource management issues affect 

region. Some of the specific programs and projects the Consortium is currently involved in are detailed belo! 

Water Conservation 

A basic premise of the Regional Water Supply Plan is that water conservation is a resource that can play a I 

meeting future water needs. The Consortium is currently implementing water conservation programs to redr 

summer use in the region. The Consortium website is primarily dedicated to promoting water conservation. 

Conservation Committee Members 

Emergency Planning and Preparedness 

One of the main policy objectives of the Consortium is to minimize the impacts from catastrophic events thar 

affect delivery of water to the region. Members of the Consort~um are working together to develop a regiona 

emergency coordination plan for water utilities, building on existing partnerships and plans. In February 200 

region's water providers and emergency managers met to outline a strategy for better coordination, resouru 

and communication during an emergency. 

0 Suwev Results 

Source Protection Strategy 

in 1998 the Consortium adopted a Source Water Protection Participation Strategy to guide the Consortium 2 

individual members in activities to protect the quality and quantity of existing and potential drinking water sol 

their watersheds. 

Source Water Protection Strategy 

Activities and Tasks 

Status Report - November 1999 

Regional Transmission and Storage Strategy 

In June 2000 the Consortium adopted a Regional Transmissicm and Storage Strategy (RTSSf. The pu 0s 

2 2  6 
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Strategy is to develop short and long-term visions for regional transmission and storage, and to identify the i 

arrangements that can facilitate these visions. The RTSS uses the Regional Water Supply Plan as its found 

identifies ways that complements and integrates water supply improvements in the region. 

0 RTSS Executive Summary 

Regional Water Supply Plan Update 

Starting in July 2001 the Consortium will spend the next two years updating the Regional Water Supply Plar 

update serves to respond to changing conditions, priorities and public values and will reflect work done to di 

Consortium, water provider members, and general events that impact water service (e.g. ESA listings, Metrc 

projections and growth rate changes, and Clean Water Act changes). Specific tasks include: an update of th 

demand forecast; update of conservation element; additional analysis of source options; and Integrated Rea 

Planning modeling. Public participation and input will be a critical component of the success of the update. 

0 Update of the Reaional Water Suppl~ Plan 2001-200:j 

0 Progress on RWSP Update - March 2002 

0 Pro~ress on the RWSP Update - June 2002 

untitled 

Newsletter 

"h20 Update" is a newsletter about the Regional Water Supply Plan Update. The newsletters are available tl 

download in PDF format. 

h20 Update Newsletter 

Spring fPDF) 

D Summer (PDF) 

D Winter (PDF) 

For more information call 503-823-7528 or e-mail RWPCinfolPwater.ci.portland.or.us. You can also contact 

filling out the contact form. 

Eonsenreh2o.org 6 brought to you by the Regional Water Providers Consortium. 
. - _  _. @ ZOD4 All r i ~ h t r  resenred. 
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To view the Draft RWSP Update and its Appendices, please click on the links 
below: 

DRAFT Raional Water Supplv Plan UpdateIL-.September 2004 -----"--.-" 

Appendix A - Source Water Protection Strategy 

Appendix B - Transmission and Storage Strategy 

Appendix C - Public Involvement Materials 

Appendix D - Water Demand Forecasting Background Documents 

Apxendix E - Conservation Report 

Appendix F - EES Source Options Report 

Appendix G - Confluence Modeling Background Documents 



Regional Water Providers Consortium 
1120 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 600 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 

We would like to hear from you.. . 
The Regional Water Providers Consortium has completed the DR+FT Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) 
Update and it is now available for review. 

You can find the DRAFT RWSP Update in the About Us section of the Consortium's website at 
www.conserveh2o.org. 

To request a hard copy of the DRAFT RWSP Update, please call 503-823-7528. 

Our comment period will run until October 8,2004. You can mail mitten comments to our address, 
e-mail comments to us at RWCinfo@water.ci.~ortland.or.us, fax comments to attention: Patty Burk 
at 503-823-4500 or call us at 503-823-7528. You are also encouraged to contact your local water provider. 



Appendix D - Water Demand Forecasting Biackground Pieces 



Regional Water Demand Forecasting 
Portland Regional Water Providers Coinsortium 

RWSP Update Project - September 2004 
Prepared by Dr. Hossein Parandvash 

As an integral part of the Regional Water Supply Planning (RWSP) updates demand 
forecasting for all participating water providers and nodes of the Confluence model was 
developed. The demand modeling and forecasting tasks were 1.mplemented according to 
the following steps. 

1) Determining the service area for each provider 
2) Collecting historical production and or consumption data for each provider. 
3) Collecting demographic and weather data for each provider's service area 
4) Collecting other relevant information. 
5) Building single equation econometric demand model fcr each provider. 
6) Generating preliminary demand forecasts using the econometric model, based on 

the forecasts of the demographic and economic variables. 
7) Getting water providers' approval on the demand forecasts. 
8) Calibrating the demand model and generating the final set of demand forecasts. 

Service Area 

As a first step in the demand estimation and forecasting, the service area of each 
provider had to be determined. Each provider was asked to identify the boundaries of its 
service area on a map. The water providers were also asked to identify the expected 
future growth areas. The approved boundary maps were converted to GIs formats and 
presented to Metro for determining and forecasting population. 

Regional Providers' Historical production Data 

Historical consumption pattern along with demographic and other relevant 
information were used to estimate a demand model. The resulting demand model was 
then used for demand forecasting. 

Water providers were contacted and their data availability was assessed. Some 
providers had started collecting data as part of Demand Tracking project. Some 
providers that had data available on their SCADA system were provided with assistance 
in data extraction. Few did not have access to their data at all cr had only couple of years 
of data available. Among the providers that had data, production was the most accessible 
data. 

All available daily production data were collected and put i n  a usable format for 
demand analysis. For those providers that had multiple sources of water, total production 



from all sokces was determined. In case if data for some sources were not available the 
service area was adjusted accordingly. The production data were adjusted for in-town 
reservoir level fluctuations to more accurately reflect daily demand, when reservoir data 
were available. I 
Demographic and Weather Data 

Metro provided the historical and forecast population data based on the approved 
service area map of each provider. Metro also indicated the areas of expansion in the 
urban growth boundary and appropriated the growth area to affc:cted providers. The 
wholesale territories of some providers were added to their retail service area. The 
combined wholesale and retail population was used for demand model estimation of 
those providers. 

The participating providers in RWSP are mainly located in Ihe climate zone with 
mostly uniform weather pattern. For all providers historic maxjmurn daily temperature 
and total daily precipitation measured at the Portland Airport weather station were used. 
The weather data are used for generating the weather variables of the demand model as 
explained in the appendix. 

Other Relevant Information 

The water providers were asked to provide information on events that had short-term 
or long-term effect on their demand. Events like flood, mandatory curtailment, or 
addition or loss of sources of supply usually create variations in the data that are not 
explained by variables in the demand model. That is also the case with sudden jumps in 
the rates or specific all out conservation programs. For those providers that had such data 
anomalies, relevant indicator or dummy variables were added to their demand model. 

Demand Model 

For each participating water provider, which had at least five years of historical 
production data a unique demand model was developed. For those water providers that 
did not have adequate historical data demand model for another service area with similar 
water consumption and customer class characteristics was used as surrogate. The 
surrogates were chosen based on the input from the water provider's management and 
other regional experts. 

Demand estimation and forecasting methodology is explained in detail in the 
appendix. Each demand model was validated against the historical data. The demand 
model provides a set of weather-normalized demands and a set of weather effects, which 
is based on the historical weather data for the 1940-2002 period. These weather effects 
provide the opportunity to simulate demand forecasts under historical weather years. 



Demand Forecasts 

The developed demand models along with population forecasts were used to forecast 
long-term demand for each water provider. A preliminary set of demand forecasts was 
presented to the participating water providers for their review. Some of the water 
providers had higher growth expectations than indicated by the: preliminary forecasts. 
Those water providers were contacted and their legitimate concerns and expectations 
were incorporated into the demand forecasting procedure. A final set of demand 
forecasts were presented to the water providers for their approval. 

The final set of demand forecasts to be incorporated into the Confluence model 
consists of a set of weather normalized demand forecasts extending to year 2025. 
Corresponding to each set of weather-normalized demand forecasts, there is a set of 
weather effects. These weather effects are used in the Confluence model to simulate 
future demand under historical, 1940-2002, weather scenarios. 



DEMAND MODEL ESTIMATION AND FORECASTING METHODOLOGY 

For each water provider, which had at least five years of historical data, a unique 
demand model was developed. The demand model is a single equation regression model 

I 
in double log format. The structure and the methodology of the model are discussed in 
this appendix. 

The Data 

In order to strongly reflect the effect of weather variations on demand, daily 
production data for each water provider is used. Some water providers, as part of the 
Demand Tracking project have been collecting production data in a uniform format, 
which was developed by the Portland Water Bureau staff. Others, which had data 
available on their SCADA system, were assisted in data extraction. Lrf order to more 
accurately reflect daily water use, data are adjusted for changes in the in-town reservoir 
levels. 

Total daily precipitation and maximum daily temperature, rneasured at the Portland 
Airport weather station, are available online by Oregon Climate Service for the 1940- 
2002 period. The weather data are used to generate the weather variables, which are used 
as explanatory variables in the demand model. 

Demographic data are provided by Metro, a regional planning government agency 
that oversees Portland metropolitan area population growth and urban growth boundaries. 
In order to get both historical and future population forecasts, Metro is provided with 
service area maps for each participating water provider. Metro uses Metroscope, a 
multifaceted planning model, which incorporates economic, demographic, land-use, and 
transportation data and assumptions to forecast fbture population growth. Metro also 
provides regional employment and other economics forecasts as well. 

The Model 

Various studies, Hannan [1963], Jorgenson [I964 and 19671, Harvey and Shephard 
[1993], show that a time series data can be decomposed into trend, cyclical, seasonal, and 
irregular components. Chesnutt and McSpadden [I9951 show that part of the daily water 
demand variations can also be decomposed into variables that describe weather effect. 

A structural time series model is adopted to represent the demand for water by the 
participating water providers in the RWSP. The approach is similar to the one used by 
Chesnutt and McSpadden 119951. The general specification of the demand model is 
represented by (1). 



where 

D = total daily demand by retail and wholesale customers (MGD), 
S = variables depicting seasonal demand variations, 
W = weather variables generated via a regression model as explained below, 
Pop = population,& 
I = indicator or dummy variablesZ& 

Seasonal Variables 

There is a distinct bell-shape seasonal pattern in demand for water by the water 
providers in the region. Figure 1 shows aggregate demand in the Bull Run service area. 
Demand during the winter months is very flat, it starts picking up rnid-spring, it peaks in 
July-August period, and declines mid-fall. Granger and Watson [I9841 suggest the use of 
a series of 11 dummy variables to represent 11 months of the year to depict seasonal 
variations. Ln this approach the 12th month dummy is dropped to avoid singularity. 

Figure 1. Retail and Wholesale Daily Water Demand in Bull Run Service Area, 2002 

Hannan [1963], Jorgenson [I964 and 19671, Harvey and Sheparrd, 119931, and 
Dziegielewski and Opitz [2002] also recommend use of Fourier series of sine and cosine 
terms as a continuous function of time to express these seasonal patterns. 

For daily demand data these variables can be constructed as 



where i is the number of cycles within each year, t is the day of the year, and DIY is the 
number of days in the year, i.e., 365 days and 366 for leap years. 

For instance SS1 and SC1 (t subscript is dropped to avoid clutter) complete one full 
Sine and Cosine cycle and SS2 and SC2 complete two fill cycles within a year. Figure 2 
shows SS1 and SC1 cycles during a period of one year 

Figure 2. Sine and Cosine Wave Seasonal Variables 

1 

Weather Variables 

Weather is the most important driving factor in daily demand. Air temperature and 
precipitation determine the level of water use, especially during the peak season. 
Obviously, weather is governed by a seasonal pattern, which is reflected in demand as 
well. Using air temperature and precipitation directly as explanatory variables would 
entangle the seasonal demand pattern with the weather effect. [n order to resolve such 
problem, seasonal effect should be removed from both air temperature and precipitation. 
Furthermore, air temperature is affected by precipitation as well. Regression models are 



used to generate seasonally adjusted weather variables. For precipitation variables first 
natural log of the scaled daily precipitation is computed as 

where DP is Daily Precipitation in inches. Since precipitation data include zeros, 
scaling is needed prior to logarithmic transformation. Various lags and various moving 
averages of the transformed scaled precipitation data, P, are generated to be used in the 
weather variable models. In each model P or its various transf;ormation, is regressed on a 
Fourier series with six sine and six cosine harmonics. The seasonally adjusted variables 
are computed as the residuals of these regression models. 

For example, (4) shows a contemporaneous seasonally adjusted precipitation variable 
in scaled natural log format. Using the same technique precipitation variables with 
various lags and moving averages are generated. 

The temperature variables are generated by taking the residual of the regression of 
natural log of maximum daily temperature on the same Fourier series plus and 4-, . 
The contemporaneous temperature variable is depicted by (5) 

where P, and P, are the natural log of scaled contemporaneous and one day lag daily 
precipitation. 

Indicator Variables 

In order to depict anomalies or sudden changes in the consumption that are not 
explained by demographic, seasonal, or weather variables, indicator or dummy variables 
are introduced. 

Halvorsen and Palrnquist [I 9801, suggest that by taking the antilog to base e of the 
estimated dummy coefficient and subtracting 1 from it, one can obtain the relative change 
in the mean of the dependent variable as the dummy variable switches from zero to one in 
semi logarithmic functional forms. 



Demographic Variables 

Population, employment, household income, and price were initially considered as 
variables that reflect the effects of demographic and economic trend on demand. The 
initial results of the regression model showed coefficient estimates with inconsistent 
signs, magnitudes, and low level of statistical significance. This was a clear sign of high 
degrees of multicollinearity among these variables. 

Economic variables tend to move together. Economic boom in a region leads to 
higher employment, income, and population and eventually higher prices. The 
multicollinearity problem is also rooted in the procedures according to which the 
economic estimates are generated. For instance, the models that generate population 
forecast have employment and other economic factors as explanatory variables. 

Since the models are used for forecasting purposes, having too many variables that 
require forecasting, would increase the error of the demand forecasts. Due to these 
concerns only population variable for the service area of each water provider is retained. 

Functional Form 

Natural logarithms of daily demand are regressed against the log of explanatory 
variables. The seasonal and indicator variables are all in raw sc>ale. Since the weather 
variables are the residuals of the regression of natural logs of temperature and scaled 
precipitation against seasonal variable, they are in natural log format. The population 
numbers are also converted to natural log. Equation (6) shows the compact representation 
of the functional form as 

where D is the daily demand in millions of gallons per day (MGD). S and Ware 
Seasonal and Weather variables as explained in the above. Variables 1 are the indicator 
variables. Pop is the population of the retail and wholesale service area, which are served 
by the water sold by the Bureau. 

The results of the regression model estimation for aggregate demand for Bull Run 
service area are presented in Table 1 as an example. The model shows a strong 
relationship between daily demand and the explanatory variables. The adjusted R2 is 
0.89, which is rather high for daily demand models. Moreover:, all coefficients have 
proper signs. The population coefficient is 0.97, which indicates that a 1 percent increase 
in population results in almost 1 percent increase in daily demand for water. A 
population coefficient, which is greater than one usually, indicates expansion in water 
intensive economic activities and land use patterns. Conversely, successful conservation 



programs and increase in multifamily dwelling land use pattern result in population 
coefficient that is less than one. In this particular model there are long-term cyclical and 
the conservation variables which capture the corresponding variations in demand. 

As in the case of most time series models, the error term shows strong evidence of 
autocorrelation. An AR(2) procedure is used to deal with the autocorrelation problem. 
Furthermore, White's Test shows evidence of heteroskedasticity. As a result, White 
Heteroskedasticity Consistent Covariance was used to correct the standard errors of the 
estimates. 



Table 1. Results of the Daily Water Demand Regression Model for the Bull 
Run Semce Area 

- 
Dependent Variable: In(DMD) 
White Hetetoskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 

S W )  
SC(1) 
ssw 
SC(2) 
SS(3) 
SS(4) 
SC(4) 
SS(5) 
SC(5) 
SC(6) 
WKND 
PDL(0) 
PDL(1) 
PDL(2) 
PDL(3) 
PDL(4) 
PDL(5) 
PDL(6) 
PMA7S(1) 
PMAIIC(1) 
PMA7S(2) 
PMA7C(2) 
TDL(0) 
TDW) 
TDL(2) 
TDLOS(1) 
TDLOC(1) 
TDLOS(2) 
TD LOC(2) 
TMAWK(1) 
TMA WK(2) 
In(P0P) 
CONS92 
Y92JUL 
Y92AUG 
Y92SEP 
EC200 1 
EC2002 
LCTC( 1 ) 
LCTC(2) 
C 
A N  I ) 

0.21 5083 0.01 1503 

R-squared 0.888373 Mean dependent var 
Adjusted R-squared 0.888073 S.D. dependent var 0.249875 
Durbin-Watson stat 2.049272 Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000 



The variables are defined as follows: 

SS(i) and SC(i) are continuous sine and cosine wave variables that explain seasonal 
variations in water demand. The number (i) indicates the fi-equency of oscillation with in 
a year. 

WKND is the weekend indicator variable which takes the value of one for Saturdays and 
Sundays and zero otherwise. 

PDL(i) are the daily precipitation variables with lag of (i) days generated via the 
procedure explained in the above. 

PMA7S(i) are seven-day moving averages of daily precipitaticln interacted with the 
seasonal sine variables with (i) frequency of oscillation. 

PMA7C(i) are seven-day moving averages of daily precipitation interacted with the 
seasonal cosine variables with (i) fi-equency of oscillation. 

TDL(i) is the maximum daily temperature variable with lag of (i) days generated via the 
procedure explained in the above. 

TDLOS(i) are the contemporaneous daily maximum temperature interacted with the 
seasonal sine variables with (i) frequency of oscillation. 

TDLOC(i) are the contemporaneous daily maximum temperature interacted with the 
seasonal cosine variables with (i) frequency of oscillation. 

TMAWK(i) are weekly moving averages of daily maximum temperatures with lag of (i) 
weeks. 

In(P0P) is the natural log of the retail and wholesale service area population. 

LCTC(i) are the long-term cyclical trend cosine wave variables with (i) frequency of 
oscillation during the 1960-2002 time period. 

CONS92 is the conservation dummy variable that captures effect building code changes 
since 1992. 

Y92JUL, Y92AUG, and Y92SEP are dummy variables that show he mandatory 
curtailments in the summer of 1992. 

EC2001 and EC2002 are dummy variables that show the effect of recent economic 
downturns on demand. 

AR(1) and AR(2) are the first and second order autoregressive error correction variables. 



Coefficients of the seasonal variables SC(3) and S S ( 6 )  turned out to be highly 
insignificant and therefore are not included in the model. The weather variables, 
although all are significant, they have different levels of influence on demand. In 
general, the model results indicate that temperature has a higher effect on demand than 
precipitation. The weather variables that are interacted with the sine and cosine waves 
make the effect of unseasonable rain and temperature less pronounce. Coefficients of all 
indicator variables are significant and show the percentage change in demand when the 
variable is in effect. 

Decomposition of the Effects 

One of the advantages of the model is that the variations in demand can be . 

decomposed into the effects of different variables. For instance, the antilog of the linear 
combination of all seasonal variables shows the seasonal variations in demand. Also, the 
antilog of the linear combination of weather variables added to that of the seasonal 
variables shows the peaking behavior or the load profile of daily demand. The resulting 
magnitudes show the peaking factors of weather normalized and weather affected 
demand relative to average demand. 

The other useful feature of the model is that if we take the antilog of the linear 
combination of all variables except for the weather variables, we end up with the 
weather-normalized demand with seasonal variation. For simulation purposes also, 
weather effect from any weather year can be added to the weather normalized demand of 
any specific year. This would make it possible to observe demand for a specific year 
with a historical sample of weather effects and explore the best and worst case weather 
scenarios. Figure 3 shows the 2002 weather normalized demand along with demand with 
2002 weather effect. 



Figure 3. Weather Normal i~d and Weather Affected 2002 Demand Forecasts 

Weather Normalized Demand WI th 2002 Weather Effect 
Weather Normalized Demand 

Forecasting 

In order to use the demand model as a forecasting tool, data on the future values of 
the explanatory variables are required. The seasonal and weekend variables are 
predetermined. Some of the indicator variables like conservation can be judgmentally 
determined as well. One can also decide about the effect of the long-term cyclical trend 
variables. However, the model needs population forecast for the service area. 

Plugging in the population forecasts along with the predeteirmined seasonal and 
indicator variables, using the estimated coefficients, one can estimate a set weather- 
normalized demand forecasts. Subsequently, weather effects of any particular weather 
year can be applied to the weather-normalized demand for weather effect simulations. 

Forecast Evaluation 

The usual statistics that are resulted from running the regression equation normally 
report the fit of the model and how significant the coefficients of the explanatory 



variables are. However, to evaluate the quality of forecast Meam Absolute Percentage 
Error W E )  of the forecast is used. The advantage of this statistics is that it is scale 
indifferent and easy to explain. It is defined as 

1 T+h 

MAPE = - 
k T + 1  

where and D, are Forecast and Actual demands respectively. It shows on the average 

by what percentage the forecast deviates from the actual. 

The Bull Run service area demand model shows a higher degree of forecast accuracy 
from 1980 onward. For instance MAPE for 1960-2002,1980-2!002, and 1990-2002 
periods are 7.6%, 7.0% and 5.6% respectively. Furthermore, the accuracy is increased 
even more when MAPE is computed for the monthly and annual average demand figures. 
Daily variations in demand are explained by weather variables in the demand model, 
therefore, any daily demand pattern that is not weather related adds to the inaccuracy of 
the forecast. For instance, some wholesale customers start filling their reservoirs in 
advance when they predict hot days ahead. Since the data on reservoir level for the 
wholesale customers are not available, the demand data cannot be adjusted accordingly. 
These kinds of operation practices were more commonplace in the earlier decades of the 
1960-2002 period that the demand data covers. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In this study structural time-series model are used for long-term water demand 
forecasting purposes. The model allows for decomposing the daily variations in demand 
in long-term cyclical, trend, seasonal, and daily weather related! components. Population 
and weather forecast are important pieces of information that are needed for demand 
forecasting. Using the demand model one can generate a set of weather-normalized 
demand forecasts along with the weather effects based on the historical weather data. 
This process simulates demand under an available historical weather sample, which can 
be used to identify a demand range for planning purposes. 
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Appendix E - Planning and Management Consultants Ltd. Report 
(PMCL) 



Update of the Regional Water Supply Plan 
Conservation Element 

March 31, 2003 

Prepared by: 
PMCL@CDM 
A CDM Company 

Copies of this report can be found on the Consortium Website 
www.conserveh2o.org 

or by contacting the Consortium at (503) 823-7528 

Regional Water Providers Consortium 
1120 S.W. 6 ,  Room 600 
Portland, Oregon 97204 



Appendix F - Economic and Engineering Services, Inc. (EES) 
Report 



RWSP Source Options Update 
Final Report 

August 2004 

Prepared by: 
Economic and Engineering Services, Inc. 

Please note: This report was a background product for the 
R WSP Update, materials from this report were incorporated in 
Chapter 4. lnconsistencies between the information in this 
report and the RWSP Update are due to newer revised 
information since the Source Option Update materials were first 
collected. Chapter 4 o f  the RWSP Update is the official final 
version o f  the source options review. 

Copies of this report can be found on the Consortium Website 
www.conserveh2o.orq 

or by contacting the Consortium at (503) 823-7528 

Regional Water Providers Consortium 
1120 S.W. sth, Room 600 
Portland, Oregon 97204 



0 LinkNumber 

Gen.eral Node 

EXHIBIT 3-3 
Regional Watel Pl ouclel s Consor huni 
Repolid Water Supply Plall Upclate 

T~illunil;l:wvi~ L m e  .Ug~lmlalts f h  Coldha1 
July 2004 



Appendix G - Confluence Modlel 



-- - - 

Present Value Net Cost Comparison: 
Scenarios with Transmission 

($ million) 
I I I I I 

Base Bull ~ u n '  ~ a g g '  clackamas3 Local Exp4 
I I I I I 

Source Capital I $ -  I $ 1 9 l $  7 0 l $  24 1 $ 37 
Trans Capital $237 $ 177 $ 157 $ 139 $ 125 
Operating Costs $167 $ 147 $ 153 $ 91 $ 123 

I I I I I 

Total I $404 ( $ 343 1 $ 380 1 $ 253 ( $ 285 
NOTE: All figures are present values of revenue requirements through 2025, net of base case wifhout transmission. 

I. lncludes dam raises for reservoirs 1 and 2. 
2. lncludes Scoggins dam raise, added treatment capacity, and Sain Tunnel. 

- I - - - - -  --.- -,.-I c *  -r lAitinnc hetmnrl in cl.ce 3. inciudes L I ~ G K ~ I  I I ~ S  b 4 1  I ~ u p p I j  CIUUI.IVI Yl,r, .-. .. .--.- .. . ---- --- - 
4. lncludes following local supply additions beyond those in base case: 

Lake Oswego Diversion Capacity: 10 rngd 
NCCWC Diversion Capacity: 10 rngd 
Sherwood ASR: 2.7 rngd 
Tualatin ASR: 4.5 rngd 
JWC Groundwater: 10 rngd 
Gresham Groundwater: 5 rngd 
CRW ASR: 1.8 rngd 
Rockwood Groundwater: 13 rngd 

5. Note that the conservation included in base case and all strategies is identical. 
The utility net present value for the programs is $23.16 Million (the customer cost is $92.29 million). 











The ~ o n f l u e n c e ~  Water Resource Planning Modeling System 
Key Features 

Water supply planning is becoming more complex. In the face of growing demands, 
escalating regulatory requirements, an increasingly scarce resource, environmental 
concerns, financial constraints, institutional challenges, and customer scrutiny, water 
providers must carefully evaluate future supply and infrastructure strategies. Not only 
must different types of supply and facility options be assessed, but a variety of "non- 
structural" options such as conservation, re-use, and operational; changes must also be 
considered. All of these alternatives must be evaluated against a range of criteria about 
which there is often disagreement among key stakeholders. A potentially large number of 
alternatives must be analyzed and compared quickly, and the results must be presented to 
and meaningful to a variety of audiences. 

8 Confluence was specifically developed to meet these diverse requirements. It is a unique 
water resource planning tool that: 

accurately simulates the real-world operations of a water system; 

flexibly adapts to the unique features of each system; 

runs quickly and efficiently to allow the evaluation and comparison of many 
strategy alternatives; 

is accessible and understandable to a wide audience; 

facilitates detailed analyses and diagnostics; 

evaluates and compares strategies against a variety of quantitative and qualitative 
criteria; and 

allows the user to select the level of detail appropriate to the question at hand. 

Confluence captures the operating characteristics that are important to particular systems 
and gives users maximum flexibility in testing alternative operating regimes. At the same 
time, the model avoids getting buried in the operational details. Many water utilities have 
their own hydraulic, demand forecasting, environmental andlor financial models. While 
each of these is valuable in and of itself, none considers all the factors that comprise a 
successful supply or master plan, all may be cumbersome to use and difficult to 



communicate, and they probably don't "talk to" one another very well. ConJIuence brings 
together all these dimensions, and can link directly with existing models. It is truly a tool 
for integrated planning. 

The model is completely generalized and can be applied to water systems of any degree 
of complexity. Examples of key model features include: 

Intuitive user interface which permits the user to easily add to or modify water 
system components, edit data, choose simulation type, an,d tailor chart or tabular 
outputs. 

Unlimited number and variety of surface water and groundwater supply 
alternatives, storage facilities, transmission links, treatment plants, and demand 
nodes. 

Broad flexibility in specifying system operating rules and testing alternative 
operating approaches. System operation controlled by user-specified capacity, 
water rights, volumetric, hydraulic, turbidity, and other constraints. 

Choice of time step, varying from monthly to sub-daily. 

Inclusion of unlimited number of conservation options with costs and savings that 
change over time and space. 

Probabilistic specification of hture growth patterns, which may be independently 
specified for each demand node. 

Simulation of system operation against historical daily hydrologic and weather 
conditions. 

Complete financial and cost accounting module. 

An unlimited variety of chart and tabular outputs describing system operations, 
reliability, costs, demands, etc. 

Input and output is simple and intuitive. Output charts and tables are readily customized. 
Data is easily exported to spreadsheet or database programs. 

Confluence uses state of the art development tools. The user interface is written in Visual 
~ a s i c @  and makes extensive use of pull down menus, tabbed di,dog boxes, and Visual 
Basic's many data-aware features. All input data for any study., while edited through the 
interface, is stored in a Microsoff ~ccess" database. As the model is upgraded, databases 
from older versions are automatically upgraded as well, providing maximum flexibility 
and convenience. 



The computational engine is written in Digital Visual Fortran 91$ and is extremely fast. 
It uses Monte-Carlo simulation techniques to represent uncertainty in growth, 
strearnflow, and weather driven demand. Operation of supply and storage resources is 
simulated through a multi-area transmission- constrained dispatch algorithm. 

The following pages discuss key model features in more detail. For more information on 
Confluence, please contact: 

Gary Fiske 
Quantec, LLC 
6229 SE Milwaukie Ave. 
Portland, OR 97202 
Phone: 503-228-2992 
Fax: 503-228-3696 
Email: garvf@quantecllc.com 



Constructing the Water Supply and Delivery System 

The Confluence interface permits a water supply system schematic of any complexity to 
easily be created andor modified. Supply sources of various types, storage reservoirs, 
treatment plants, transmission links, and demand nodes can be added, named, and located 
through simple "point, click, and drag" techniques. Double clicking on any system 
component will allow the user to view and edit the data underlying that component. The 
appearance (e.g. colors, font sizes, icons) of the schematic can also be easily modified. 

Figure 1 is an example of a Confluence system schematic. 

Defining System Components 

The characteristics of each supply source, reservoir, treatment plant, and transmission 
link can be readily specified through the user interface. 

Supply and Treatment Plant Characteristics 

The model allows the user to define each supply or treatment plant at the start of the 
study period in terms of its delivery capacity, costs, operating characteristics, and 
qualitative values (water quality, environmental impacts, ease of implementation etc.). 
The user can then add incremental supply or treatment capacity during the study period. 
The user specifies all capacity, cost, financing, cash flow, and qualitative characteristics 
for each stage, as well as the year in which each stage becomes operational. 

Constraints on the operation of any supply are set by the user and are intended to mimic 
real-world operating conditions. Examples of such constraints include annual production 
limits, daily rainfall-driven turbidity limits, discrete pumping capacities, and hydraulic 
relationships with the production of other supplies. The delivery of water produced by 
any supply source can also be constrained to a user-specified group of demand nodes. 

The available supply for each river diversion is constrained by i3 historical record of 
monthly average or daily streamflows and by user-defined water rights, including, where 
applicable, instream rights. 

Figure 2 shows a typical input form for a river diversion. 

Reservoir Characteristics 

Confluence allows the user to easily specify a wide variety of operating parameters for 
storage reservoirs, including delivery capacity, total (spillway) storage volume, dead 
storage volume, preferred minimum storage volume, and the downstream reservoir, if 



any, which receives spills. Reservoirs can provide water to the transmission grid or can 
augment stream flows. 

As is the case for supplies and treatment plants, the user can specify staged additions to 
the base reservoir. 

Reservoir operation is completely generalized and is governed through a set of user- 
specified rule curves, which define multiple zonal boundaries, which vary monthly. User- 
specified shadow prices for each zone determines the rate at which the reservoir is drawn 
down (and, if applicable, refilled from other supply sources). This permits recognition of 
the value of maintaining water in storage over the course of a summer season and allows 
regulation of carryover storage from one year to the next. 

The level of each reservoir at the end of any time step depends on natural inflows, refills 
from other supplies or reservoirs, rain-on-surface gains, and evaporative losses. 
Drawdowns can be constrained by downstream flow requirements. 

The user can define reservoir groups for coordinated operation. The model will permit 
transfers among the reservoirs within any of these user-defined groups, subject to 
transmission availability and rule-curve economics. 

Figure 3 is a typical reservoir input form. 

Transmissiorz Characteristics 

For each node-to-node transmission link, the user specifies the on-line year and operating 
life, and the bi-directional capacities, losses, and pumping costs. Capital costs and 
financing parameters are also specified. The line capacities can vary due to a number of 
user-defined hydraulic constraints. 

Demand Characteristics 

Demand growth can be either deterministic or stochastic. In either case, growth rates can 
differ among demand nodes as well as seasonally. If desired, separate demand growth 
functions can be defined for each class of service within each node. In addition, the user 
can specify the daily variation of demand as a function of histo:rical temperature and 
precipitation, thereby exposing any system capacity bottleneck:; which limit the ability to 
serve demand on high-demand days. 

The user can also define fixed demands to be added to designated nodes, as well as a set 
of blocked unserved demand shadow prices which are used in the simulation to regulate 
the manner in which unserved demand is allocated to nodes and, if desired, the manner in 
which stored volumes will be preserved for carryover storage. 



Conservation Programs 

The user can define an unlimited number and variety of water conservation programs. For 
each program, the user specifies the savings, cost, and participation characteristics, 
including parameters which define the manner in which savings iue distributed over time 
and space and the manner in which costs are divided between the utility and the 
participating customer. Free-ridership and natural replacement concerns are also captured 
by the conservation module. 

Figure 4 illustrates a typical conservation program input form. 

The Simulation 

Once all system components are defined, the simulation can be run. Confluence simulates 
the operation of the system for each time step in the study period. The simulation logic 
consists primarily of a network configuration module, a supply availability module, and a 
system dispatch module. The network configuration module determines the available 
transmission paths for all potential node-to-node transactions, and allows the user to 
control priorities for use when multiple paths between a set of nodes are available. The 
supply module determines the supply availability and price for each potential supply 
resource available to the system. The dispatch module uses the transmission network and 
supply information, along with demand data, in an attempt to meet demand in each 
demand node as inexpensively as possible, taking into account actual variable operating 
costs or user-assigned shadow prices of system components. The model permits the 
recognition of real-world institutional, policy, or environmental constraints, which may 
not allow for true cost minimization. 

The user must specify the parameters that govern the simulation, including: 

The study start and end dates; 

The number of simulations; 

The manner in which the distributions of historical strea,mflow and weather will 
be sampled; 

If applicable, the manner in which the distribution of fbture demand growth paths 
will be sampled; 

The time-step resolution (monthly, daily, or sub-daily) For each month of the year; 

The months included in the "peak season"; and 



A variety of underlying financial data. 

A portion of the simulation definition form is shown as Figure 5 .  

Model Outputs 

After the simulation is run, the output results can be viewed. The current version of 
Confluence offers about 50 chart options for individual studies as well as a series of chart 
options that provide comparisons of user-selected study pairs. These charts can be 
modified or added to as dictated by the needs of the user. In addition, the data from any 
chart can be easily viewed, copied to the Windows clipboard, and pasted into any other 
application for additional analysis. The user can easily make changes in chart format, 
titling, units, etc. 

These charts are designed to serve not only as valuable analytical tools, but also to be 
used to convey results to different types of audiences with diffe~ing levels of expertise. In 
particular, the chart results are very appropriate for presentations to policymakers and lay 
citizen and stakeholder groups. 

In addition, Confluence has a dynamic charting capability which permits the viewing of 
the changes in a variety of demand, supply, transmission, and storage parameters in real 
time as the simulation is running. This capability facilitates diagnostics and enables a 
visual understanding on the part of audiences of the manner in which the system operates. 

The model can also produce a myriad of complex diagnostic reports which allow the 
analyst to gain a deeper comprehension of the simulation results. These reports are 
particularly useful to achieve an understanding of the reasons for particular results, and to 
guide the assessment of alternative system additions or modifications. 

Charts of Individual Study Results 

Following are brief descriptions of sample charts of individual study results. 

Reliability. Confluence produces several charts that permit a thorough understanding of 
the multiple dimensions of supply reliability. Parameters displayed include: 

Seasonal and monthly expected unserved demand by demand node. 

Expected seasonal shortage ratios for user-specified peaking events. 

Seasonal and daily unserved demand duration curves. 

= Unserved demand exceedance curves and probabilities of user-designated 
shortages. 



Economics 

Mean cost time series by category and by resource 

Utility and societal present value cost components 

Capital expenditures 

Costs of individual sources 

Costs incurred at each demand node 

Demand. Confluence outputs allow the user to easily track the demand characteristics 
associated with any simulation. These outputs include: 

A series of charts showing expected nodal gross and net monthly demands, the 
variation of demands along the different sampled demand growth paths, and 
duration curves of daily demands by node. 

Charts of expected local supplies and duration curves illustrating the distribution 
of those supplies. 

Supply. Confluence chart outputs display key supply parameters, including: 

Daily traces of overall production, storage levels, demands, and shortages for 
user-specified years and months. 

Expected monthly production of user-designated supplies. 

Duration curves for daily and annual production of user-designated supplies. 

Duration curves for daily instrearn flows. 

Charts of annual and monthly conservation savings by program and by node. 

Reservoirs. Charts of the following reservoir parameters are a\ ailable: 

Duration curves for daily and end-of-month reservoir storage content. 

Traces of end-of-month storage levels and monthly resc:rvoir inflows and 
outflows. 

Use of storage below user-specified preferred minimum levels. 



Treatment and Transmission 

Mean daily treatment plant production or transmission link flow. 

Duration curves for daily plant production or transmission flow. 

Qualitative Factors. Various charts of the values over the planning period of user- 
specified qualitative indices. 

Figures 6-10 show a few of the chart options available in Confluence. 



Figure 1 
Sample Confluence System Schematic 



Figure 2 
Sample River Diversion Input Form 



Figure 3 
Sample Reservoir Input Form 



Figure 4 
Sample Conservation Program Input Form 



Figure 5 
Study Definition Form (Partial) 



Figure 6 
Sample Supply Reliability Chart 
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Figure 8 
Sample Operations Summary Chart 

Daily Aggregate Operation: September, 2005 
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Figure 9 
Sample chart of Reservoir End-of-Month Storage Levels 
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Figure 10 
Sample Chart of Reservoir Inflows and Outflows 
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EXHIBIT 3 

AMENDMENTS TO 
REGIONAL WATER PROVIDERS CONSORTIUM AGREEMENT 

8/12/04 DRAFT 

This document (Amending Agreement) is entered into by and among the 
undersigned municipalities and districts, hereinafter called Participants, to amend 
the Regional Water Providers Consortium Agreement (Agreement). 

RECITALS: 

WHEREAS, the Participants previously entered into a Regional Water 
Providers Consortium Agreement in 1996 and 1997; and 

WHEREAS, operating under the original agreement: has led the 
Participants to determine that certain changes should be made to create a more 
effective document and one that better reflects the Participants' current and 
future method of operation; and 

WHEREAS, The Consortium Board adopted a new !5-Year Strategic Plan in 
June of 2004 that directed an examination of the Consortium IGA and Bylaws, 
and 

WHEREAS, the primary current activities of the Consortium are largely 
directed at activities that provide immediate benefit based on the current size of 
the member entities, a revised dues structure was felt necessary; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Participants agree to amend the Agreement as 
follows and that any part of the Agreement not amended shall remain as 
originally written: 

Section 1. Definitions 

"Plan" - That document dated October 1996, entitled Res~ional Water Supply 
Plan for the Portland Metropolitan Area, and all subseauenJ amendments 
thereto, referred to herein as the "Plan." 



Section 2. Purposes 

The general purposes of the Consortium are as follows: 

. . To provide a collaborative 
clearinqhouse - function for water supply planninq and development that 
fosters reqional - coordination. 

To serve as the central custodian for Plan documents including 
computer models and other local decision support functions. 

To provide a forum for the study and discussion of water supply issues of 
mutual interest to the Participants and cee&mk .-  collate the responses of 
Participants to such issues. 

To provide a forum for review and discussion of water resource related . . . . .  . . 
issues s - 2 ,  : c w  - 4 a k  that may relate to application 

of the statewide land use goals, comprehensive pli3ns, regional plans or 
land use regulations. 

allow for public participation in Consortium activities. 

Section 3. Endorsement of Regional Water Supply Plan 

p. Endorsement of the Regional Water Supplv Plan (RWSP) . . 
and coordination and collaboration between cd%smpk- the 
Consortium members that avoids duplicative efforts and cost are part of the . . 
onsoins commitment of the Participants m - 2  r 2 m  

, e m  to jointly study and create a 
Reqional Water Supply Plan. The RWSP is intended to be a clearinq house for 
local water supplv planninq and provides support for individual water supply 
planninq and decision makinq. 

Section 7 Dues 

B. The dues of each water provider participant shall Ile determined annually 
as follows: 



1. Total annual dues for all members shall be set to equal the 
annual budget for the Consortium, not counting budget 
items to be funded by fewer than all the Participants as 
provided in Section 8. C., and taking into account any grants 
or non-dues monies available to fund the annual budget. 

2. The total annual dues of Participants that are not water 
providers shall then be subtracted from the total annual dues- 
based budget, described in subsection 7.B.1. above, leaving a 
budget amount to be funded by provider dues. Dues shall be set 
so that the dues of each water provider reflects its proportional 
share of that sum based on the following formula: 

(a) £5% 50 O/O of the total provider shall be allocated 
proportionally based on the individual provider's 
proportional share of the total number of all Participants' 
retail customer accounts for the pri'or year. 

(b) £5% 50% of the total provider dues shall be 
allocated proportionately based on the individual 
providers' proportional share of the total average 
daily retail water use (in millions of gallons per day) 
in the prior year of all Participants. 

(c) The chanae made to the Consortium's formula in FY 200415 
shall be phased in at 50% in FY 200516 and at 100% in 
FY 200617. 



Section 9 Consortium Board 

C. (7) periodically review the Plan comprehensively, on a schedule 
providing for review at least every five to ten years as needed, 
commencing with the date upon which the Consortium is was 
formed, er or: a-sbftcr s c - w :  

G. To be effective, Board actions must be approved by a vote of the 
majority of the Board at a meeting at which a-qmwm&twte- 
%tt& a simple majority of the Board is present. 

Section 10. Consortium Technical Committee 

Thn Tnr- 

A-%kmmEcc. The 
Technical Committee under the provisions of any agreement or 
contract to provide staff shall supervise Consortium staff and 
assume the responsibility to draft proposed work plans, budgets, 
annual and other reports, plan amendment!;, and implementation 
proposals for submission to the Board or Executive Committee as 
appropriate. 

Section 11. Consortium Technical Sub-committee 

Delete in its entirety. 

Section 12. Dispute Resolution 

It is the intention of the Participants to limit the issues available for dispute 
resolution. The issues raised must be related to interpretations of the express 
terms of this Aqreement. No issues related to water supplv development or . . 
proqrams developed bv individual members may be raised.- 



wch k if m, ~cs&-c'~ . . EX- 
es tabkk Anv such dispute shall, if possible, be resolved throuqh the use of a 
mandatory, but non-binding dispute resolution mechanisrn established bv the 
Board through its by-laws. 

Section 17. Aqreement Amendment 

Amendments to this Aqreement shall be recommended tly the Board and shall 
be effective when authorized bv the qoverninq board, commission or council, 
as the case mav be, of every Participant. 

Signatory Block to be added 



EXHIBIT 4 

AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City C uncil 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: REGIONAL WATER PROVIDERS FOR AGENDA OF: 
CONSORTIUM INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
AGREEMENT Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD 
Engineering iv. 

DATE SUBMITTED: 6/27/96 A 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
Operations 
City Attomey 

PROCEEDING: CONSENT EXHIBITS: 1. Consortium Explanation 
2. Organization Chart 
3. Consortium IGA Adoption 

Process Flowchart 
4. Consortium IGA and Budget 

BUDGET IMPACT 

WENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0- BUDGETED $0- REQUIRED $0- I 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
In Februaw. 1993. the Council authorized the Mayor to sian an intemovemmental aareement (IGA) with 26 
other ~ate;.~roviders in the Portland metropolitan-area to fund a $2.2 niillion consulkt study to assess the 
region's future water demand and recommend a plan to provide for the region's water supply to the year 2050. 
Beaverton's contribution to date toward the Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) is $63,000. The RWSP is an 
integrated resource plan with comprehensive sets of strategies to meet the needs of the region's existing 
residents as well as the projected 750,000 additional residents by the year 2050. 

At a number of previous Council meetings, Council has considered the preliminary Regional Water Supply Plan 
following initial printing. Discussions of the RWSP at Council meetings have included: Preliminary RWSP 
presentation to Council - 1019195; Preliminary RWSP Open House and Pl~blic Hearing - 11120l95; Preliminary 
RWSP Council Work Session -- 121 8/95. 

The Regional Water Supply Plan in final form is being prepared for pub~lishing and distribution. The RWSP 
contains a recommendation for the formation of a consortium of participating regional water providers through 
an intergovernmental agreement. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION 
The purpose of the Regional Water Providers Consortium is to establish a framework for participants to 
collaborati~el~ coordinate and implement the Regional Water Supply Plan. The Consortium is-voluntary and 
participants will retain all existing authority to make decisions pertaining In their water systems and service to 
their customers. A cbnsortium Board, comprised of representatives from the governing body of each 
participating agency, will provide policy direction, approve annual work plans, and determine associated 
operating budgets for the Consortium. 

Dues for the proposed Consortium will be collected beginning in September 1997, to fund staff, printing of 
materials, order supplies, postage, etc. The estimated 1997196 dues for Beaverton have been preliminarily set 
at $2,920. 



As part of the process to adopt the intergovernmental agreement to form the Regional Water Providers 
Consortium, each of the 27 agencies expected to participate are asked to cc~nceptually consent to the draft IGA 
and to transmit any comments for consideration and inclusion in the final IG,4. Participating jurisdictions will be 
asked to adopt and sign the final IGA when completed in October 1996. 

The Assistant City Attorney has actively represented the City on the Legal Committee that was formed to 
perfect the IGA language for acceptance by participating agencies. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
1. Conceptual approval of the draft IGA with intent to authorize signing of the final IGA when completed, and 
2. Provide City staff with any comments to submit to framers of the intergovernmental agreement, and 
3. Authorize the Mayor to appoint staff to fill committee positions as a member of the Consortium, and 
4. Upon completion of the final Region Water Providers Consortium IGA and approval as to form by the City 

Attorney, authorize the Mayor to sign the IGA. 

Agenda Bill NO. f%I!-m 



REGIONAL WATER PROVIDERS CONSORTIUM 

Information on the next 8pagesprovided by the Portland Bureau of Water Works 
Staff to the Regional Water Providers 



Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to Form a Regional 'Water Providers 
Consortium 

The formation of a regional water provider's consortium will formalize the 
continued coordination of the provision of water service in the most cost effective 
and efficient manner. The Consortium will be a forum foi- collaboration in 
implementing the Regional Water Supply Plan, revisions t~ the plan, and in 
conducting further studies to meet the region's future water supply needs. 

The consortium is not intended to replace the powers of the entities then~selves to 
manage their own individual water systems. It is intended to provide a forum for 
continued cooperation and collaboration to meet the regim's water needs. 

The water provider entities that participated in the Regional Water Supply Plan are 
entitled to join the Regional Water Providers Consortium by signing an 
intergovernmental agreement. New members will be allowed to join after the 
Consortium is formed, but they must be approved by the Consortium Board. 

Signing the IGA will also include endorsing the Regional Water Supply Plan 
(RWSP). 

The Consortium will be made up of a number of differenr bodies. The Consortium 
Board will be made up of decision makers from the governing bodies of those 
entities that sign the IGA. The Technical Committee will be made up of staff 
representatives of the entities that sign the agreement. The Technical 
Subcommittee will be made up of 10 geographically representative members of the 
Technical Committee. The Consortium Board will provide a forum for policy 
discussion, adopt the annual work plan and budget, adopt minor changes to the 
RWSP recommend major plan revisions and amendments to the IGA, and act on new 
membership requests. The two technical committees will be responsible for 
coordinating RWSP implementation activities and making recommendations to the 
Consortium Board. 

The consortium will be empowered to collect dues and receive other funds and will 
be responsible for Regional Water Supply Plan implementation, update and 
revisions. In addition they will be empowered conduct studies on water supply 
issues and to represent the interests of the water provider entities. 

A public involvement process will be set up so interested citizens and stakeholders 
will receive notice of meetings and be invited to make coinments on issues 
considered by the consortium. 

The Consortium Board will be required to adopt an annual work plan and budget 
which must be approved by a simple majority of the full ]membership of the 
consortium. 

A dues process will be established to fund staff and materials which will assist the 
consortium in the conduct of its business. For water providers these dues will be 
based half on the current size of the entity and half on projected growth in water 
demands. The dues of non-water provider entities will be determined by the 
Consortium Board. 

There is a dispute resolution provision within the IGA which requires the parties to 
attend, but the outcomes of this process are not mandatory. 



The Consortium Board and the Technical Committee and !Subcommittee will establish 
by-laws after they are formed which will provide more delail on how the activities 
listed above will be carried out. 
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Why Should My Agency Join the 
Water  Providers Consortium for the Portland Metrolpolitan Region? 

lfrom tlr e Water Provider/Deci~ion-maker perspective) 

In early 1993, the water providers of the Portland metro region developed a rationale for joinrly . 
sponsoring a long-range regional water supply planning process. Twenty-seven separate cities, water 
districts, and METRO. signed an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) to fund the Regional Water Supply 
Plan based on clearly idenritied benefits to localities and rhe region as a wlolc. 

The Regional Water Supply Plan Participants Committee now proposes that the region implement the 
completed plan by establishing an IGA to form a Regional Water Providers Consortium. The 
Consortium will provide the framework to coordinate Regional Water Supply Plan implementation now 
and into the future. The Consonium Board, comprised of representatives from the governing bodies of 
each participating agency. will provide policy direction, approve annual work plans, and determine 
associated operating budgets for the Consortium. 

Water provider agency staff and staff level tecl~nical and steering committees will conduct ongoing 
business functions. These will include meeting logistics, research, analysis, project management, 
coordination, representation, production of infomalion materials, response to citizen inquiry, production 
progress reports, etc. 

The Regional Water Supply Plan Participants Committee will be recommtmding that the decision- 
making bodies of the region's water providers and Metro join the Consortium by signing an IGA in late 
summer. Therc is a strong rationale to support continuing our regional co~~peration on water supply 
planning and implemenrarion activilies: 

Emphasize collaboration and partnerships. 
Formalizing the working relationships of the region's water providers will build on our unprecedented 

past and continuing coordination efforts. Plan implementation will be more effective if the water 
providers continue ro work together in partnership. Clearly, coordination is needed to make best use of 
existing and future water supply system, most effectively implement conservation programs, seek source 
protection, develop new supplies and deal with emergencies (e.g., floods trnd droughts). 

Participation in the Consortium is  voluntary and retains the authority of individual jurisdictions. 
Joining the Consortium is voluntary. Consortium participants will retain rill existing authority to make 
decisions pertaining to their water systems and service to their customers. No agency will be obligated 
to fund aotivities with which it is not comfortable and/or from which it will not benefit. 

Gain economies of scale, or "get the biggest bang for the buck" 
Cost sharing made the Phase 2 Regional Water Supply Plan project aff6rdable and allowed individual 
jurisdictions to participate. The plan sets forth a policy objective to minimize implementation costs and 
ensure that costs are allocated equitably to those that benefit From particul~ar actions. Continued 
coordination among the region's providers can help capture economies of scale and identify equitable 
financing arrangements to implement the plan. Duplication can be avoided while ensuring that needs are 
being met. Technical assistance will be made available on key issues suclh as water conservation. 
Partnerships and cost-sharing will help keep implementation costs per jurisdiction and ratepayer as low 
as possible. 
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Continue to consider both local and regional perspectives in future decision making and actions. 
Working together to develop the Regional Water Supply Plan allowed cross-jurisdictional concerns to be 
raised and addressed during the water supply planning effort. Similarly, i~nplemenration of the plan can 
not be accomplished by individual entities in a "vacuum." The Regional Water Providers Consortlunl 
will demonstrate a continuad commitment to collaboration on issues of regional interest and concern, and 
to looking at the "big picture" as we proceed with implementation of the plan over the long {em. 

Enhance effectiveness in promoting the region's interests through collr~borative participation in 
public decision-making arenas. 
The Regional Water Providers Consortium will provide a forum for discus,iion, an opportuniry to 
develop and forward joint posirions on issues of concern, and a mechanism, to put the weight of regional 
support behind individual projects and programs. 

The effectiveness of water provider participation in local, regional, state, smd federal political arenas 
will bc enhanced by continuing to use a collaborative approach, and when: appropriate, forwarding our 
viewpoints "as a region." This opponuniry would not bind or preempt the authority of individual 
jurisdictions to forward their own priorities and values. 

Looking to the future, municipal water providers will continue facing complex legislative and regulatory 
issues including water quality monitoring, drinking waxer srandbds, water rights, watershed health, 
source protection, environmental protection and restoration, contracting for servioe, etc. The water 
providers may not agree on every issue. However, there are many for which consensus will be attainable 
and cooperative participation will have more influence than the various positions of multiple agencies. 

The success of the Regional Water Providers Consortium means that the local water providers 
agencies will continue to own the plan and shape the future of water supply provision in the region. 
The region's water providers took a major step in recognizing future water supply needs and investing 
nearly five years in the preparation of a plan to meet those needs from now until 2050. The plan 
identifies a host of implementation actions that must roke place if those demands are to be met. The 
providers are the logical parties to implement. revisit and update the plan in the future because we 
understand the many aspects of providing water service! including demand, supply, water quality and 
rreatment, conservation. pricing and revenues, and more. 

The citizens of the region recognized the importance of regional water supply planning when they voted 
to establish a charter for Metro -- a charter that calls for a water supply plain and storage component of 
the Regional Framework Plan (soon to be developed). Metro is a panicipmt in the Regional Water 
Supply Plan and has provided in-kind services as a contribution to the planning effort. Through these 
actions Metro has supported the cooperative planning effort. By resolution, Metro has expressed a 
strong interest in incorporating the Regional Warer Supply Plan into the Regional Framework Plan and 
continuing to rely on the region's water providers for planning and operational services. 

Now the water providers must show nor only the ability to do effective regional water supply planning, 
but also our commitment to effective, regionally coordinated implementation of the plan. Maintaining 
this integral role in regional water supply planning into the future will dep~end largely on the lcvel of 
participation and success of the Regional Water Providers Consortium in ensuring the plan is carried out. 

Inspire and maintain the trust of, and accountability to the public 
The citizens of the Porcland metropolitan region, our customers, have made a large invesbnent in the 
preparation of the Regional Water Supply Plan. By joining in the Regional Water Providers Consortium 
we can show that we intend ro follow through with our commitment to implement the plan they paid for. 
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Why Should My Agency Join the 
Water Providers Consortium for the Portland Metropolitan Region? 

porn  the Water Providerfl3ecision-maker perspective) 

In early 1993, the water providers of the Portland metro region deveb~ped a rationale for jointly 
sponsoring the preparation of a long-range regional water supply plan. Twenty-seven separate 
cities, water districts. and METRO, signed an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) to fund the 
Regional Water Supply Plan based on clearly identitied bellefits to localities and the region as a 
whole. 

The Regional Water Supply Plan Parricipants Committee now proposes that the region 
implement the completed plan by establishing an IGA to form a Regional Water Providers 
Consortium. The Consortium will provide the framework to coordinate Regional Water Supply 
Plan implementation now and into the future. The Consortium Board, comprised of 
representatives from the governing bodies of each participating agency, will provide policy 
direction and approve annual work plans and budgets. Entity staff artd staff level technical and 
steering committees will conduct ongoing business functions including meeting logistics, 
research, analysis, project management, coordination, representation, production of information 
materials, response to citizen inquiry, production progress reports, etc. 

The decision-making bodies of the region's water providers and METRO will be asked to join 
the Consortium through the signing of an IGA in late summer. Therc: is a strong rationale to 
support continued regional cooperation on water supply planning and implementation activities:: 

Emphasize collaboration and partnerships in plan implementation. 

Participation in the Consortium is voluntary and retains 1 he authority of individual 
jurisdiction,. 

Gain economies of scale, or "get the biggest bang for the t,uckn 

Continue to consider both local and regional perspectives in future actions. 

Enhance effectiveness in promoting the region's interests through collaborative 
participation in public decision-making arenas. 

Share technical assistance and put the weight of regional support behind individual 
agency or sub-regional actions, projects, and programs. 

The success of the Regional Water Providers Consortium means that the water 
providers will continuo to own the plan and shape the future of water supply 
provision in the region. 

Inspire and maintain the trust of, and accountability to, the public. 
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Benefits of Forming and Joining the Regional Water Providers Consortium 
fjiorn the Customer's perspective) 

Forming the Consortium will foster efficient service AND save customers money. 
The consortium will help ensure that the costs of programs and projects will be shared 
equitably by those who benefit. Onping coordination will also help avoid duplication of 
effort. Cosr-sharing on expensive conservation programs and iinancing of transmission 
and water supply projects is expected to save far more than the cost of dues to join the 
Consortium (about one cent per month for each Portland residsnr). 

Joining the Regional Consortium is voluntary. The Consor:ium will provide 
coordination benefits but will nor replace the authority of each community's local warer 
provider to make decisions and provide water service. In fact, forming the Consortium 
will support conrinued local management of municipal water supply services by 
demonstrating that warer providers can plan and act regionally. The Consortium is nor 
another layer of government. 

Efficient, effective implementation of the Regional Water Supply Plan. Citizens have 
invested in the prepararion of the Regional Water Supply Plan for the Portland 
Metropolitan area. The plan calls on the region's water providers to accomplish things 
citizens have made clear that they care about like water conservation, water source 
prorecrion, responsible source development, environmental stewardship, and equirable 
financing of future projects and programs. The Consortium is needed to ensure that the ' 

plan is implemented efficien~ly and effectively. 

Representation of customer interests on regional water supply related issues and 
decisions. Each water provider can ensure that customer interests are represented when 
regional water supply related issues (e.g., regional water conservation, source protection, 
quality and development, and environmental values) are being considered 

. "One-stop" access to decision-makers and managers of the region's water provider 
agencies. Citizens can share views on regional water supply issues with all'the decision- 
makers and managers of the region's water provider agencies at one time by attending 
Consortium Board or 'Technical Advisory Committee meetings. Access to local water 
provider decision-makers and staff remains fully available to all customers. 

The Consortium will have greater political weight than an individual water provider 
in working on critical state and federal water supply related issues. The cooperarive 
effort will promote the water providers speaking with one voicc: on shared issues 
addressed to stare agencies, the Oregon Legislature, Congress, etc. 

The Consortium can share technical assistance and provide regional support to each 
water provider agency on local projects and programs. Ongoing cooperauon among 
water providers will encourage the best use of existing agency resources in addressing, 
local, sub-regional, and regional water supply and conservation. 



Organization & Functions for a Regional Water Providers Consortium 

Consortium 
Board 

All governing body 
officials 

/ Technical Committee \ 

( Steering Committee 

Staff Selected from 
the Technical Committee 

Columbia/Willamette 
Conservation 

Coalition 

Meets once or a few times a year 
Adopts the work plan, budget, sets 

major policy, approves new members, 
and minor plan amendments 

Recommends IGA Amendments and 
Major Plan revisions to governing 
bodies 

One official from each member entic; 
May create a smaller representative 

g r o ~ p  of officials which meets more 
often to advise the Board 

Reviews and makes recommendat~ons to 
the Consortrum Board on work plan , 
budget, plan amendments, IGA review and 
amendments and revisions, new 
members, etc. 

Pmvides advise to the steering 
committee on implementation actions and 
other work program activities 

Presents annual report or other 
special reports to the Consortium Board 

Mcrets every or every other month as 
needed 

Includes representative staff from 
t h e  technical committee based on 
county representation (3 from each 
county and one metro staff) 

Meets every month or more 
fremquently as needed 

Ilevelops and recommends budget, 
work plan, policy recommendations, 
p lm amendments, IGA amendments, and 
pli~n revisions to the Technical 
Committee 

Conducts the coordination activities 
of the consortium and the 
implementation actions under the 
RVISP 

IJrepares annual or special reports to 
the Technical Committee 



July 

lntergovernmental Agreement Adoption Process t o  form a Regional Water Providers Consortium 

Rev~ew IGA 
draft with 
PC 7/23/96 

August September October Nov/Dec 

1 st week 2nd week * 

Comments 
Particl- 

pant entities 

Step # 1  - Legal review by Project staff 
entity advisor t o  compile 
Step #2 - Governing body comments, meet 
review and comment with legal Cornm. 
Step #3 - Send in legal and and SC to  prepare 
policy comments t o  project a final versim 
staff of the IGA. PC 

review on 9/23 

Last week 
in Sept. or 

first week in 

Consortium 
lndiv dual Entity formed when 

15 entit ies 
A d o ~ ~ t i o n  Process* sign the IGA 

* A d ~ p t i o n  process is t o  approve 
the lntergovernmental Agreement 
wh i c i  bo th  forms the Regional Consortium 
and endorses the Regional Water Supply 
Plan. 

Participants 
provide RWSP Finalization 

responses to Staff work with SC 
Discuss final changes with t o  go with 

I RWSP revision 
by 7/31/96 PC on 8/27 final IGA 

8 .  
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Jeff Condit 
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Jack Hammond 
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Clark I. Balfour 
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Phone: (503) 224-3092 / Fax: 224-31 76 

Larry Shaw 
Metro 
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FINAL Draft of Julv 25.1994 

PEGIONAL WATER PROVIDERS CONSORTIUM 

This Inter-Governmental Agreement ("Agreement") is entered into by and among 
the under-signed municipalities and districts, hereinafter called "Participarits," to establish 
and operate the Water Providers Consortium for the Portland :Metropolitan Region. 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, ORS Chapter 190 authorizes units of local government to enter into 
written agreements with any other unit or units of local government for the performance 
of any or all hnctions and activities that any of them has authority to provide; and 

WHEREAS, all the Participants of this Agreement are thus authorized to enter into 
an inter-governmental agreement; and 

WHEREAS, many of the water providers of the Portland metropolitan area have 
been meeting together since 1989 through an informal group called the Regional 
Providers Advisory Group to coordinate water supply planning efforts; and 

WHEREAS, twenty seven of the area's water providers agreed in May, 1993, 
through the Inter-Governmental Agreement to Fund Phase Two of the Regional Water 
Supply Plan jointly to fund an integrated Regional Water Supply Plan and have been 
meeting monthly since then as the Phase Two Participants Committee to manage the 
development of that Regionai Water Supply Plan; and 

WHEREAS, a draft of the resulting Regional Water Supply Plan has been 
circulated for public review since September, 1995; and 

WHEREAS, a final Regional Water Supply Plan has now been completed; and 

WHEREAS, that Regional Water Supply Plan contain:; specific recommendations 
for fbture cooperation and coordination between the water providers in this region 
through the formation of a Regional water providers consortium; and 

WHEREAS, as the Regional land use agency under state law and Regional charter, 
the Metropolitan Service District ("METRO) has responsibilities to plan and coordinate 
the provision of public facilities in the region, including respcmsibilities created by the 



Metro Charter requiring that Metro's Regional framework plan address water sources 
and water storage; and 

WHEREAS, Metro has adopted Regional goals and objectives to encourage 
coordinated planning and management of water resources to ensure a sufficient water 
supply for the region; and 

WHEREAS, Metro's participation in preparation of the Regional Water Supply 
Plan and this Agreement is consistent with its regional coordination functions and its 
Charter responsibilities; and 

WHEREAS, Metro's adoption of the Regional Water Supply Plan and execution 
of this Agreement are important parts of Metro studies preliminary to adoption of a water 
supply component of its regional framework plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Participants desire to enter into an inter-governmental agreement 
in order to endorse the Regional Water Supply Plan and coordinate and cooperate in its 
implementation; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Participants agree as follows 

Section 1. Definitions 

For purposes of this Agreement the following terms shall be defined as follows: 

''A~eement" - This document and any authorized amendments thereto. 

"Consortium" - Shall mean all Participants to this Agrieement acting pursuant to 
and under the terms of the Agreement. 

"Consortium Board" - Shall mean the Board of Directors established by Section 9 
of this Agreement, consisting of one representative from the governing board, 
commissi'on or council of each Consortium Participant, 

"Consortium Funds" - Consortium funds shall consist of all dues, voluntary 
contributions, grant monies and funding from any other source provided to the 
Consortium to conduct the activities and business of the Consc~rtium. 



"Consortium Technical Subcommittee" - Shall mean the Committee established by 
Section 1 1 of this Agreement consisting of ten of the Technical Committee members. 

"Consortium Technical Committee" - Shall mean the Committee established by 
Section 10 of this Agreement, consisting of one staff representative appointed by the 
governing board, commission, or council of each Participant, 

"Plan" That document dated entitled Regional Water Supply Plan 
for the Portland Metropolitan Area, referred to herein as the ''Plan." 

Section 2. Purposes 

The general purposes of the Consortium are as follows: 

A. To coordinate the individual and collective actions of Participants 
implementing the Plan; 

B. To serve as the central custodian for Plan documents, including computer 
models; 

C. To review and recommend revisions to the Plan, as appropriate; 

D. To provide a forum for the study and discussion of water supply issues of 
mutual interest to Participants and to coordinate the responses of Participants to such 
issues; 

E. To provide a forum for review and discussion of'water resource related 
issues preliminary to any final actions by individual Participants, regarding issues which 
could be considered to relate to application of the statewide land use goals, 
comprehensive plans, regional plans, or land use regulations; 

F. To establish an avenue for public participation in water supply issues in 
addition to public participation'activities of the individual Participants. 

Section 3. Endorsement of Plan 

A. By entering into this Agreement, the individual ]Participants endorse the 
Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit A, and agree to cooperate among themselves in its 
implementation. 



B. The Participants have endorsed the Plan in order to provide guidance for 
coordinating their individual water supply decisions and to provide an outline for 
Regional water supply cooperation. Endorsement of the Plan and coordination of its 
implementation by the Consortium are part of the ongoing commitment of the 
Participants jointly to study and coordinate means to meet the water supply needs for the 
region. The Plan does not, however, require any mandatory action by any Participant. 
Each Participant jurisdiction remains responsible for determining and adopting 
appropriate comprehensive and functional plan provisions, including city and county 
public facility plans and special district capital improvement plans. The Plan is not any 
part of any Participant's comprehensive land use plan or framework plan or implementing 
regulations unless an individual participant takes such action. No part of the Plan or any 
coordinated activity of the Consortium constitutes a final decision by any Participant in 
applying statewide or regional land use goals, comprehensive plans, functional plans, 
and/or land use regulations. For any part of the Plan to be applied to a Participant's land 
use actions, hrther action is required by that Participant. 

Section 4. Cooperation and Participants' Retained Powers 

The Participants intend that the Consortium shall act through the processes laid out 
herein in the spirit of cooperation. Unless specifically provided for herein, by entering 
into this Agreement, no Participant has assigned or granted to any other or to the 
Consortium the power to plan, construct, and operate its water system or perform any 
other obligation or duty assigned to it under law. 

Section 5. Consortium Authority 

In accomplishing its purposes, and utilizing the organiziitional structure and 
decision-making processes contained herein, the Consortium is authorized to: 

A. Adopt by-laws and other operating procedures consistent with the terms of 
this Agreement to govern Consortium operation and administriition, including such things 
as meeting arrangements, voting procedures, election of officers of Consortium 
component boards or committees, notice procedures, procedures for execution of legal 
documents such as contracts, budgeting, and financial operations. 

B. Adopt and implement an annual work plan and issue annual reports and 
such supplementary reports as the Consortium may determine appropriate; 



C. Collect regular dues from Participants to support the routine business of the 
Consortium in amounts established as provided herein; 

D. Accept voluntary contributions from Participants in amounts higher than the 
regular dues for the purpose of conducting studies or engaging in other activities 
consistent with the Consortium purposes; 

E. Apply for and receive grants and accept other hnds from any person or 
entity to cany on Consortium activities; 

F. Expend Consortium funds, however obtained, and establish accounts and 
accounting processes to manage Consortium funds or utilize tine accounts and processes 
of Participants for such purposes under appropriate agreements; 

G .  Execute contracts to obtain goods and services and to enter into 
arrangements whereby Participants may contract on behalf of the Consortium to obtain 
goods and services; 

H. Execute intergovernmental agreements; 

I.  Establish procedures for the hiring and firing of its own stafc 

J .  Accept assignment of staff from individual Participants to conduct 
Consortium work and to reimburse the Participants for the salary and other costs 
associated with the assigned staff; 

K. Establish procedures and criteria whereby other units of government may 
enter into this Agreement subsequent to its initial creation by the execution of the 
Agreement by fifteen or more Participants, subject to the provisions herein enabling any 
Participant in the Inter-Governmental Agreement to Fund Phase Two of the Plan to join 
as a Participant of the Consortium at any time after the Consortium's creation; 

L. Establish a process to coordinate Participant response to water policy issues 
of mutual concern; 

M. Establish procedures to solicit the views of the public on water supply and 
water resource issues within the Consortium's purview; 



N. Establish a process whereby water policy and water supply disputes or 
disagreements among Participants may be resolved; 

0 .  Protect Consortium rights and enforce obligations owed to the Consortium 
by third parties to the extent permitted by law; 

P. Take other action within the powers specifically granted the Consortium 
herein by the Participants to exercise the authority granted in subsections A. through 0 .  
above and to carry out the purposes stated in Section 2 above. 

Section 6. Participants 

A. Participants in General. Any Participant in the hter-Governmental 
Agreement to Fund Phase Two ofthe Plan, as listed in Exhibit B to this agreement, may 
initially join the Consortium at any time. Any Participant which, having once joined, 
withdraws or is expelled from the Consortium for non-payment of dues, may only re-join 
as provided in Section 7F. Participants in Phase Two may join in their own name or in 
the name of a separate inter-governmental entity, but not both. (For example, the Cities 
of West Linn and Oregon City may join as two separate Participants or as one, in the 
name of the South Fork Water Board.) 

B. Initial Creation By Fifteen Participants. The Consortium shall be created 
and this Agreement shall become effective upon its execution by 15 or more Participants 
in the Inter-Governmental Agreement to Fund Phase Two of the Plan. 

C. Additional Participants. The Consortium Board may accept additional 
governmental entities as Participants into the Consortium under terms and financial 
arrangements that the Board determines just and appropriate. The Board may establish 
standards for membership in its by-laws or may allow new members to join.on a case by 
case basis. Provided, however, that in all cases, no new memtter may join the Consortium 
without the affirmative vote of a majority of the Board. 

D. Withdrawal. Any Participant may withdraw from the Consortium at any 
time by giving written notice to the Chair of the Consortium Board. Consortium dues 
already paid shall not be refunded to the withdrawing Participant. To the extent it is able 
to do so, any Participant intending to withdraw from the Consortium shall endeavor to 
advise the Chair of that fact prior to February 1 and the approval of the Consortium's next 
fiscal year's budget. 



Section 7. Dues 

A. Each Participant of the Consortium shall pay annual dues no later than 
September 1 of each year sufficient to hnd  the approved annual budget of the 
Consortium, as established by the Board, provided, however, that the Board may establish 
a different payment amount andlor schedule for a Participant upon request'from that 
Participant or upon the Board's own motion. 

B. The dues of each water provider Participant shall be determined annually as 
follows: 

1. Total annual dues for all members shall t ~ e  set to equal the annual 
budget for the Consortium, not counting budget items to be funded by fewer than all the 
Participants as provided in Section 8.C., and taking into account any grants or non-dues 
monies available to h n d  the annual budget. 

2. The total annual dues of Participants that are not water providers 
shall then be subtracted from the total annual dues-based budget, described in subsection 
7.B. 1. above, leaving a budget number to be fbnded by provider dues. Dues shall be set 
so that the dues of each water provider reflects its proportional share of that sum based on 
the following formula: 

(a) 25% of the total provider dues shall be allocated proportionally 
based on the individual provider's proportional share of the total number of a11 
Participants' retail customer accounts for the prior year; 

(b) 25% of the total provider dues shall be allocated proportionally 
based on the individual provider's proportional share of total average daily retail water 
use (in million gallons a day) in the prior year of all Participants; 

(c) 50% of the total provider dues shall be allocated proportionally 
based on the individual provider's share of the projected incremental growth in average 
daily summer peak season usea(in million gallons a day) of all Participants. The projected 
incremental growth in use shall be based on the total incremental growth of all 
Participants projected from the first to the last year of the regional water demand forecast 
contained in the Plan or any more recent regional forecast approved as a Plan Amendment 
by the Consortium Board or the Participants' governing boardls, commissions, or councils. 



C. The amount of Metro's dues shall be established! each year in the Annual 
Work Plan and budget. Metro's dues may include in-kind contributions. 

D. The dues obligation of any additional Participant that is not a water provider 
shall be established by the Consortium Board at the time it approves an entity's 
membership. 

E. A Participant that fails to pay its assigned dues t ~ y  September 1 or a time 
otherwise established by the Board pursuant to Section 7A. shall be automatically 
removed as a Consortium Participant. 

F. Upon a majority vote of the Board, a defaulting Participant (or a Participant 
that has previously withdrawn from membership) may be reinstated in the Consortium 
upon its agreement to pay its dues for the year during which it wishes to rejoin (calculated 
as if the entity had been a Participant at the time the budget was approved). Upon receipt 
of such dues by a rejoining member, the Board shall re-calculate the dues owed by other 
entities and provide a credit on the next year's dues to Participants who paid more than 
their total dues as recalculated. 

G .  If a new entity joins the Consortium as a Participant during an annual dues 
cycle, its dues and those of the existing Participants shall be calculated as follows: 

1. If a new Participant is a water provider, ils dues requirement will be 
calculated pursuant to Section 7.B. above. 

2. If a new member is not a water provider, its dues will be determined 
as provided in Section 7.D. above. 

3. The initial year dues for a new Participant joining part way through a 
budget cycle will be pro-rated to reflect partial year membership. 

4. Upon addition of a new Participant part way through a budget cycle, 
the current year dues for existing Participants will be re-calculated and re-assigned as 
follows: 

(a) The new Participant's initial year dues will be deducted fiom 
the total current dues-based budget. 



(b) The remaining budget amount will be allocated to existing 
members in accordance with the percentage of the budget each Participant was assigned 
in the current annual budget. 

(c) Existing members shall receive a credit on their next year's 
dues payment for any amounts they paid as dues that are grealier than their revised dues 
obligation as determined herein. 

5 .  New Participants joining at any time after September 1 shall pay their initial 
year dues by the following September or at a time otherwise established by the Board 
upon admission of the new Participant. 

Section 8. Work Plan and Budgeting 

A. By February 1 of each year, the Board shall adopt an annual work plan of 
Consortium activities for the upcoming fiscal year beginning on July 1. 

B. At the same time, the Board shall adopt a budget sufficient to conduct the 
Consortium's Annual Work Plan. The budget shall also include a calculation of the dues 
owed by each Participant to fund the budget as provided in Section 7, taking into account 
any grants or non-dues funds available to the Consortium, and a table apportioning the 
dues to each Participant, 

C. The budget may include special studies that will, be funded by fewer than all 
of the Participants on a voluntary basis. 

D. The Board may amend the budget and the work plan at any time during the 
year as it deems appropriate except that dues may only be increased annually as provided 
for in section 7. Additional expenditures may be permitted so long as there are identified 
sources of revenue, other than increased dues, for such expentliture(s). 

E. Participants are expected to provide to consortium staff the data necessary 
to calculate the annual dues for budgeting and planning. 

Section 9. Consortium Board 

A. The Consortium Board shall be made up of one representative from the 
governing board, commission, or council of each Participant. Each Participant shall also 
name an alternate Board representative from its governing board, commission, or council 



to serve in case the primary representative cannot. Provided, however, that if the Board 
Chair does not attend a meeting, the Vice-Chair shall assume tihe Chair's duties rather 
than the Chair's alternate. 

B. Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties may each also name a 
representative (and alternate) to serve on the Board as non-vot~ng ex ofJicio members of 
the Board. 

C. The Board is authorized to: ( I )  approve the Consortium's annual work plan 
and budget; (2) set Consortium policy; (3) approve new Consortium Participants; (4) 
recommend water supply, water planning, and regional cooperation actions to Participant 
governing boards, commissions, or councils, especially, but not limited to, actions to 
implement the Plan; (5) approve minor amendments to the Plan; ( 6 )  recommend to the 
governing boards, commissions, or councils of the Consortium Participants major 
amendments to the Plan; (7) periodically review the Plan comprehensively, on a schedule 
providing for review at least every five years, commencing wiih the date upon which the 
Consortium is formed, or on a shorter schedule determined by the Board; (8) recommend 
to the governing boards, commissions, or councils of the Consortium Participants 
amendments to this Agreement; (9) adopt by-laws; (10) exercise any other powers and 
authority granted to the Consortium by this Agreement necessary to accomplish the 
Consortium's purposes. 

D. The Board shall have the authority to designate which Plan Amendments 
are major and which are minor for purposes of determining the: process for amendment 
consideration. Generally, major amendment to the Plan should include revisions to the 
Plan's policy objectives, resource strategies, or implementation actions which 
significantly alter Plan direction or would significantly change the implementation 
strategies. Minor amendments are a11 other changes to the Plan. 

E. Upon its first meeting, the Board shall elect a temporary Chair and Vice- 
Chair and shall proceed within three months thereafter to adopt such by-laws as it deems 
advisable, consistent with this Agreement. Consistent with the terms of this Agreement, 
the by-laws shall, at least, (1) establish the offices of Chair and Vice-Chair and determine 
their terms, their general duties, and the method for their election; (2) establish how the 
Participants' governing boards, commissions, or councils shall notify the Consortium of 
their appointment of Board members and alternates; (3) establish a method to allow 
additional entities to join the Consortium; (4) establish a method to determine timing of 
meetings, provided that the Board must meet at least once a year; (5) establish a process 
for resolution of disputes among Participants; and (6) establish a method whereby the 



Board can create subcommittees of itself and other advisory committees or bodies to 
assist the Board in conducting its business, including a standing "Executive Committee." 
In creating a Board Executive Committee, the.Board shall en~deavor to achieve 
geographic representation and representation from municipalities, districts, and other 
types of entities that form the Participants' group. 

F. Each year in the annual work plan or its amendrnents, the Board may assign 
such duties or delegate such Board authority as the Board deems advisable to any Board 
committee or to the Technical Committee, except that the Board may not delegate the 
authority (1 )  to execute inter-governmental agreements, (2) to designate Plan 
amendments as minor or major, (3) to recommend major Plan Amendments or 
amendments to this Agreement, (4) to approve the annual work plan and the budget, (5) 
to approve minor Plan amendments, (6) to approve the admission of Participants to the 
Consortium, or (7) to dissolve the Consortium. 

G .  To be effective, Board actions must be approved by a vote of a majority of 
the Board at a meeting at which a quorum of two thirds of the Board is present. 

' 

Section 10. Consortium Technical Committee 

A. The Consortium Technical Committee shall be made up of one staff 
representative appointed by the governing board, commission, or council of each 
Participant. Each governing board, commission, or council shall also name a Technical 
Committee representative alternate to serve when the primary representative cannot. 
Provided, however, that if the Technical Committee Chair docs not attend a meeting, the 
Vice-Chair shall assume the Chair's duties rather than the Chair's alternate. 

B. The Technical Committee shall advise and provide assistance to the Board 
on any matters falling within the Consortium's purview under this Agreement, shall direct 
the work of the Technical Subcommittee, and may act upon Board delegation of authority 
as provided in Section 9F. 

C. The Technical Committee shall, upon its first meeting, elect a temporary 
Chair and Vice-Chair and shall proceed within three months thereafter to adopt such by- 
laws for its operation as it deems advisable, consistent with this Agreement. The by-laws 
shall, at least, (a) establish the offices of Chair and Vice-Chair and determine their terms, 
their general duties, and the method for their election; (b) establish how the Participants' 
governing boards, commissions, or councils shall noti6 the Consortium of their 
appointment of Technical Committee members and alternates; (c) establish a method to 



determine timing of meetings, provided that the Technical Committee must meet at least 
three times a year; and (d) establish a method whereby the Technical Committee can 
create subcommittees of itself and other advisory committees or bodies to assist the 
Technical Committee in conducting its business. 

D. The Technical Committee shall, at its discretion, assign duties and tasks to 
and direct the work of the Technical Subcommittee. 

E. To be effective, Technical Committee actions must be approved by a vote 
of a majority of the Committee at a meeting at which a ~UONI'I of two thirds of the 
Committee is present. 

Section 1 I .  Consortium Technical Subcommittee 

A. The Consortium Technical Subcommittee shall be made up of ten of the 
Technical Committee members (or, as required, their alternates) as follows: 

1. Three of the Technical Subcommittee representatives, must come 
from Participants in Clackamas County, three from Washington County, and three from 
Multnomah County, and one from Metro. Further, in each County, if possible given the 
Consortium membership, there must be at least one representative from a city and one 
from a special district. 

2. The Technical Subcommittee representatives for each county shall 
be selected by the vote of the Technical Committee representa1.ives for each county, 
provided, however, that in any case the Chair of the Technical Committee shall, without 
requiring election, be automatically named to the Technical Subcommittee as one of the 
County representatives or as the Metro representative, as appropriate, and shall be Chair 
of the Technical Subcommittee, as well. If the relevant Technical Committee members 
are unable to select the required three Technical Subcommitter: members fiom a county, 
then the Board representatives for the relevant county or counties shall select Technical 
Subcommittee members. 

B. The Technical Subcommittee shall operate undei- the supervision of and 
advise the Technical Committee on any matters within the Consortium's purview. It is 
anticipated that the Technical Subcommittee shall, under the direction of the Technical 
Committee, or as provided for in any agreement or contract to provide staffing, supervise 
Consortium staff (including employees of Participants assigne:d to the Consortium) and 
assume the responsibility to draft proposed work plans, budgeis, annual and other reports, 



plan amendments, and implementation proposals for submission to the Technical 
Committee for review and submission to the Board. 

C. To be effective, actions or recommendations for action by the Technical 
Subcommittee must be approved by a majority vote of those members present and voting 
at a meeting at which a quorum of a majority of the Technicai. Subcommitiee is present. 

Section 12. Dispute Resolution 

The Participants intend to work cooperatively to accomplish the water resource 
strategies of the Plan and the purposes of this Agreement. It is understood, however, that 
there may be disagreements among the Participants on issues within the purview of the 
Consortium. The Consortium will also, therefore, provide a forum whereby such 
disagreements may be aired and, if possible, resolved. The Board shall establish a 
mandatory, but non-binding dispute resolution mechanism though its by-laws. 

Section 13. Duration and Dissolution 

This Agreement shall remain in effect, subject to the following: ( I )  any Participant 
may withdraw at any time as provided in this Agreement; (2) should all but one 
Participant withdraw, the Agreement shall end and the ~onsortium shall be dissolved; (3) 
the Agreement may be ended and the Consortium dissolved by a vote of the Board. 

Section 14. Legal Liability 

Participants agree to share any costs or damages, including reasonable attorney's 
fees, from third party actions against the Consortium. The obligation shall apply to any 
entity that was a Participant in the Consortium at the time the liability arose or the cause 
of action occurred. Payment obligations shall be proportional to the dues of each entity. 
Participants agree to assist and cooperate in the defense of such an action. Settlement of 
any action that would impose an obligation to pay upon the P,articipants under this 
provision must be approved by a majority of the Board. 

Section 15. Oregon Law and Forum 

A. This Agreement shall be construed according tcl the law of the State of 
Oregon. 



B. Any litigation between the Participants under this Agreement or arising out 
of work performed under this Agreement shall occur, if in the state courts, in the 
Multnomah County Court having jurisdiction thereof, and if in the federal courts, in the 
United States District Court for the District of Oregon. 

Section 16. Public Notification 

Meetings of the Consortium Board, and any subcommittees thereof, shall be 
considered open meetings as provided by law. 



PHASE 2 
of the 

REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Clty of Beavertoil 

Canby Utility Board 

Clackamas River Water 

City of Gladstone 

Damascus Water District 

City of Fairview 

City of Gresham 

City of Hillsboro Utilities Commission 

C~ry  of Forest Grow 

City of Lake Osv.qo 

Metro 

City of Milwaulcie 

Mt. Scott Water District 

Oak Lodge Water District 

City of Portland 

Raleigh Hills Water District 

Rockwood Water 

City of Sandy 

City of Sherwood 

South Fork Water Board: City of Oregon City/City of West Linn 

C ~ t y  of Tigard Water Department 

City of Troutdale 

C ~ t y  of T~lalatin 

Tualatin Valley Water District 

Wesr Slope Water Districr 

City of Wilsonvillc 

Cily of Wood Village 



REGIONAL WATER PROVIDERS CONSORTIUM 

Budget information on the next 7pagesprovided by the Portland Bureau of Water 
Works Staff to the Regional Water Pro viders 



July 36, 1996 

MEMORANDUM 

TO : P a r t ~ c ~ p a n t s  Conimittee 

F R O M :  Lorna Stickel 

R E :  Tasks for Consortium Staffing & Methods for establishing the first 
budget and work program for the Consortium 

T a s k s  f o r  C o n s o r t i u m  S t a f f i n g  

The following is a discuss~on of the two types of staffing for the consortium 
that have been d~scussed by the Steering and Participants Comm~ttees for the 
Regional Water Supply Plan. The first type of staffing is for logistical and 
business support and the second is for professional/technic.al staffing. Both of 
rhese are discussed below. It is important to note that at  his point no specific 
budget is being proposed and that there will not be a proposed work plan and 
budget at the time of the IGA adoption process. One of the first tasks for the 
Consortium Board will be to approve a work plan and budgest for 1997198. I t  is 
likely that the at txhzd materials will form the basis for a staff 
re~c~nmendat ion  for this first year budget and you should f:el free to use this  
as an example of what a dues structure will likely mean for your jurisdict~on. 

Log i s t i c a l  a n d  bus ines s  s u p p o r t  

The primary purpose for dues supported staffing is in the area of 
logisticallbusiness management for the various consortium bodies. The tasks 
associated with this type of support are attached to this memo. It is anticipated 
that most of these functions would be conducted by an administrative assistant 
position assigned primarily to the support of the consortiurn bodies. The level 
of logistical staff support is estimated during the start-up phase (first couple of 
years) of the consortium to require a full time staff person It is possible that 
as the consortium adjusts to their meeting frequencies that full time support 
will not be necessary. 

Budget amounts for logistical/business management support: 

I FTE of staff a t  the position level of Administrative Assistant 559,000 
0 r 
.75 of staff at the position level of Administrative Assistant $44.250 

Materials 8r Services 

Printing. drsrribution (postage),  advertising, office s ~ i p p l ~ e s .  



graphic arts, meeting space rental, refreshments, & mtg. space 
r e n t a l  $23,000 

Overhead costs, space, machinery & repair, utilities. filing 
space, accounting, personnel, etc. $18.000 

TOTAL (at the I R E  Level) $ 100,000 

P r o f e s s i o n a l / T e c h n i c a l  S u p p o r t  S t a f f i n g  

Ths Steering and Part~cipants Committees have selected a. conservative 
profess~onal/technical support level of staffing, set at arcund $75,000 per 
year. The first year of tlie consortium will probably be des~ote a lot of time to 
formation issues, wri t~ng bylaws, gaining enough members to start up the 
meetings of the various bodies of the consortium, and generally getting 
comfortable with this new more formal process. Expectations for great 
amounts of substantive work may be out of line for the initial formative year 
or two. and allowing the group to grow into its implementation role might be 
the better course of action. 
T h ~ s  level of support IS anticipated to provide 180 days of' personnel time, split 
between two levels of planning positions and one Plannin,o Engineer. The 
actual time split will depend on the types of tasks anticipated for the start up 
phase of the consortium. The actual amount of staff time and tasks anticipated 
will be deta~led in the first work program and budget approved by the 
consortium board. The following tasks ~nclude some that could be 
accomplished by professional staff. but not all in the firs1 full year work 
program The f~ r s t  four tasks \vould be immediate upon tlie start of the 
consortiunl nleetlnss. 

Drafting of Bylaws for Consortium Bodies - A One time task set 

Preparing the Work Program and Budget with Technical Committee 
recommendation to the Board for its ,approval 

Preparing a reporting format for fiscal managemelt, approving 
expenditures of materials & services, giving reports to the two technical 
committees on fiscal expenditures and work task progress reports 

Attendance at meetings of the two consortium technical committees and 
Board meetings. 

Work with consortium bodies on advisory body formation and staffing i f  
needed, particuiarly related to any established roles for the public and 
asency stakeholders. 

inform the consortium technical bodies of rulemaklng, legislation, or 
program Issues a f fec t~ng  water suppliers programs or  sources mentioned 
i n  the RWSP. Prepare position papers, letters, testimony, and present 
positions or concerns of the consortium to agencies such as state 
agencies, Metro. or federal agencies. 



Participate i n  subregional implementation activities when asked to 
participate and approved by the technical committee (examples: ASR 
pilot studies for the regional sources, Clackamas B.3sin implementation 
studies including IFIM study i f  conducted, developm:nt of major 
transmission linkages, or development of smaller ~,ubregional sources 
that have rezional linkages). 

Continue representation and participation i n  Metro advisory bod~es  for 
the Mctro 2040 process. p:~rticularly related '1 the :~doptic - o f  l h t  \\.:~tc.r- 
supply plnn element of the Regional Framework PI:!n. Offer to 'T a part 
of the hlctro staff team i n  writing and reviewing ti-is element. 

Initiate \v i t l i  consortium techn~cal committees propxals  for reg~onal 
studies (or study coo rd~na t~on )  of non-potable wllter supply options 
( includ~ng scope. t~nieline, and budget op t~ons) .  Prepare an evaluat~on 
for the techn~cal committee consideration of work program tasks related 
to refinement of the lRPlanner model to allow for plan updates, includ~ng 
revised demand forecasts, or for the potential development of a regional 
network type model that would allow for more analysis of interconnected 
system operations. I n  addition staff would be expected to track population 
allocations. progress on base case activities, and dedeloplnent of 
conserva~ion programs. Other studies called for in the RWSP include a n  
evaluat~on of explorat~on of regional catastrophic event strategies. 

possible turther transmlsslon s tud~es  which could be conducted to 
implenient ~nnjor system interconnections called for in the RWSP, 
development of a source protection strategy, and discussion of shortage 
nlanagemtnt and rel~ability issues. These evaluation: may be staged to 
l ~ n k  with onzolns sub-reg~onal s tud~es  or to the budget and fund~n?  
capabilit~zs of the consortium and its irldiv~dual members desire for Level 
2 type studies such as the above mentioned studies. In the case of these 
work tasks, some of these could be actually conducted by the consortiunl 
staff, whlle others would be coordinated by consortium staff, but actual 
work products may be generated by consultant staff depending on the 
level of effort required and the funding allocated through dues supported 
staff. Depending on the work program items of the given year, 
professional staff could assist i n  preparing and revising SOQ'sIRFP's, 
evaluating the proposals, being on project selection committees, 
initiating and reviewing contracts. and then either being project 
managers or particlpatins on project task force committees. In the first 
start up year i t  may not be advisable to be too ambitious with these types 
of s tud~es un t~ l  the consortium bodies. have had time to form and initiate 
their roles and responsibilities. 

Provide a liaison with the Columbia/Willamette Conservation Coalition to 
develop proposals with this group on the implementation of the 
conservation strategies i n  the RWSP. Identify which programs could be 
conducred on a regional basis and then provide coordination assistance to 
the staff on the Coal~tion. 

Budget amoulrts for professional/technical support stali'lng: 

C h ~ e f  Plunner @ 5 days/rnontli/ or 60 days per year 5 2  1,500 
Senior Pl;inner @ 5 days/rnonth/ or 60 days per year 5 16,600 



Technical planning engineer support for implementation 
of RWSP strategies related to source options, transmission. 
system vulnerability analysis, or pilot testing coordi:lation. 

Systems Planning Engineer O 5 dayslmonth or 60 days 
per year S74,750 

Overhead Costs ( 0 2 0  5% of personnel costs) 

TOTAL 

Funding Metl~odology  f o r  thc Fi r s t  Y e a r  of C o n s o r t i u m  Operation 

In discussing how this funding niethodology might work with the legal 
comniittee. issues of the first partial year became apparen:. The Initial start u p  
of the consortiun~ would take place upon the trigger apptoval of IS signing 
entities. At this point the method for approving budgets i n  the IGA would be 
for the full consortium board to approve the budget and for the individual 
entities to then place in their individual budgets their assigned dues according 
to the forniula placed in the IGA. The following is a proposal for dealing with 
the start up of the consortiun~: 

If the consortium approval process takes place late in the summer of 1996, 
then some period ,o f  months may elapse before 15 members would sign, and 
trigger the beginnins of [he consortium process. If t h ~ s  occurred sometinic 
before the beginning of the new year, then the Portland staff could work nit11 
the technical committees to propose a budget for the first f u l l  year, 1997198 
(assuming n July 1 b u d ~ e t  date), which the Board could approve at its f~ r s t  
meeting in say February 1997. This should be in time for the lnd~vidual 
entities budget proces>es. The staff support for the consortium prior to July I ,  
1997 would be picked up by Portland staff. At the t ime that the Consortium 
Board is presented with the first year budget and work ~ l a n ,  Portland will 
submit an IGA to provide staff services for the consortiun~ based on the adopted 
budget. This IGA will detail how the staff and services will be provided and 
would be between the Consortium Board and the City of Portland. 



REGIONAL CONSORTIUM OF WATER PROVIDERS 

Business and Lo&stic Activities 

The Basics: 

Staff support for all consortium body meetings -- three or four potential 
bodies 

. - Consortium Board 
- Technical Committee 
- Steering Committee 
- Executive Advisory Board (if one is formed) 

Ad hoc committees -- e.g. conservation, finance, Legal 
Special sessions 

T v ~ e s  of Activities: 

Prepare and distribute public notices for each meeting 
Set-upbreak-down meetings: determine location, copy and delivering 

materials for meetings. arrange for refreshments; arrange for 
audiolvisual equipment 

Attend meetings and take minutes 
Prepare minutes 
Distribute materials to various bodies (mail. hand-out, fax) 
Serve a s  General contact person for the project 

- respond to public requests for information. materials 
- respond to consortium members requests for information, materials 

conduct research to respond to requests and/or forward on to the 
appropriate person 

- take messages and make contacts for consortium business 
Coordinate special events -- public workshops, round table discussions, 

exhibits or display tables 
Maintain project mailing list 
Order supplies 
Staff information a t  community events or meetings 
Coordinate advertising and graphic production activities 

Other associated omrating costs: 

- printing 
- copying 
- postage 
- advertising 
- graphic arts  
- refreshments 

spacc rental for special events 
- overhead -- work space, filing space, storage space, library space 
- other operating costs -- stationery, mailing labels, temporary personnel 



Financial type functions: 

Track dues payments and other funding contributions 
Budget reports 
Process payments to professional services providers 
Prepare statements and collect moneys for public document requests 
Administer purchasing procedures 



Water Providers Consortiirm Preliminary Dues S h u e  T h l e  1997-98 

'' MGD 8 Accounts From the RWSP Demand Forecast, based on "' Growth in peak season demand baseJ on RL ILI' Dc roand Forecast H~gh Pl.GO 1996-2050 
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I EXHIBIT 5 

AGENDA BILL 

B av rt n City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN, FOR AGENDA OF: 111 
PRELIMINARY REPORT 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD - w 
DATE SUBMITTED: 10/31/95 

PROCEEDING: 1. Open House -- 4:30 - 6:30 pm 
1 st-Floor Conference Room CLEARANCES: Engineering Div. 

2. Public Hearing - Council Meeting 
Council Chambers 

EXHIBITS: Executive Summary of 
Preliminary Plan 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED. $ BUDGETED $ REQUIRED $ 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
In February, 1993, the Council authorized the Mayor to sign an intergovernmental agreement along with 26 other water 
providers in the Portland metropolitan area to fund a $2.2 million consultant study to assess the region's future water 
demand and recommend. a plan to provide for the region's water supply to the year 2050. The City's 2.1 1 percent share 
was determined by dividing the City's expected growth in peak day water dem.and, from 1990 to 2050, by the region's 
expected arowth in peak day demand. Beaverton's contribution to date toward the Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) 

The Preliminary Report (first draft) of the Regional Water Supply Plan was released for public review on September 6, 
1995; a copy of its executive summary is attacped. Copies of the full report are available l o  the Council by request. 

The preliminary plan represents more than four years of a cooperative partnership of 27 public water providers serving a 
population of more than 1,138,000 and the recent added participation of Mdro to the partnership. The integrated 
resource plan is comprehensive and sets out a number of strategies to meet the needs of the region's existing residents 
as well gs the projected 750,000 additional residents by the year 2050. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Since the ,release of the oreliminarv olan, water providers around the region have been making every effort to publicize - .  . 
and solicit public input i n  the plan. Many wor~shops, public meetingsand hearings, newsletters, press releases, and 
newspaper articles have encouraged public participation in the decision making process. In Washington County, a public 
workshop sponsored by the regional water providers was held on September 26, and a joint public hearing by the City of 
Hillsboro. Tualatin Valley Water District, and Forest Grove was held on October :30. 

The Council heard a presentation (video) of the Preliminary Repgrt (first draft) of the RWSP on October 9. To provide 
an opportunity for the public to comment on the alternative supply options, an open house, presentation, and public 
hearing have been scheduled. The open house is being held from 4:30 - 6:30 pm in the first-floor conference room prior 
to the Council meeting. The presentation is an overview of the key elements of the plan and the process to adopt a final 
Regional; Water Supply Plan. Roberta Jortner, who is from the City of Portlimd Bureau of Water Works, has been 
assigned for the last two years to the project management staff for the Regional Water Supply Planning process and will 
make the presentation. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Hold the public hearing of the Preliminary Regional Water Supply Plan. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

. . 

HISTORY OF THE RJIGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLANNING EFFORT 

The Portland, Oregon, metropolitan region is located on the lower Columbia River, 
where the Willamette River joins the Columbia. Its urban area is made up of 3 
counties and 24 cities with a combined 1990 population of 1,138,000, This population 
is growing. 

The region is served by a number of different surface water and groundwater sources. 
The water supply system operated by the City of Portland currently supplies about 
750,000 people; the rest are served by a variety ~f sources, roost notably the 
Clackamas River, the Trask RiverITualatin River system, and groundwater. 

, = .  

In 1989, a number of the-region's water providers convened to discuss future water 
supply issues. It was agreed that the region was going to face: future supply shortfalls 
given current supplies, use patterns, and growth projections. A group called, the 
Regional Providers Advisory Group (RPAG) was formed. It lmet on a monthly basis 
and had about 35 members. 

The RPAG process has evolved into a regional water supply planning effort of 
unprecedented scope. Phase 4 of this effort, which was completed in 1992, found 
that: 

Water demands would increase significantly throughout the region; 

= Existing supplies would not meet all of these demands; 

1 Conservation could play an important role in meeting regional water. 
needs;. and 

1 New sources of water and-efficient transmission systems offered the 
potential to meet these increasing needs. 

The Phase 1 "Water Source Options Study" evaluated 29 difYerent water supply . 

options that could potentially be developed to serve the Portl;ind/Vancouver 
metropolitan area's water needs and ranked these sources against a predetermined set 
of criteria. The evaluation concluded that six supply source options were worthy of 
additibnal asalysis &d should be carried"foiwad to i~ second phase Regional Water 
Supply Plan (RWSP). The six source , , options are: 

ES- 1 



I A third dam iri the Bull Run Watershed; 

Additional diversion and treatment capacity on the Clackamas River; 

B Diversion and treatment capacity on. the Willamette River; 
, . 

B Diversion and treatment capacity on the Columbia River;. 
7 

Raising the height of Barney Dam on the Trask: River, thereby 
increasing the storage capacity of Barney Reservoir; and 

h i  , . . Aquifer Storage and Recoveiy, involving the use of one or more of the 
region's surface water sources. . :  

Since the completion of Phase 1, the Joint Water Commissior~ and the Tualatin Valley 
Water District have continued to pursue the Barney Reservoir option' and have 
initiated construction, on that project. The RWSP therefore focuses on the remaining 
five supply options. , , . 

The RWSP also considers water conservation as a key resource option. 

This document reports on the results of the RWSP. Phase 2 was funded and managed 
by a group of 27 water providers in the metropolitan r e g i ~ n . ~  In 1994, the 
Metropolitan Service District (Metro) became the 28th participant. The project used 
the techniques of Integrated Resource Planning and was conducted by a team of 
consultants led by the firm of Barakat & Chamberlin, Inc. Fcllowing is a list of the 
project participants: 

City of Beaverton* 
Canby Utilities Board 
Clackamas Water District** 
City of Gladstone 
Clairmont Water District** 
Damascus Water District 
City of Fairview 
City of Gresham 
City of Hillsboro Utilities Commission* 

City of Portland 
Raleigh Water District 
Rockwood Water PUD 
City of Sandy 
City of Sherwood 
South Fork Water 
City of Tigard 
City of Troutdale 
City of Tualatin 

Board' 

'An Environmental Impact Statement was being developed for this project before Phase 2 began. . , 

'The City of Vancouver and Clark County, Washington chose not to participate in Phase 2. The Phase 2 
participants are all Oregon jurisdictions. 



City of Forest Grove* 
City of Lake Oswego 
City of Milwaukie 
Mt. Scott Water, District 
Oak Lodge Water District 

Tualatin Valley Water District* 
West Slope Water District 
City of Wilsonvillc 
City of Wood Village, 
Metropolitan Service District (Metro) 

*Denotes members of the Joint Water Commission. 
**The Clackamas and Clairmont Water Districts have recently merged to form 

Clackamas River Water. c 

SCOPE, OF THE PHASE 2 REGXONAL WATER SUPPL'I PLAN 

The scope of the Regional Water Supply Plan (RWSP) is comprehensive. It includes 
the following major elements: 

An active and ongoing public information and involvement program. 

Development of policy objectives that reflect the important regional 
values that this plan must attempt to meet. 

Development of a logical and defensible demand forecast for the . , 

region. . . 

, .. 

Evaluation of five potential supply sources. 

Identification and evaluation of possible transndssion system 
improvements and expansions. 

, , 

Identification and evaluation of a broad range clf voluntary and 
mandatory demand management and conserv:ation optionsavailable 
to the region. 

Development and evaluation of integrated resalurce strategies based on 
the information developed in the foregoing elements. A sophisticated 
modeling tool was developed to assist this process. 

Identification of short-term and long-term actions that the region must 
undertake to ensure that the needs of the regional water providers and 



their customers are met throughout the planning period, which runs 
through 'the year 2050. 

This report contains the preliminary results of the RWSP. The plan is "preliminary" 
at this point because of the critical need for public feedback over the next several 
months on the report contents. Based on that input, the plan will be finalized in early 
1996. 

Chapters of the preliminary plan document provide descriptions of all RWSP - 
elements. For most of these, more detailed documentation has been prepared over the 
course of the project in 'the form of interim reports or technical memoranda. These 
are listed in Appendix 'A of the plan. Afrangemerits to revieur these documents may 
be made through participating water providers. 

THE REGION'S NEED FOR NEW RESOURCES 

A key conclusion of the RWSP is that, with current resources andfacilities 
supplemented by the resource additions to which the region's providers have already 
committed, the earliest point at which the region will need mlljor new supply additions 
will be around the year 201 7. This point is illustrated in Figure ES-1, which shows a 
simple comparison between available supplies and peak-day demands'under extreme 
weather conditions, assuming no utility-sponsored conservation programs. An active 
conservation effort by providers can put off this need until at least the early-to-mid 
2020s. 

This does not imply that there is no work to be done until that time. There is, in fact, 
much to be done in the near-term to ensure that the region meets the needs of its 
water customers. Some of these near-term actions include the timely completion of 
resource additions to which the regional providers have committed, development of 
necessary transmission and interconnection facilities to meet the needs of all 
providers, conservation program planning and implementation,.and design of a 
suitable institutional and financial structure to govern the delivery of water service in 
the region. 



Figure ES-1 

Comparison of Regional Peak-Day Demand 
To Existing and Committed SiqqAy 

Portland Metropolitan Region 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE REGIONAI, WATER SUPPLY PLANNING 
PROCESS 

Public information and involvement (PI&I) has been a cornerstone of the RWSP. 
Water provider participants demonstrated their commitment to PI&I by making it a 
key element of the project's scope, Substantial fiscal and staff resources have been 
dedicated to ensuring that the values of the citizenry are undel-stood and heard. 

I 

From its inception, the RWSP was designed to obtain input from various audiences 
through a mix of activities. Some activities targeted the general regional population, 
while others involved those wi* specific ,interests. Through this process, providers ' 

also attempted to promote consensus-bhildiig . , concerning the process and findings of 
the Plan. 

Vehicles used to obtain that input and inform the public about the project have 
included: 

m 

rn 

I! 

m 

A broad range of written materials made available to the public; 

A variety of workshops, roundtable discussions, and public forurps; 

Over 80 interviews of key stakeholders in the region; 

A detailed public opinion research study; 

A survey to assess the value that customers pla'ce on water supply 
reliability; , .  , 

More than 100 presentations to interested agencies, organizations, and 
citizens; 

Various newsletters, informational materials, arid bill inserts; 

An Environmental Task Force of environmental organization 
representatives and government officials to review the environmental 
analysis; 

Exhibits atcounty fairs in Multnomah,, Cl'ackarnas, and Washington 
counties; 

Two focus groups with residential water customers; 



m A slide show on the RWSP; and 

A 15 minute RWSP video. 

n u s ,  there has been, throughout the planning process, a great deal of information 
exchanged between project participants and interested citizens, organizations, and 
decision makers. Over 300 persons receive regular notification of committee meetings 
and documentation of ensuing discussions. Approximately 3,3100 citizens receive 
updates and invitations to submit feedback through newsletters and other information 
pieces related to the project. Many customers have received hill inserts on the RWSP 
process. In turn, project participants have received input from over 3,200 people 
through surveys and public workshops or briefings. 

Participating providers made it a priority to listen to the publr'c. Several key public 
values and priorities have emerged from the PI&I effort. The issues that people most 
cark about include: 

Cost 
m Equity 

Water quality 
w Environmental protection 
rn System reliability 

Efficient water use 
m Implications of growth 

Not surprisingly, these key issues reflect the diverse interests of the region's 
citizenry. The goal of the public involvement process has been to capture the range of 
interests and concerns held throughout the region. 

REGIONAL POLICY OBJECTIVES 

The PI&I efforts provided key input to the development of a set of regional policy 
objectives developed specifically for the RWSP. The policy cbjectives, along with 
associated evaluation criteria, provide a framework to, design and evaluate the relative 
strengths and weaknesses of alternative resource configuratio.ns. 

The region's water providers have not attempted to prioritize the policy objectives. 
This is consistent with not providing a single "best" resource plan. Rather, the plan 
presents several options that emphasize different sets of objectives: The plan makes 



tradeoffs among these options clear. The region must now make choices among these 
alternatives. 

Some of the policy objectives complement each other, while others compete or 
conflict: The complexity of the water supply planning and decision-making process is 
appropriatelymreflected in the broad range of policy:objectives identif~d. 

. !  
, . 

The policy objectives include: 
.. ' 

Efficient Use of Water 
". , 

Maximize the efficient use of water resources, taking into account the 
potential for conservation, availability of'supplies, practicality, and 
relative cost-effectiveness of the options. 

8 Make the best use of available supplies before developing new ones. 

Water Supply Reliability 

Minimize the frequency of water shortages of any magnitude and 
duration. 

8 Ensure that the duration and magnitude of shor1:ages can be managed 
(e.g., through the operation of' raw water .storage facilities or through 
.access to alternative sources.of water). 

Water Quality 

8 Meet or exceed all current federal and state wtiter quality standards for 
finished water. 

. Utilize sources with the highest raw water quality. 
' ,  

Maximize the ability to protect water quality in the future, including 
using watershed-protection based approaches. . , 

7 

8 Maximize the ability todeal with aesthetic factors, such as taste; color, 
hardness, and odor. 



. Y .  , 'Impacts of Catastrophic Events , Y  . . , , :  --. C . : . . l -  

Minimize the magnitude, frequency, and duration of.service 
interruptions due to natural or humancaused catastrophes, such as 
earthquakes, landslides, volcanic eruptions, flo ~ d s ,  spills, fires, 
sabotage, etc. 

.Economic Costs i 

Minimize the economic impact of capital and c~perating costs of new 
water resources on customers. 

' .. 
f 

Assure the ability to relate rate impacts associated with new water 
1 resources to benefits gained within the region on an equitable basis over 
i" time. 
I 

i 
f. ,Environmental Impacts 

1 Minimize the impact of water resource development on the natural and 
human environments. 

:Growth 
, - 

I . 
rn Be consistent with Metro's regional growth strategy and local land-use 

1 
plans. 

Flexibility to Deal with Future Uncertainty 

rn Maximize the ability to anticipate and respond to unforeseen f u e  
events or changes in forecasted trends. 

i I Ease of Implementation 

rn Maximize the ability to address local, state, and federal legislative and 
regulatory requirements in a timely manner. 



Operational Flexibility 

Maximize operational flexibility to best meet the needs of the region, 
including the ability to move water around the region and to rely on 
backup sources as necessary. 

Comparisons and tradeoffs among alternatives are facilitated through a set of 
measurable evaluation criteria. Each policy objective is assocjated with one or more 
evaluation criteria. Each alternative resource strategy is evaluated against these 
criteria. 

FUTURE WATER DEMANDS IN THE REGION I 

A well-developed and defensible water demand forecast is crilical to the RWSP. The 
demand forecast underlies the entire planning effort. The RWSP demand forecast was 
a complex undertaking that projected annual, seasonal, monthly, and peak-day 
demands for the region as a whole and for each of the three counties. These 
projections are based on demographic and employment forecasts developed as part of 
Metro's Region 2040 project. RWSP staff and consultants have coordinated closely 
with Metro staff throughout the process to ensure consistency. 

Tables ES-I through ES-3 summarize the forecasting results for annual average, 
summer average, and peak-day demands respectively. The 19'32 base demands are 
shown, as are the high, medium, and low demand forecasts for the year 2050, the last 
year of the planning period. Average annual growth rates over the planning period are 
also shown. 

These demands reflect naturally-occurring conservation, which results from legal, 
regulatory, and market forces which tend to increase water efficiency over time 
regardless of any utility conservation programs. 



Table ES-1 . . , ., 

ANNUAL AVERAGE WATER DEMAND FORECAST (MGD) AND 
AVEFUGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES , . . , . 

Clackamas County 67 (2.6%) 56 (1.9%) 
- - 

Washington County 42 99 (3.1 %) 82 (2.4%) - - 

2050: Low 

Table ES-2 
PEAK SEASON WATER DEMAND FORECAST (MGD) AND 

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES 

1 1992 1 2050: High 1 2050: M e d w  

Table ES-3 
PEAK DAY WATER DEMAND F'ORECAST (PdGD) AND 

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES 

--  - 

Region 

Multnomah County 

Clackamas County 

Washington County .' 

I Region 

.Multnomah County 

Clackamas County 

220 

123 

41 

54 

. Washington Coupty . s 
96 . , 

417 (2.3%) 

190 (1.6%) 

90 (2.8%) 

137 (3.2%) 

2050: High 1 2050: Medium 2050: Low 

535 (1.4%) 

227 (0.8%) 



CURRENT AND COMMITTED RESOURCES 

Existing water systems in 'the region have an estimated usable storage capacity of 11.4 
billion gallons and a delivery capacity of 413.8 million gallon!; per day (rngd). 
Current r e i i o h  peak-day demand,' eykn under weathe; tdndii:io& that'apprbach the 
hottest and driest, thatf-tI& xegibn has ekperi6rked over a 65-year historical period of 
record,',is about 370 mgd. Despite this apparent excess capacil:y, some individual 
providers within' the region do face more immediate shortfalls due to transmission and 

' I ?  I ,  
, . 

distribution system .coastrqi,nts~. , , '  , , , ,  

 xis st in^ watkr sources iqd facilities for !he region inciude: , . 

' I  . . , 

The Bull Run watershed, with two dams that impound 10.2 billion 
gallons of usable storage. About 750,000 residents of the region rely on 
the Bull Run as their primary supply. s 

t -I, ' 
, , 

The ~lacl&mas River, on which regional ptoviders have developed 66 
mgd of intake and treatment capacity. The Clackamas is currently the 
primary, source of water to 1,75;000~residents. 

. .  . . ,  , 
, '  

The TraskITualatin water system, which incl!~des the 1.3 billion 
g i lon  Barney Reservoir on the Trask River, a conduit from the 
reservoir to the ~uqlatin River, and 43.5 mgd c b  intake and treatment 
capacity-on the Tuglatin. In addition, in most yl:ars, the region has 
access to.4:2 billion gal.lons from Hagg Lake, which is owned by {the 
Bu,reau bf Reclamatiofi and loafed on scbggins Creek. This system 
supplies water to over 120,000 residents in the western part of the 
region. + ,  

H The Columbia Southsh,ore  ellf field, which u,as developed in the 
1980s as an emergency backup and peak&g supply source. Since 1986, 
the ability to use the wellfield has been limited to prevent migration of 
contamination plumes. As a result, the current .usable delivery capacity 
of the wellfield is assumed to be 3 5  mgd. The Cify bf Portland ls 
working closely, with the oreion Department o €, Environmental ~ u a l i t ~  
and with the responsible parties to implement a remediation program 
that %stores the we~i:to 'their<-full , . capacity of up to 90 mgd. .!' " 

Local sources, which are use&by a number of smaller communities in 
the region foi baseuse or peaking p&pbses. These %e'largely 



groundwater sources scattered throughout the region and provide nearly 
60 rngd of capacity. 

w Transmission Iines, which range from 4-inch diameter pipes in small 
districts to the 66-inch diameter Bull Run Conduit No. 4. 

' 

, 

In addition to maintaining existing water supply sources and transmission facilities, 
the region's water providers are committed to completing several facility additions, 
expansions and improvements over the next two to ten years. The projects will 
provide another 80 rngd of delivery capacity and 5.2 billion gallons of storage. These 
additions are not being evaluated as part of the Regional Water Supply Plan. Rather, 
the RWSP assumes these projects will be completed, and includes them jn the plan's 
baseline resource assumptions or "base case". 

Resources to which regional providers have committed, but which are not yet 
operational, include: 

The.Barney Reservoir expansion, which will .increase the water ... 

storage capacity of Barney Reservoir from 1.3 'billion gallons-to 6.5 , , 

billion gallons. This project is expected to be completed by 1998. It1 
addition, improvemerits to the Joint Water ~ornmi&on's intake and 
treatment facilities on the Tualatin River and addition. of a new 
transmission line are ..expected to increase delivcrjr capacity by 20 mgd' 
to 65.5 rngd by 1997. 

AdditionaI Clackamas River capacity beyond the 66 rngd that already 
exists. Several Clackamas providers have committed to developing a 
total of 22.5 rngd of additional capacity. This viould bring the total 
"base case" capacity on the Clackamas to 88.5 mgd. 

u Columbia South Shore Wellfield enhancemerlts, which the RWSP 
assumes will increase the current 35 mgd of capacity to 72 rngd by 
2005. 

Table ES-4 summarizes the existing and committed resources being assumed in the 
RWSP "base case." 

As discussed earlier, these committed reiohrces enable the ri:$io* to defer the need 
for further resources o; facilities until at l<ait the year ,2017. Without these committed 
additions, needs can occur as early 'as, 2004. 

ES-13 



Table ES-4 
REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN 

EXISTING AND COMMITTED SLJPPLY SOURCES 

Source 

SFWB 
Lake Oswego 
Oak Lodge 

Subtotal 

TrasklTualatin 43.5 1,153 

Southshore Wellfield 35 

Local Sources 
South 28.4 
West 12.8 
East 18.1 

Subtotal 59.3 

Total 413.8 11,353 

Additional Committed Existing and Committed 

Usable Storage Usable Storage 



ANALYSIS OF SOURCE OPTIONS 

For each source option, possible facility locations were screened to identify 
representative sites, which the RWSP defines as: 

Potential facility locations that merit detailed analysis because they ofSer the 
highest likelihood of successful permitting and potentifi'l development based on 
preliminary analyses of technical, land use, water qualiry, environmental, cos~, 
and other relevant factors. 

Identified representative sites are as follows: 

Bull Run Dam 3: Bull Run River canyon just downstream,of Log . 

Creek and about one-half mile downstream of the confluence of Blazed 
Alder Creek and the Bull Run River. 

'clackamas River: A consolidated facility adjacent to the current 
Clackamas River Water site.3 

Willarnette River: Just upstream (west) of the existing railroad bridge 
in Wilsonville on the north side of the river on property currently 
owned by Oregon Pacific which is currently used for sand and gravel 
operations. 

Columbia River: Just below the Sandy's mouth, on a site currently 
used for gravel mining and storage. 

Aquifer Storage & Recovery: Two sites, one in the Powell Valley 
area southeast of Gresham and the other in the Cooper-Bull Mountain 
area about four miles td the southwest of the City of Beaverton in 
Washington County. 

Extensive analyses of each option were then, performed. Areas analyzed include: 

Water Availability and Water. Rights 
Raw Water Quality and ~&e&nent ~&$irements 

m Environmental Impacts 
Vulnerability, to, Catastrophic , . Events 

%everal configurations were considered that use this consolidated facility instead of or in conjunction with 
the various existing or planned Ciackamas River facilities. 



8 Costs 
m Ease of Implementation 

; - 
One of the key conclusions is that all of the surface sources can readily be treated to 
meet or surpass all safe drinking water standards. 

These analyses formed the basis of ratings of each Gption against key evaluation 
criteria and provided crucial iiiforrrihio'n t i  tlle development and assessment of 
alternative resource strategies. Table ES-5 summarizes theirat ings of the' s h m e  
options. 

ANALYSIS OF TRANSMISSION OPTIONS 

In addition to the source options, transmission is critical to efficiently meeting the 
region's needs. The region's transmission systems include several components, 
including: ' 

8 Pipelines that move treated water from the treatment plant to the 
' -  I 

regional storage reservoirs; 

The regional reservoirs themselves; 
$ 

Major lines linking sources to demands in 0the.c parts of the region; 
- .  

Major lines designed to servedemands within a portion of the region; 
and 

Local "spokes" to serve the needs of'.individuai providers. 

Representative regional reservoir sites for the surface source options are as follows: 

8 Bull Run and ~olumbia sources: Existing Powdl Butte reservoir site. 

8 Clackamas source: Forsythe Road site near the unincorporated 
community 'df Outlook in Clackamas County. 

Willamette source: Cooper Mountain site in unincorporated Washington 
County west of Beaverton. 



Nine major representative transmission corridors were identifilzd, as follows: 

Lusted Hill/Powell Butte 
Columbia RiverIPowell Butte 
Powell Butte/Clackamas River 
Powell ButteIBeaverton 
Clackamas/Tualatin 
Clackamas/Forsythe Road 
WillametteITualatin 
TualatinIBeaverton 
Cooper MountainIBeaverton 

Corridor alignments were chosen for each of these based on preliminary land use, 
environmental, and geotechnical analyses. Based on specified design criteria, cost 
functions were then generated for kach corridor. These cost functions also included 
base cost estimates for the Iocal "spokes" between the corridor and the appropriate 
local providers. 

The final components of the transmission system are the "spolces" that deliver water 
to the local providers from one of the major transmission line;. For each provider, 
these spokes were sized to meet the projected 2050 demand dcficit based on 
forecasted high peak-day demands. As discussed below, a key' plan imlementation 
issue for the region is the specijic local interconnections that tzre needed to ensure 
that provider needs are met in the near-tern as well as the long-term. The region 
should attempt to configure these local transmission additions to be c~nsistent with the 
adopted long-term regional resource strategy. 



Table ES-5 
RATINGS OF SOURCE OPTIONS 

Raw 
Natural Human Water Water 

Source Option Environment Environment Quality Aesthetics Protection Events tation 

Bull Run Dam 3 4.9 3.6 1.2 1.0 

Columbia 2.6 2.5 2.1 2.5 

Willamette 1.0 2.5 2.2 . 2.0 4.0 2.5 

Clackamas (> 50 mgd) 2.4 1 .O 1.8 2.0 2.0 2.5 2.0 

Note: Ratings range from 1 to 5; lower scores are preferred. 
* This issue was not directly addressed in the RWSP. It is assumed that rigorous wellhead protection programs will be required for any ASR site. 

- 



It is critical that the development of regional, subregional, and local transmission 
options meets local needs over the entire planning period in a manner consistent with 
the region's anticipated ultimate resource configuration. At times, there will be some 
friction between short-term local needs and long-term regional needs. The manner in 
which this friction is resolved must recognize that a regional plan that cannot flexibly 
meet the ongoing needs of the participant providers will not retain the critical suppoa 
of those providers. These needs should, however, be met in the context of the 
strategic direction the region has chosen. 

1 :I ' ANALYSIS OF CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

A basic premise of the RWSP is that water conservation is a resource that can play a 
key role in meeting future water needs and that this resource must be carefully 
considered and subjected to the'same level of analysis as are supply sources. A 
comprehensive framework was used to examine water conservation to assure that all 
viable conservation technologies and management practices. are considered. 

The framework began by specifying a large universe of potential conservation 
measures. These measures were then subjected.40 a qualitative screen to narrow the 
focus to those that had potential value to the region. For those measures that passed 
the qualitative screen, technology profiles were developed that described each 
measure's key technical and economic characteristics. The profiles formed the basis 
of an economic screen of the remaining measures. 

The next step was to combine measures passing both screens into effective 
conservation program concepts. A conservation program is a set of conservation 
measures bundled for delivery to a defined target market of customers. The results of 
this step are presented in TabIe ES-6, in which the program concepts are divided into 
three levels in increasing order of "aggressiveness. " Detailed descriptions were 
developed for each of 24 program concepts. In addition, estimates were made of the 
further savings that could be achieved through conservation pricing programs beyond 
those already in place in the region. 

The RWSP also included a preliminary analysis of opportunities for increasing water 
reuse and recycling, and for the direct use of stormwater. Options evaluated include: 

Stormwater capture 
w Cisterns 

Gray water systems 



Recycling of industrial cooling water 
Reuse of treated wastewater effluent 

\ 

DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE STRATEGIES 

The final product of the RWSF is a set of resource strategies that best meet the 
region's needs as expressed through the policy objectives. There are many possible 
strategies that reflect the tradeoffs the region must make among the policy objectives. 

In light of the importance of future uncertainties, it is useful to distinguish between a 
resource sequence and a resource strategy. 

A resource sequence is a linear prog~ession of resource and 
transmission additions over the planning period. Note that a resource 
sequence does not provide flexibility for the region. It is a single 
development path'that does not respond to .changing future conditions. 

A resource strategy is a multi-branched "tree" (of sequences that defines 
actions that should be taken under various sets (of uncertainty outcomes. 
It is a' "roadmap" of recommended actions under a wide range of 
fiture 'conditions, and providcs,a series of poin1:s at which the region 

. can respond to 'new information about, thenuwent conditions. 
~, 



Level I . 

Level 2 

Level 3 

Table ES-6 
REGIONAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM CONCEITS 

Residential Indoor 

Public education and 
awareness 

Indoor audit (combined with 
ouldoor) 

Appliance incentives and 
equipment tagging 

Ultra.low-flush toilet rebate 

Residential Ou tdwr  

Public education and 
awareness 

Customer landscaping 
workshops 

Trade ally landscaping 
workshops-res. portion 

Outdoor audits 

Incentives for new efficient 
landscaping and irrigations 
systems 

Landscaping ordinance 

Commercial, Industrial, Commercial, Industrial, 
Institutions! lndoor -. . Institutional Outdoor 

I 

Commercial p lu~b ing  and 
appliances educiiion 

HVAC workshops 

CI&I outdoor education and 
awareness 

C&I watering practices 
workshops 

Trade ally landscaping 
workshops-C&I portion 

Commercial indo8x audit Cl&I outdoor audits I 
HVAC financial ncenlives I Large landscape audits 

Industrial process technical incentives for new efficient 
assistance arid incentives landscaping and irrigation 

systems 

installation andi~lcentives 

lncentwes for eally 
retirement of sin];le-pass 
coohng L 



Water Supply Reliability 

One of the fundamental goals of the RWSP is to address the issue of water supply 
reliability. This goal is embodied in the policy objective of "rninimiz(ing) the 
frequency of water shortages of any magnitude and duration. ' In many ways, supply 
reliability is basic to the RWSP, as concern about future unreliability is the key 
reason the region's providers joined to develop the plan. 

The region must ultirnatkly choose a desired level of future reliability; just as it must 
make choices about bther policy' objectives. ~radibffs  occur between increased' 
reliability levels and other important opjectives, subh as minimizing costs and 
environmedtal impacts. ~ol ic~makers  must understand the consequencesiof different 
reliability igvels to make informed decisions. To accomplish this, fesou~ck , .  - 

, 
and strategks were defined for eachof three reliability , ,, levels. . ., 

I! 

The definition of these, reliability levels was guided by the key. finding that, &en 
existing and committed resources, the ~ortlknd ;region will hx;e suffi&ent total :water 
supply volumes to avoid dl'volume-related '$ho&ges for the entire planning petiod 
(i.e. through 2050), even under high demand and low flow cclnditions. Howevqr, in 
the absence! of further resource and facility $dditio;s,' the region will face 'iho&gm in 

!. 
delivery capacity on high-dqmand days. " I 

I I 
I 

Since the region must concern itself with'shbrtages in deliveq~ capacity that arej driven 
by peak dehands, the alternative reliability levels shpuld be dZfined accdrdinglj. 

i Thus, the key distinctions in,reliability . .  relate , to the level and , frequency , bf sho$ages, 
during peaking events. 1 

' A system that achieves Level 1 reliability would be perfectly reliable. 
No shortages would be experienced even under the worst historical 
weather conditions. 

A system that achieves Level 2 reliability would allow for no more 
than a 10% peak day shortage for any of the three counties under the 
worst historical weather conditions. 

A system that achieves Level 3 reliability would allow for no more 
than a 20% peak day shortage for any of the three counties under the 
worst historical weather conditions. 
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R'esource Sequences That  chie eve Level 1 Reliability , ' 

, There are many. ways for the region to add resources and facilities to ensure that 
future shortages do not occur. The RWSP,proposes five appmaches to meeting the 

.: region's needs and achieving this highest possible level of reliability. Each of these 
five sequences was designed to emphasize different policy objectives or combinations 
of objectives. Table ES-7 provides a guide to ,.the key policy objectives addressed by 
each sequence. The sequences themselves are illustrated in . Figure , ES-2. Each of these 
sequences assumes high' demands. 

, . 
These resource sequences were evaluated against the evaluati~m criteria. Table ES-8 
shows the results of the key assessments. 

Table ES-7 ' 
KEY POLICY OBJECTFS 

ADDRESSED BY LEVEL 1 RESOURCE SEQUENCES 



Sequence 

1.1 
Natural 
Environment1 
Efficiency 

1.2 
Raw Water 
Quality/Efficiency 

1.3 
CostlWater 
QualityIEfficiency 

1.4 
Catastrophic 
EventslEfficiency 

1.5 
CostsINatural 
Environment1 
Catastrophic 
EventslEfficiency 

Table ES-8 
PERFORMANCE OF: LEVEL 1 RESOURCE SEQUENCES 

AGAINST KEY EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Efficiency: % 

* Comparative scale ranging from 1-5 with 1 as the most fav( 

Natural 
Environment* 

1 

I 
-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

A 

ible rating and 5 as the least f 

Wa te~  

Raw Water 
Quality*,? 

uality I ~ h t a s t r o ~ h i c  Events 

Expected Seasonal 
Unserved Demand in 
Worst Year Without: 

Watershed Largest New 
Protection* BullRun Source Sources 

~rable rating. 

Ease of 
Implemen- 

tation* 

t Volume weighting of raw water quality ratings of new sources. 



Resource Strategies That AchieveLevel 1 Reliability 

For each of the five sequences, associated resource strategies that reflect demand 
uncertainty were developed. These strategies indicate how future resource and facility 
development activities would vary as future demands deviate from earlier forecasts. In 
all cases, the objective would still be to achieve Level 1 reliability. To illustrate, a 
resource strategy diagram is shown in Figure ES-3. 

Table ES-9 shows the expected values of the key evaluation ratings for each of the 
~trategies.~ The flexibility rating is based on the number of possible resource paths in 
the strategy. 

4These expected ratings are based on assumed probabilities for each possible demand outcome (high, 
medium, or low) for the s'uccessive demand reassessments that occur'throughout the planning period. 



Table ES-9 
EXPECTED VALUES OF KEY EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR LEVE:L 1 STRATEGIES 

Costs Water Quality I 

1.0 1.8 3 

1.2 1.2 5 

1.7 1.7 3 

2.1 1.7 1 

2.1 1.5 2 

*Cornparatwe scale ranging from 1-5 w ~ t h  1 as the most favorable rating and 5 as the least favorable rating. 



As mentioned earlier, these results indicate that-even if the region were to pursue the 
highest possible level of reliability and future demands turn out to be high-major 
resource additions would not be required until well into the 2D20s. This conclusion 
assumes that the .region pursues a menu of conservation programs that focus on 
outdoor uses and is critically dependent on the region's developing committed sources 
in a timely manner. If the region undertakes those near-term activities, there is 
considerable time before additional sources must be developed. 



Level 1 Reliabiliy 

Sequence 1.1 
Natural Environmenff 
Efficiency 

Sequence 1.2 
Raw Water Quality1 
Efficiency 

Sequence 1.3 
CoststWater Quality1 
Efficiency 

Sequence 1.4 
Catastrophic Events/ 
Efficiency 

Sequence 1.5 
CostsNatural 
Environmenff Eff iciencyl 
Catastrophic Events 

Figure ES-2 

Level 1 Resource Sequences-High Demand 

Maximum 
conservation 

Outdoor 
conservation 

Outdoor 
conservation 

Outdoor 
conservation 

Outdoor 
conservation 

i Clackam 

i 
I 
f East-South (50 mgd) 

I 
I 
i + South-East (50 rngd) 

m e t e  - 60 mgd . I 
WiJlametle - 50 mgd . 

I 
~n Dam 3 . 
(75 mgd) 

i i 
; - 50 mgd . ~ l a c k a i a s  - 33 mgd . co~umbia - 55 mgd . 

Columbia 50 mgd . 
East-West (75 mgd) 1 ' :  .. i 

i i 

I ASR E&W . i Columbii~ - 50 rngd Columbia -25 mgd . 
Willamette - 50 mgd .I Wi lamette - 25 mgd .. 
West-South (20 mgd) 1 I 

j 
I I 

1SR E&W . W111am)tte - 50 mgd . Willamet/e- 50 mgd . 
Clackamas - 50 mgd . South-Wdft(25 mgd) * 

I 

A Conservation Single Direction Transmission 

Supply Option + Bidirectional Transmission 



I Number of possible 
sequences=35 I 

Figure ES-3 

Level 1 Reliability -',Strategy 1.S 

ASR -! 

'I 

H '! 
I 

i 
1 

1 
t 
f 

Outdoor M m------- 
vation I 

I M f Clackamas - 40 mgd --.------.-------.------ -----.-------- -. . .- --  - - -  
1 Clack-40 

ASR I 
Clack - 40 rngd 

M$ASR 

L L -.....,........-.. .) Indicates on-line date 



This does not mean the region can afford to defer a decision on which resource 
strategy will be pursued. As discuss& below, the region faces, many challenges in the 
short-term that will"require action to ensure the needs of indii,idual providers will be 
met. Policymakers' adoption of a long-term resource strategy will provide important 
direction to water providers, guiding near-term actions such as regional conservation 
program implementation and additions to the region's transmission system,. 

. , 

Resource Strategies that Achieve Level 2 or 3 Reliability 

It is important to understand the implications of the region choosing less-than-perfect 
reliability, particularly in terms of costs. To illustrate, Level 2 and 3 strategies were 
developed that correspond to Level 1 strategies 1.2 and 1.5, Table ES-10 contains the 
mean values of key evaluation indices for these four new resource strategies. Their 
expected costs are significantly less, than for their Level 1 counterparts. This key 
tradeoff between costs and reliability is one of many such tracleoffs that the region 
must make. 



Table ES-10 
EXPECTED VALUES OF KEY EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR LEVEL :! ANO 3 STRATEGIES* 

Costs 

Present Value Present Value 
Societal Utility 

Strategy ($million) ($million) 

2 2 517.2 537.2 3.7 1.1 1.3 5 
Raw Water QualityIEfficiency 

2.5 494.1 487.8 1.8 2 0 1.5 3 
CostslNatural Environment1 
EfficiencyICatastrophic Events 

3.2 481.9 490.9 3.7 1. 1.3 5 
Raw Water QualityIEfficiency 

3.5 476.2 462.9 1.7 ' 2.;! 1.4 5 
CostslNatural Environment1 
EfficiencylCatastrophic Events 

*Probab~l~ty-weighted averages across all posslble resource development paths. 
** Scale ranging from 1-5 with 1 as the most favorable rating and 5 as the least favorable ratlng. 



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A regional dialogue regarding the appropriate future level of water supply reliability 
should be undertaken. Yet, that decision does not have to be made before going 
forward with required near-tern actiqns since the major impact of lesser reliability 
levels is to put off necessary resource additions .. even fur@er: At he appropriate time, 
the region's decision makers must determine the desirable 1evt:l of reliability for the \ 

region. 

While long-term system reliability does not influence near-tenn actions, many of the 
near-term actions theairegion must pursue will be affected by resouke choices pursued 
over the long-term. Thus, it is critical for the region to consider the five stfatehies 
presented for Reliability Level ,1 and to select one of these or .. . dkveldb an plterbative. 

Based on the evaluation of St~ategies 1.1 through 1.5, the regional providers suggest a 
ranking based upon hbw well each strategy meets the en;ire range of policy 
objectives. Table E S ~  shows the ranking of the five strategil:srrecornmended by the 
regional providers. 



Table ES-11 
RANKING OR L E m L  1 RESOURCE STRATEGIES . . 

Resource Additions 

Outdoor Conservation, ASR, 
1 

Clackamas, Willamette 

2 
Outdoor Conservation, 
Clackamas, Columb~a 

Outdoor Conservation, ASR, 
3 

Willarnette, Columbia 

Outdoor Conservation, 
4 Bull Run Dam 3 

Maxjmum Conservation, 
5 Willamette 

Natural 
Enviroment . - .. 

' J 

Emphasized Policy Objectives 

1 
Water Use Raw Water Catastrophic 
Eltlciency I Quality I Costs 1 , Events 

I I I 



Thus, based on the RWSP analysis conducted to date, water provider participants 
recommend Strategy 1.5 for consideration during preliminary RWSP review because 
it seems to best meet the broadest array of policy objectives identified through the 
planning process. This strategy focuses on the following majclr future resource 
additions: 

1 Outdoor water conservation; 

1 Aquifer Storage and Recovery; 
The Clackpnas River; and m 

1 The Willamette River 

The advantages of strategy 1.5 include: 

1 Relatively ,low costs; , .  

Relatively low environmental impacts; 
An emphasis on tie efficient use of water; 
Relatively~~loy vuherability to catastrophic eveits; and 
~ lex ib i l i tyh~ deal with @@re uncertainty. - 

The overall raw water quality rating for Strategy 1.5 is comp,i~able to Strategies 1.1 
and 1.4. It is not as good as Stritegies 1.2 or 1.3. The RWSI)~ raw water qgality, 
analysis has revealed that the quality of'all the surface supply bitions is high"khen 
compared to most other municipal sources nationwide. The ~(hservative treatment 
approaches recommended for the river sources will provide n$ltiple-barrier protection 
against current and future contaminants and will yield good-tn$ting water. Moreover, 
the Willamette and ASR bill both be used primarily a; peaki&.sources.~or the vast 
majority of any year, the, region will be servkd by the ' ~ u l l ~ l f ,  the TraskJTualatin 
system, and existing locd supplies (&-imarily gr6uid&ater).. I addition, the likely; 

I - injection source for ASR~ will be the B U U  Run. 
, i 

The region's water providers are committed to an open and discussion about the 
merits of the alternative water futures aiiaila$le tq the he public's response 
concerning the resource ;trategies presented and hby the region's needs is 
important. The providers! fully recognizi that no one. 
perfectly meets all of thepublic's values. t his is why several btrategies qre presented 
for consideration. ~trate&s 1.1 through 1 :4 are also fully ca$ble of meeting the 
region's water supply needs. They address some of the same 60licy objectives and, in 
many cases, do a better j,ob at meeting particular objectives than Strategy 1.5. 
Nevertheless, none of the other alternatives see,ms to meet so inany irnp6rtant 
objectives. 



WHERE DOES THE REGION GO FROMHERE? . , 

1 Adoption of a long-term regional resource strategy. 

Regardless of the strategy adopted by the regional providers, a range of issues must 
be addressed in the near term. Providers have already expressed their commitment to 
establishing an ongoing regional organization to meet the regism's water supply needs 
following RWSP completion. The exact form and functions of this organization will 
be discussed over the next few months prior to adopting the final RWSP. However, a 
key overall role, will be to emure that the needs of all water customers throughout the 

/ "' 

region ark met within the context'set by the,adopted Regional water Supply Plan. It 
will also consider possible long-term changek'to the current iqstitutional and financial 

> ' .  
arrangements under which water service is delivered in the region. , 

Not only must the ongoing relationships among the providers be defined, but so also 
must the-critical role of Metro. Metro has the authority and n:sponsibility to adopt. 
and enforce the region's urban growth management strategy, including the adopti6h 
and revision of. the urban Growth ~ o u n d a ~ ~ .  (UGB). Thus, there is,.? direct 

I . ., , , 

relationship between Metro's role and {he job of the regionalJ proiideri to serve& , ,  

. . water needs of the growing metropolitan region. 
, , ,  \ "  . , 

1 
In addition, the Metro Charter requires Metro to adopt an Urban Water Supply and 
Storage Element in its Regional Framework Plan. As a: RWSI? participant, Metro 

w Continued maintenance, upgrades, and remediation of the Columbia 
Southshore Wellfield. 

! 

Expeditious completion of the Barney Reservoir and Joint Water 
Commission treatment plant and transmission expansions. 

itself will provide input pn the prelimin&y and final RWSP documents. It will .. I p .adopt 
,~ .. the final RWSP by iesolktion. The rel&onship.between fhe r,:gi,on3s waterprqviders 

Timely development of the additional committed capacity on the 
Clackamas River. 

and Metro requires further .discussion as the region moves toward . final , . b v  adopion of a 

. , RWSP. ! : 

, ., 
< .  

Specific near-tepn actions that must be undertaken by the region include: " 
t t  

Development of transmission and interconnection facilities to serve the 
short-term and medium-term needs of individual providers. It is critical 



that these facilities be developed within the context of the adopted 
long-term regional strategy. 

, . 

P l a h g  and implementation of an appropriate 'mix of conservation 
, rn I '  programs. . 
,:i * .  . . .!* . ~ x ~ a n d e d  coordination 'with the region's wastewater management 

agekies regarding the potential use of stormwaker and tr'eated~effluent 
as n6i-pota%je water+esources. 

$ 1  ." , , 

1 ' ' II , 8 " , , ,  , 

Actions necesiary to rhaintain the viability of all source optibns ' 
considered in the RWSP. 

, . , . ,  , , . 

This last point deserves particular attention. Over the last two decades, events have 
shown that 'competing demands, coupled with increased regulatory requirements, will 
make securing water sources more difficult for the future. Contingencies muit be 
considered if particular choices later become unavailrible. The water providers should 
continue. to protect their ability to utilizk the water sources considered in the RWSP. 
This will require a variety of activities for each source option. 

% . .  . , . . I  . , I  1. . 

In short, completion of the RWSP project sighls the region's water providers to 
continue and xdouble the &&borativ+ ind.visioniryry efforts ha t  they have begun. 
~mon~: th~"bene f i t s  of the RWSP effo'kt has been an increase in trust and 

' 

understanding among the proi4dkis thkt his allowed a truly re~ional plan to.be 
developed. It is critical that the providers capitalize on this trust and understanding to 
immediately begin to undertake the near-term actions that will lead to effective plan 

. . 

implementation and will meet the needs of, the region's water custorhers. 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: A Resolution Stating the Official Results of FOR AGENDA OF: 12/13/04 BILL NO: 04253 
the November 2, 2004 General Election 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: City 

DATE SUBMITTED: 12/1/04 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney 

PROCEEDING: CONSENT AGENDA EXHIBITS: Resolution 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

Section 25 of the Beaverton City Charter requires that the results of each election be entered into the 
record of the City Council. The usual form of that record is a resolution stating the official results of the 
election. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

The results of the November 2, 2004, General Election are detailed in the attached resolution. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Council approve the resolution stating the official results of the General Election of November 2, 2004. 

Agenda Bill No: 04253 



RESOLUTION NO. 3795 

A RESOLUTION STATING THE OFFICIAL RESULTS 
OF THE NOVEMBER 2,2004 GENERAL ELECTION TO ELECT OFFICIALS 

FOR THE OFFICES OF MAYOR AND ClTY COUNCIL POSITIONS NO. 3 AND 4 

WHEREAS, on the znd day of November, 2004, the regular General Election was held 
to elect officials for the offices of Mayor and City Council Positions No. 3 and 4; and 

WHEREAS, the Washington County Director of Elections issued to the City in 
accordance with state law, a copy of the Abstract of Votes following canvass of the 
votes, officially setting forth the results of the aforestated election, a copy of which is 
attached hereto, marked "Exhibit A" and incorporated by reference herein; and 

WHEREAS, Section 25 of the Beaverton City Charter requires that the results of each 
election shall be entered in the record of the City Council; now therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON: 

Section 1. The official results of the November 2, 2004 General Election, for electing an 
official for the office of Mayor, are as follows: 

A. The total number of votes cast for the Office of Mayor was 24,388 

B. The number of votes cast for each person was: 

NAME VOTES 

1) RobDrake 
2) Write-In Votes 

C. Based on the official canvass of returns and the official Abstract of Votes 
issued by the Washington County Director of Elections, Rob Drake having 
received a majority of the votes cast, is elected to the Office of Mayor. 

Section 2. The official results of the November 2, 2004 General Election, for electing an 
official for the Office of City Council Position Number 3, are as follows: 

A. The total number of votes cast for Position Number 3 was 20,280 

B. The number of votes cast for each person was: 

NAME 

1) Cathy Stanton 
2) Write-In Votes 

VOTES 

Resolution No. 3795 Agenda Bill No. 04253 
Page 1 of 2 



C. Based on the official canvass of returns and the official Abstract of Votes 
issued by the Washington County Director of Elections, Cathy Stanton 
having received a majority of the votes cast, is elected to the Office of City 
Council Position Number 3. 

Section 1. The official results of the November 2, 2004 General Election, for electing an 
official for the Office of City Council Position Number 4, are as follows: 

A. The total number of votes cast for Position Number 4 was 20,192 

B. The number of votes cast for each person was: 

NAME 

1 ) Catherine Arnold 
2) Write-In Votes 

VOTES 

C. Based on the official canvass of returns and the official Abstract of Votes 
issued by the Washington County Director of Elections, Catherine Arnold 
having received a majority of the votes cast, is elected to the Office of City 
Council Position Number 4. 

Adopted by the Council this day of December, 2004. 

Approved by the Mayor this day of December, 2004. 

AYES: NAYS: 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

Sue Nelson, City Recorder Rob Drake, Mayor 

Resolution No. 3795 
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Resolution No . 3795 
SUMMARY REPORT WASHINGTON COUNTY . OREGON 

GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 2.2004 

OFFICIAL RESULTS 

REPORT-EL45 PAGE 004 RUN IYATE:11/2'2/04 02:OO PM 

VOTES PERCENT VOTES PERCENT 

BEAVERTON CITY MAYOR 
VOTE FOR 1 

ROB DRAKE . . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  

FOREST GROVE CITY COUNCILOR 
VOTE FOR 3 

DANA LOMMEN . . . . . . . . . .  
VICTORIA J . LOWE . . . . . . . .  
ALDIE HOWARD . . . . . . . . .  
PETER TRUAX . . . . . . . . . .  
LINDA WALIARD . . . . . . . . .  
KRZYSTOF ZMUDZ I NSKI . . . . . . .  
ELENA UHING . . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  

BEAVERTON CITY COUNCIL POS 3 
VOTE FOR 1 

. . . . . . . . .  CATHY STANTON 
WRITE- IN  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  GASTON CITY COUNCIL POS 1 
VOTE FOR 1 

EDWARD L . SHULT . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  

BEAVERTON CITY COUNCIL POS 4 
VOTE FOR 1 

. . . . . . . .  CATHERINE ARNOLD 
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  GASTON CITY COUNCIL POS 2 
VOTE FOR 1 
SHELLY LANCE . . . . . . . . .  
KATHI ANDERSON . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- IN  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  

CORNELIUS CITY MAYOR 
VOTE FOR 1 

STEVEN A . HEINRICH . . . . . . .  
TERRY R I  LLING . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  GASTON CITY COUNCIL POS 3 
VOTE FOR 1 

RICHARD SAGER . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- IN  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  

CORNELIUS CITY COUNCIL POS 4 
VOTE FOR 2 

JEF DALIN . . . . . . . . . .  
JOHN GROTH . . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  
HILLSBORO CITY MAYOR 
VOTE FOR 1 
TOM HUGHES . . . . . . . . . .  
ROBERT J . IMBRIE . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- I N  . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  . . . . . . . . .  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  

DURHAM CITY COUNCILOR 
VOTE FOR 2 

LESLIE J . GIFFORD . . . . . . . .  
DEAN GIBBS . . . . . . . . . .  
WRITE- IN  . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  Tota l  
Over Votes . . . . . . . . .  

Under Votes . . . . . . . . .  



NAME HEADING CANVASS WASHINGTON COUNTY. OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 2,2004 

RUN DhTE: 11 /22 /04  02:05 PM 

BANKS CITY COUNCIL 

VOTE FOR 3 

REPORT-EL111 PAGE 0065 

W 
R 
I 

B L B  T O V  U V  
R . 1  R J B  E V O  N O  
I E Y . 1  - E T  D T  
A H A R  I R E  E E  

N L N R  N S R S  
(NON) (NON) (NON) 
- .  - - - - - - .  - - - - - - . - - .  - - - - - .  

0005  305  BANKS 370 375  132 0 1379 
CANDIDATE TOTALS 370 375  132 1379 

CANDIDATE PERCENT 42 .18  42.75 15 .05  
--- 

BEAVERTON CITY MAYOR 

VOTE FOR 1 

F I R  GROVE 
BEAVERTON - CENTER 
CHEHALEM SCHOOL 
WATERHOUSE 
MILLIKAN 
CANYON LN 
HALL BLVD 
HIGHLAND PARK 
BEAVERTONICENTER ST 
GREENWAY 
BEAVERTON - H I  LLSDALE 
SUNSET CORRIDOR 
WHITFORD 
SEXTON MOUNTAIN 
SOUTHRIDGE 
MONTCLAIR 
MURRAYHILL 
SCHOLLS HEIGHTS 

0118  4 1 8  HART ROAD 1 9 1  8 2 
0145 445  SCHOLLS HTS N 303 2 0 
0146 446  LOMBARD 657  30 1 
0148  4 4 8  CEDAR HILLS 2 0 1  1 2  0 
0149 449  CANYON/217 1 3  0 0 

CANDIDATE TOTALS 23652 736 40 
CANDIDATE PERCENT 9 6 . 9 8  3 . 0 1  



NAME HEADING CANVASS WASHINGTON COUNTY. OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 2,2004 

RUN DATE: l l /~2/04 02:05 PM 

BEAVERTON CITY COUNCIL POS 3 

VOTE FOR 1 
W 

C S R 
A T I 

T A T O V  U V  
H N E V O  N O  

Y T  E T  D T  
0 I R E  E E  

N N S R S  
(NON) (NON) 
- - - - -  - . . - -  . - - - -  - - - - -  

0050 350 FIR GROVE 1986 30 8 1567 
0052 352 BEAVERTON - CENTER 304 8 2 224 
0054 354 CHEHALEM SCHOOL 1826 2 1 3 1515 
0059 359 WATERHOUSE 2162 3 1 2 1662 
0061 361 MILLIKAN 510 8 1 399 
0078 378 CANYON LN 483 6 1 461 
0079 379 HALL BLVD 1535 3 1 5 1235 
0080 380 HIGHLAND PARK 1098 16 1 939 
0081 381 BEAVERTON/CENTER ST 997 23 4 732 
0082 382 GREENWAY 1513 23 1 1049 
0083 383 BEAVERTON- HILLSDALE 662 10 0 548 
0087 387 SUNSET CORRIDOR 108 3 0 117 
0088 388 WHITFORD 53 1 1 40 
0089 389 SEXTON MOUNTAIN 1552 24 5 1344 
0090 390 SOUTHRIDGE 1806 20 3 1380 
0093 393 MONTCLAIR 243 4 0 261 
0095 395 MURRAYHILL 1277 17 0 972 
0111 411 SCHOLLS HEIGHTS 711 10 1 582 
0118 418 HART ROAD 145 8 2 134 
0145 445 SCHOLLS HTS N 254 2 3 234 
0146 446 LOMBARD 552 10 5 403 
0148 448 CEDAR HILLS 178 5 0 126 
0149 449 CANYON/217 14 0 0 10 

CANDIDATE TOTALS 19969 311 48 15934 
CANDIDATE PERCENT 98.46 1.53 

REPORT- EL111 PAGE 0066 

BEAVERTON CITY COUNCIL POS 4 

VOTE FOR 1 

0050 350 FIR GROVE 
0052 352 BEAVERTON - CENTER 
0054 354 CHEHALEM SCHOOL 
0059 359 WATERHOUSE 
0061 361 MILLIKAN 
0078 378 CANYON LN 
0079 379 HALL BLVD 
0080 380 HIGHLAND PARK 

C A 
A R W 

T N R 
H 0 I 

E L T O V  U V  
R D E V O  N O  
I E T  D T  
N I R E  E E  

E N S R S  
(NON) (NON) 
- - - - - . - . - - - - - - - . . - - . 
1974 24 2 1591 
307 6 2 223 

1836 19 1 1509 
2146 3 7 0 1674 

515 7 0 396 
484 6 0 461 

1539 33 0 1234 
1092 13 1 948 



NAME HEADING CANVASS 

RUN 6 ~ ~ ~ : l l l i 2 / 0 4  02:05 PM 

BEAVERTON CITY COUNCIL POS 4 

VOTE FOR 1 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 
GENERAL ELECTION 
NOVEMBER 2,2004 

REPORT-EL111 PAGE 0067 

C A 
A R W 

T N R 
H 0 I 

E L T O V  U V  
R D E V O  N O  

I E T  D T  
N I R E  E E  

E N S R S  
(CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) (NON) (NON) 

- - . . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
0081 381  BEAVERTONICENTER ST 981 24 2 749 
0082 382 GREENWAY 1499 2 1 0 1066 
0083 383 BEAVERTON - H I  LLSDALE 660 8 0 552 
0087 387 SUNSET CORRIDOR 111 3 0 114 
0088 388 WHITFORD 55 0 0 40 
0089 389 SEXTON MOUNTAIN 1561 18 3 1343 
0090 390 SOUTHRIDGE 1773 22 1 1413 
0093 393 MONTCLAIR 247 1 0 260 
0095 395 MURRAYHILL 1256 20 0 990 
0111 411 SCHOLLS HEIGHTS 711 9 0 584 
0118 418 HART ROAD 149 4 2 134 
0145 445 SCHOLLS HTS N 261 2 0 230 
0146 446 LOMBARD 552 9 1 408 
0148 448 CEDAR HILLS 180 4 0 125 
0149 449 CANYON1217 13 0 0 11 

CANDIDATE TOTALS 19902 290 15 16055 
CANDIDATE PERCENT 98.56 1.43 

CORNELIUS CITY MAYOR 

VOTE FOR 1 
S A H  W 

T . E  T R  R 
E I E I  I 

V N R L  T O V  U V  
E R R L  E V O  N O  

N I Y I  E T  D T  
C N I R E  E E  

H G N S R S  
(NON) (NON) (NON) 
- - - - -  - - - - -  - . - --  - - - - -  - - - - -  

CORNELIUS 1126 1572 2 1  6 355 
CORNELIUS- EAST 1 5 0 0 1 

CANDIDATE TOTALS 1127 1577 2 1  6 356 
CANDIDATE PERCENT 41.35 57.87 .77 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: A Resolution Adopting Rules Governing A FOR AGENDA OF: 12/13/04 BILL NO: 04254 
"Visitor Comment Period" for Formal 
Council Sessions. Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: City Attorney 

DATE SUBMITTED: 12/01/04 

CLEARANCES: 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: Resolution 

BUDGET IMPACT 

I EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION I I REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 I 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

The City Council Rules of Procedure establish the City's order of business. One item in 
that order of business provides for "visitors" to make presentations for items not on the 
agenda. Beaverton City Code Section 2.1 1.020(D)(l)(c). 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

The proposed rules provide guidelines to the public, the Council and the Mayor on how to 
conduct the Visitor Comment Period of the agenda. The proposed rules limit the 
comments to items not on the agenda but that are matters of City concern. The rules also 
make clear that abusive language or disruptive behavior is not allowed. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Approve resolution. 

Agenda Bill No. 04254 



RESOLUTION NO. 3796 

A Resolution Adopting Rules Governing A "Visitor Comment 
PeriodJ' for Formal Council Sessions. 

WHEREAS, THE ClTY COUNCIL FOR THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON, OREGON 
desires that there be a method in which the citizens can bring matters of City concern to 
the attention of the Council, now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ClTY COUNCIL OF THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON, 
OREGON: 

1. Effective January 1, 2005, the Council hereby establishes rules for its Visitor 
Comment Period during open, formal Council sessions. The Visitor Comment 
Period shall be subject to the following procedures: 

a. Name. "Visitor Comment Period." 

b. Purpose. The purpose of the Visitor Comment Period is to allow citizens 
to address the Council on matters of City concern which are not part of an 
item on the published agenda or separate public hearing scheduled by the 
Council. 

c. Frequencv. Unless a majority of the Council votes to cancel it at the 
beginning of the Council session, a Visitor Comment Period will be offered 
at each regular formal session of the Council. 

d. Resistration. A citizen desiring to make public comments must fill out a 
public comment card at the beginning of the formal session and submit 
the card to the City Recorder. Information on the card must include the 
citizen's name, address and subject. 

e. Placement on Agenda. The Visitor Comment Period will normally be held 
at the beginning of the Council session, but is subject to change by the 
Mayor or majority vote of the City Council. 

f. Duration. Unless extended or limited by the Mayor, a visitor's comment 
time allowed is 5 minutes per person. Unless extended by the Mayor, the 
total time for visitor comments will not exceed 30 minutes. Citizens may 
not "yield their timeJJ to others. 

g. Limitation on comments reqardinq pendinq land use applications. 
Visitors' comments will not be allowed on any pending land use 
application. This is because of formal rules of "ex parte contacts" which 
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apply to quasi-judicial land use proceedings. Citizens who desire to testify 
or submit information about a pending land use application will be referred 
to the Community Development Department for the appropriate process 
of submitting testimony and evidence in a land use proceeding. 

h. Limitation on comments not related to City matters. The Visitor Comment 
Period will be allowed only for matters of city concern. The Mayor will 
determine whether a subject is a "matter of City concern." 

i. Disruptive behavior or abusive lanquaqe. At the discretion of the Mayor, 
disruptive behavior or abusive language may result in termination of the 
Visitor Comment Period by the speaker or other enforcement actions. 

J . Dialoque not intended. During the Visitor Comment Period, a citizen is 
free to address the Council on any matter of City concern other than 
pending land use applications or matters addressed under I .b, Purpose. 
Citizens should not direct questions to staff during the Visitor Comment 
Period. Councilors are under no obligation to answer questions during a 
Visitor Comment Period, but may do so if they choose. 

2. This Resolution shall remain in effect until rescinded by the City Council. 

ADOPTED by the Council this day of ,2004. 

APPROVED by the Mayor this day of ,2004. 

AYES: NAYS: 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

Sue Nelson, City Recorder Rob Drake, Mayor 

Resolution No. 3796 - Page 2 of 2 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Development Services Fee Schedule FOR AGENDA OF: 123 3-04 BILL NO: 04255 
Amendment 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: 

DATE SUBMITTED: 1 1-30-04 cDD v . 
CLEARANCES: City Attorney 

Devel. Services 

EXHIBITS: 1. Resolution approving additions 
to the Community Development 
Department's development 
services fee schedule with 
amended Development 
Services Fee Schedule. 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
On November 15, 2004, the City Council adopted amendments to the Development Code entitled 
Design Review Update (TA 2003-0005). The Design Review Update restructured how certain land use 
actions shall be reviewed. Three new land use applications types were created: 1) Design Review 
Compliance Letter; 2) Public Transportation Facility; and 3) Wireless Facility. Prior to the adoption of 
Design Review Update these land use actions were generally considered through the Design Review 
permit land use application process. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Pursuant to Development Code Section 10.55 which requires fees to be established to defray 
expenses related to land use applications, staff is recommending that three (3) new fees be established 
that are most analogous to the permit prior to the enaction of the new Design Review Text on January 
1, 2005. For example, in the case of the Design Review Compliance Letter staff propose the adoption 
of a fee that is similar to previous Design Review Type 1 application. The new Public Transportation 
Facility land use application fee is a Type 2 application and is proposed to directly correspond with the 
current Design Review Type 2 land use application fee. The new Wireless Facility land use application 
combines elements of both the Design Review and Conditional Use applications. Therefore, staff 
propose that the fee for the new wireless Facility 
use application fee. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Staff recommend that the City Council approve 

application be set at the current Conditional Use land 

the attached resolution amending the development 
application fees. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 3797 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 3760 AND 
ESTABLISHING FEES FOR DESIGN REVIEW COMPLIANCE LETTER, 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FACILITY, AND WIRELESS FACILITY LAND 
USE APPLICATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 10.55 OF THE 

BEAVERTON DEVELOPMENT CODE, ORDINANCE 2050. 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted new Development Code Text that  
established three new land use application types; and, 

WHEREAS, there are no fees included in Resolution 3760 that  correspond 
with the three new land use applications; and, 

WHEREAS, it is City policy to charge fees for land use applications fees to 
reflect processing expenses; and, 

WHEREAS, Section 10.55 of the Beaverton Development Code (Ordinance 
2050) provides that  the City may charge and collect filing and other fees as 
established by resolution of the Council in order to defray expenses incurred in 
connection with the processing of applications, preparation of reports, publications 
of notices, issuance of permits and other matters; and, 

WHEREAS, the Beaverton City Council met at a regularly scheduled 
meeting on November 8, 2004 to consider, on consent agenda, first reading and 
again met on November 15, 2004, for second reading and adoption of the Design 
Review Update tha t  amends the Development Code to create three new land use 
applications types, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BEAVERTON, 
OREGON: 

Section 1: The Council amends the current Community Development Department 
Development Services Division fee schedule for land development applications as 
shown in Exhibit A to this Resolution, attached and incorporated herein by this 
reference. The amended fee schedule shall be effective for all applications received 
on and after January 1, 2005. 

Section 2: The Council directs the Mayor to include the fees established herein to 
be adjusted annually a s  required by the fee schedule adopted by this Resolution 
effective for land development applications received on and after July 1 of each 
succeeding calendar year according to the United States Department of Labor 
Consumer Price Index West-C published for the interval last preceding that  
effective date. The Mayor shall endeavor to give 30 days public notice of the fee 
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adjustment prior to the effective date of each adjustment, but failure to give such 
notice shall not invalidate the adjustment. 

Section 3: This Resolution supersedes anything to the contrary in Resolution No. 
3760 and in all prior resolutions setting fees for Development Services Division 
actions on land development approvals. 

Section 4: This Resolution shall take effect January 1, 2005. 

Adopted by the Council this day of , 2004. 

Approved by the Mayor this day of , 2004. 

Ayes: Nays: 

Attest: Approved: 

Sue Nelson, City Recorder 

Resolution No. 3797 

Rob Drake, Mayor 
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EXHIBIT " A  

CITY OF BEAVERTON 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE 

I ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT 1 34 
ADJUSTMENT 

MINOR $ 305 
MAJOR $ 939 

APPEALS 
TYPE 1 AND TYPE 2 DECISIONS* $ 250 
TYPE 3 AND TYPE 4 DECISIONS $ 638 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT $ 2,325 
I CONDITIONAL USE I 

MINOR MODIFICATION $ 304 
' MAJOR MODIFICATION $ 1,274 

ADMINISTRATIVE $ 61 2 
NEW CONDITIONAL USE $ 1,274 
PRELIMINARY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT $ 1,274 
FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT $ 1,274 

DESIGN REVIEW 

DESIGN REVIEW TWO $ 803 
DESIGN REVIEW THREE $ 1,766 

DEVELOPMENT COMPLIANCE FEES 
DMV REVIEW (License Renewal) $ 34 
DMV REVIEW (New Business) $ 84 

DIRECTOR'S INTERPRETATION $ 640 
FLEXIBLE & ZERO YARD SETBACKS 

INDIVIDUAL LOT (with endorsement) $ 100 
INDIVIDUAL LOT (without endorsement) $ 804 
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL LAND DIVISION $ 804 
PROPOSED ANNEXATION $ 804 
ZERO SETBACK - PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL LAND DIVISION $ 804 
ZERO SETBACK - PROPOSED NON-RESIDENTIAL LAND DIVISION $ 359 

HISTORIC REVIEW 
ALTERATION $ 303 
EMERGENCY DEMOLITION $ 303 
DEMOLITION $ 303 
NEW CONSTRUCTION WITHIN HISTORIC DISTRICT $ 303 

HOME OCCUPATION 
HOME OCCUPATION ONE $ 112 
HOME OCCUPATION TWO $ 225 

LAND DlVlSlON 
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT $ 327 
PRELIMINARY PARTITION $ 656 
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION $ 2,108 
PRELIMINARY FEE-OWNERSHIP PARTITION $ 656 
PRELIMINARY FEE-OWNERSHIP SUBDIVISION $ 2,108 

Resolution No. 3797 
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ZERO SETBACK - PROPOSED NON-RESIDENTIAL LAND DIVISION $ 359 
HISTORIC REVIEW 



EXHIBIT " A  

A~~UCA~)ON:,T~~E;:;:;:;:;:;::~:~:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:~:.:~:.:~:.:~:~:~:~:~;:;:;:;:;:;;;;;~;~:~;:;~;~:;;:;:::;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;;;;;;;; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Fees ;;;;;;;;< 
. , , , , . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

LAND DIVISION - Continued 
FINAL LAND DIVISION 

PARTITION $ 607 
SUBDIVISION $ 1,948 

EXPEDITED LAND DIVISION $ 2,950 
LOADING DETERMINATION $ 262 
PARKING DETERMINATION 

PARKING REQUIREMENT DETERMINATION $ 262 
SHARED PARKING, $ 262 
USE OF EXCESS PARKING $ 131 

PREAPPLICATION CONFERENCE $ 107 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT DEPOSIT (minimum charge) 
-. .- -a. , . $ 2,887, 

NO-'-- 
(Ballot Measure 

* 

InTA 
nc IUV I IFICATIOIU 9 1  33 
RESEARCH / PER HOUR . $ 67 
SIGN $ 72 
SOLAR ACCESS $ 348 
STREET NAME CHANGE $ 91 1 
STREET VACATION $ 883 
TEMPORARY USE 

MOBILE SALES $ 84 
NON-MOBILE SALES $ 84 
STRUCTURE $ 84 
REAL ESTATE OFFICE $ 84 
NON-PROFIT EVENT $ 84 

TEXT AMENDMENT $ 2,115 
TREE PLAN 

TREE PLAN ONE $ 281 
TREE PLAN TWO $ 460 
TREE PLAN THREE $ 638 
TREE PLAN FOUR $ 81 7 

739 

L V I V L  w 1  I n 1  L 

QUASI-, -3ICIAL $ 1,333 
LEGISLATIVE $ 1,333 
ANNEXATION RELATED - NON DISCRETIONARY NIC 
ANNEXATION RELATED - DISCRETIONARY NIC 

* Pursuant to ORS 227.175(10), if a land use decision has not previously been heard in a public heating format, the fee for an appeal of that 
decision cannot be greater than $250.00. This fee is not to be charged to any local government agencies. If the appellant prevails in this 
appeal, this appeal fee is to be refunded. 

l~ursuant to Resolution No. 3724, fees have been adjusted based upon the CPI-W city size BIC for May 2003 - May 2004. 

Resolution No. 3797 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Exemption from Competitive Bidding - FOR AGENDA OF: 12- 3-04 BILL NO: 04256 
Award Contract for Professional Services 
and Legislative Lobbying and Transfer 
Resolution 

Mayor% 

DEPARTMENT OF ORlGl 9 Mayor's Offic 
' 

DATE SUBMITTED: I 1-29-04 n 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 
(Contract Review Board) 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
City Attorney 

EXHIBITS: Resolut ion 
Scope of Work 

BUDGET IMPACT 
I EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION i 
I REQUIRED$50.000 BUDGETED$O REQUIRED $50,000* I 

* The $50,000 appropriation is available from the General Fund's Contingency account and would be 
established through the attached Transfer Resolution 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Since 2000, the City of Beaverton has relied upon the professional lobbying and consulting services of 
Legislative Performance Group (LPG) to assist with legislative priorities a t  the 0regon-~egislature. 
LPG has been an integral partner in helping to achieve favorable outcomes on City of Beaverton key 
legislative priorities such as the photo red light legislation and additional economic development tools. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The Oregon Legislature begins a new session in January 2005. There are many issues the state will 
be facing during this upcoming session that will directly affect the City of Beaverton. Some of the topics 
include possible changes to the photo radar legislation, citylstate shared revenues, transportation, and 
other economic development issues. 

LPG has the experience, knowledge, and established relationship to continue to be an excellent partner 
for the City of Beaverton in achieving positive legislative outcomes. The City needs outside assistance 
in contacting and educating legislators to City of Beaverton priorities, and LPG has a proven track 
record in this arena. Under section VI-0115 this is a personal services contract and under Title 20 of 
the City's purchasing manual personal services for legal counsel and "other legal services" are exempt 
from formal bidding. The lobbying services provided under this contract are considered other legal 
services. 

Funding for the services is available from the General Fund's Contingency Account and the attached 
Transfer Resolution establishes the $50,000 appropriation. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Council, acting as Contract Review Board, award the contract in the amount of $50,000 for legislative 
lobbying services to Legislative Performance Group (LPG) and approved the attached Transfer 
Resolution. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 3798 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING TRANSFER OF 
APPROPRIATION WITHIN THE GENERAL FUND OF 
THE ClTY DURING THE FY 2004-05 BUDGET YEAR 
AND APPROVING THE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
FUND 

WHEREAS, the City Council reviews and approves the annual budget; and, 

WHEREAS, during the year the Council must authorize the transfers of appropriations from 
one category of a fund to another fund or from categories within a fund; and, 

WHEREAS, an additional appropriation of $50,000 is needed in the Materials and Services 
Category of the General Fund for lobbying and consulting services during the 2005 Oregon 
Legislative Session, and the expenditure appropriation is available in the Contingency 
Category of the fund; now therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON, OREGON: 

Section 1. The Finance Director is hereby authorized and instructed to transfer the 
following appropriations: 

- $50,000 out of the Contingency Category of the General Fund into the Materials and 
Services Category as indicated below: 

Materials and Services 001 -1 0-0522-51 1 $50,000 
Contingency 001 -1 3-0003-991 <$50,000> 

Adopted by the Council this day of ,2004. 

Approved by the Mayor this day of ,2004 

Ayes: Nays: 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

Sue Nelson, City Recorder Rob Drake, Mayor 

RESOLUTION NO. 3798 
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Scope of Work 
City of Beaverton & Legislative Performance Group 

Action 
1. Lobby on behalf of 

the City of Beaverton 

2. Monitor and track 
bills before the 
Oregon Legislature 

3. Legislative 
Testimony 

4. Assist in the 
production of 
educational materials 

5. Research Legislative 
Items 

Description 
Lobby the Oregon Legislature on behalf of the 
City of Beaverton. Educate and inform Oregon 
legislators about the City's position on bills that 
will impact the City of Beaverton. Act on the 
direction of the Chief of Staff as directed by the 
City Council to provide information about the 
City of Beaverton's position on various bills. 
Monitor the history and activity of bills before 
the Oregon Legislature that will impact the City 
of Beaverton. Keep the Chief of Staff informed 
on the status of bills that effect the City of 
Beaverton. 
Be available to testify before Legislative 
hearings, committees, or other possible 
opportunities. Be prepared to advocate on 
behalf of the City of Beaverton at various times. 
Assist the City's elected officials and staff in 
preparing testimony before the Legislature. 
Review materials prepared by City staff for 
distribution to the Oregon legislature. Assist in 
the development of educational materials. 
Provide research assistance on items before 
the Legislature that will impact the City of 
Beaverton. Be available to the City's elected 
officials to provide historical insight and 
background on key issues. 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Exemption from Competitive Bids and FOR AGENDA OF: 12-1 3-04 BILL NO: 04257 
Authorize a Sole Seller for the Purchase of 
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) for Mayor's Approval: 
Response to Chemical, Biological, and 
Radiological Incidents. DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: Mavor's 

DATE SUBMITTED: 12-03-04 

CLEARANCES: Mayor's 
Police 
Purchasing 
Finance 
City Attorney 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 
(Contract Review Board) 

EXHIBITS: 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUlRED$49,515 (LETPP) BUDGETED $49,739* REQUIRED $0 

I $42, 196 (Homeland) $46,460* $0 I 
* 001 -60-0629-304 Police Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Prouram (LETPP), and 
001-10-0636-304 Homeland Security Grant. The amounts budgetedWare included /n the FY 2004-05 

Budget for personal protection equipment purchases. 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE:. 
The City has participated in regional planning to respond to terrorist events. Part of the planning 
process has included conducting a needs and capabilities assessment. These assessments help form 
the City's requests for grants from the Department of Homeland Security and ensure that the City's 
terrorism response methodology is integrated with the terrorism response methodology of other 
agencies in the Portland Metropolitan area. 

The City has received three grants through the Department of Homeland Security for increasing the 
City's ability to respond to terrorist events, particularly those involving chemical, biological, radiological 
and nuclear weapons. The FY 2000-01 State Domestic Preparedness Equipment Program Grant in the 
amount $43,700 for personal protection equipment (PPE) was finalized and closed out on June 30, 
2004, and the FY 2003 State Domestic Preparedness Equipment Program Grant approved by Council 
on September 8, 2003, in the amount of $238,055 ($46,460 for PPE), and the FY 2004 Law 
Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program Grant approved by Council on June 19, 2004, in the 
amount of $1 79,739 ($49,739 for PPE) are still pending. 

The three grant awards included funds for the purchase of personal protective equipment (PPE) to 
protect police officers in chemical, biological and radiological environments. This level of PPE typically 
includes protective suits, gloves, boots and full-face filtration masks or respirators. To date, all of the 
purchases of PPE funded by the FY 2000-01 State Domestic Preparedness Equipment Program Grant 
have been made. Remaining PPE purchases to be funded by the 2003 State Domestic Preparedness 
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Equipment Program Grant and the 2004 Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program Grant are 
estimated to amount to $91,711. 

The Mallory Company provided the only complete bid during the purchasing solicitation process for the 
purchase of PPE funded by the FY 2001-02 State Domestic Preparedness Equipment Program Grant. 
Their bid quote was based upon providing equipment manufactured by Mine Safety Appliances 
Company (MSA) that met or exceeded National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) 
PPE performance requirements. In addition to the City's request for a quote to purchase equipment, 
the City's asked the PPE supplier to provide on-site support and training. The Mallory Company was 
the only vendor who could provide these additional services. 

Since purchasing PPE through Mallory, the City has consistently found the company to meet andlor 
exceed expectations in the support and service provided. Additionally, the police department has used 
the Mallory Company as a vendor on other equipment purchases and has been satisfied with the 
company's performance. The Mallory Company has also consistently been the low bid on equipment 
purchased for the City's Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Program and has provided 
the same level of service and support for that program as they have provided for the police department. 

It is critical that future PPE purchases be compatible with the MSA equipment currently utilized by the 
police department and that the equipment be compliant with NIOSH standards. The Mallory Company 
is the only regionally located company that distributes the MSA Company brand filtration masks and 
self-contained breathing apparatus (SCBA) that are NIOSH compliant. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Under the Titles 2 and 3 of City's Purchasing Rules, the Contract Review Board may authorize an 
exemption from the sealed bid process to allow for the purchase of specific brand names or products 
and the purchase from a sole source or single seller if the Contract Review Board finds that one or 
more of the following conditions are met: 

1. It is unlikely that such an exemption will encourage favoritism in the awarding of public contracts 
or substantially diminish competition for public contracts; 

2. The specification of a product by brand name or mark, or the product of a particular 
manufacturer or seller, would result in the substantial cost savings to the city; 

3. There is only one manufacturer or seller of the product of the quality required; or 
4. Efficient utilization of existing equipment or supplies requires acquisition of compatible 

equipment or supplies. 

In this case, the police department recommends that the Contract Review Board find that sufficient 
justification under conditions 3 and 4 exists to authorize purchase of the MSA brand name products 
from Mallory as a regionally-based sole source provider. Staff recommends that the exemption be 
effective for a period of three years, so long as Mallory continues to provide satisfactory service and 
support. The police department also recommends that the exemption be made renewable for an 
additional three-year term, if the Department determines it to be in the best interest of the City to extend 
the exemption at the time the initial three-year exemption expires. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Council, acting as the Contract Review Board, declare an exemption from competitive solicitation and 
authorize the purchase of MSA's specialized PPE required for the Beaverton Police Department to 
operate in contaminated environments at incidents involving chemical, biological, and radiological 
material from the Mallory Company for a three-year period so long as the vendor continues to provide 
satisfactory service and support during the term of the exemption, and that the exemption be made 
renewable for an additional three-year term if the police department determines it to be in the best 
interest of the City to extend the exemption at the time the initial three-year exemption expires. 
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AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

1 2 / 1 3 / 0 4  
SUBJECT: An Ordinance Annexing Several Parcels FOR AGENDA OF: 

Located in the Vicinity of Barnes Road and 
Cedar Hills Blvd. to the City of Beaverton: Mayor's Approval: 
Annexation 2004-001 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD 

DATE SUBMITTED: 1 1/22/04 V u 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney && 
Planning Services 49 

PROCEEDING: PtrsFfSsrMy EXHIBITS: Ordinance 
Second Reading & Passage Exhibit A - Map 

Exhibit B - Legal Description 
Exhibit C - Staff Report Dated 1111 9/04 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

This request is to annex approximately 162 acres in the vicinity of Barnes Road and Cedar Hills Blvd. 
to the City of Beaverton. This is what is commonly referred to as an island annexation and may 
proceed without the consent of the property owners or residents after the City Council holds a public 
hearing. It is being processed under ORS 222.750 and Metro Code 3.09. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

This ordinance and the attached staff report address the criteria for annexation in Metro Code Section 
3.09. 

Beaverton Code Section 9.06.035A provides the City Council the option of adding this property to an 
appropriate Neighborhood Association Committee (NAC) at the time of annexation. The 
Neighborhood Office recommends not adding this property to a Neighborhood Association Committee 
(NAC) boundary at this time. 

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt an ordinance annexing the referenced property, effective 
30 days after Council approval and the Mayor's signature on this ordinance or the date the ordinance is 
filed with the Secretary of State, whichever is later. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

F k s t f k d ~ g  
Second Reading & Passage 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4334 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

Section 1. 

Section 2. 

Section 3. 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING SEVERAL PARCELS LOCATED IN 
THE GENERAL VICINITY OF BARNES ROAD AND CEDAR 
HILLS BLVD. TO THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON: ANNEXATION 
2004-001 3 

This annexation was initiated under authority of ORS 222.750, whereby the City 
may annex territory that is not within the City but that is surrounded by the 
corporate boundaries of the City, or by the corporate boundaries of the City and 
a stream, with or without the consent of property owners or residents; and 

This property is in Beaverton's Assumed Urban Services Area and Policy 5.3.1 .d 
of the City's acknowledged Comprehensive Plan states: "The City shall seek to 
eventually incorporate its entire Urban Services Area."; and 

Council Resolution No. 3785 sets forth annexation policies for the City and this 
action implements those policies; now, therefore, 

THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

The property shown on Exhibit A and more particularly described in Exhibit B is 
hereby annexed to the City of Beaverton, effective 30 days after Council 
approval and signature by the Mayor or the date the ordinance is filed with the 
Secretary of State, whichever is later. 

The Council accepts the staff report, dated November 19, 2004, attached hereto 
as Exhibit C, and finds that: 
a. There are no provisions in urban service provider agreements adopted 

pursuant to ORS 195.065 that are directly applicable to this annexation; and 
b. This annexation is consistent with the City-Agency agreement between the 

City and Clean Water Services in that partial responsibility for sanitary and 
storm sewer facilities within the area annexed will transfer to the City 
subsequent to this annexation. 

The Council finds this annexation will promote and not interfere with the timely, 
orderly, and economic provision of public facilities and services, in that: 
a. The part of the property that lies within the Washington County Urban Road 

Maintenance District will be withdrawn from the district; and 
b. The part of the property that lies within the Washington County Street 

Lighting District # I ,  if any, will be withdrawn from the district; and 
c. The part of the property that lies within the Washington County Enhanced 

Sheriff Patrol District will be withdrawn from the district; and 
d. The City having annexed into the Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue District in 

1995, the property to be annexed by this Ordinance shall remain within that 
district; and 

e. The territory will remain within boundaries of the Tualatin Valley Water 
District. 
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Section 4. The Council finds that this annexation complies with all other applicable criteria 
set out in Metro Code Chapter 3.09 as demonstrated in the staff report attached 
as Exhibit C. 

Section 5. The City Recorder shall place a certified copy of this Ordinance in the City's 
permanent records, and the Community Development Department shall forward 
a certified copy of this Ordinance to Metro and all necessary parties within five 
days of the effective date. 

Section 6. The Community Development Department shall transmit copies of this 
Ordinance and all other required materials to all public utilities and 
telecommunications utilities affected by this Ordinance in accordance with ORS 
222.005. 

First reading this 6th day of December , 2004. 

Passed by the Council this - day of , 2004. 

Approved by the Mayor this - day of , 2004. 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

SUE NELSON, City Recorder ROB DRAKE, Mayor 
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I ANNEXATION MAP 
Ordinance No. 4334 

ExhibitA I 

City of Beaverton 

Barnes Road / Cedar Hills Blvd. Area Annexation 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Planning Services Division 

12/06/04 

Various Map# 0 0 3  
Application # 
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Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

1 2 / 1 3 / 0 4  
SUBJECT: An Ordinance Annexing Property Located at FOR AGENDA OF: 32/€WQ+ BILL NO: 04247 

3737 SW 1 17th Avenue and Commonly 
Known as the Mobile Home Corral to the Mayor's Approval: 
City of Beaverton: Annexation 2004-0014 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD 

DATE SUBMITTED: 11/22/04 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney 

Planning Services - #s 

PROCEEDING: -Fir-+Read* EXHIBITS: Ordinance 
Second Reading & Passage Exhibit A - Map 

Exhibit B - Legal Description 
Exhibit C - Staff Report Dated 1111 9/04 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 - 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

This request is to annex two tax parcels that total approximately 7.4 acres located at 3737 SW 117th 
Avenue to the City of Beaverton. These two parcels are commonly known as the Mobile Home Corral. 
This is what is commonly referred to as an island annexation and may proceed without the consent of 
the property owners or residents after the City Council holds a public hearing. It is being processed 
under ORS 222.750 and Metro Code 3.09. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

This ordinance and the attached staff report address the criteria for annexation in Metro Code Section 
3.09. 

Beaverton Code Section 9.06.035A provides the City Council the option of adding this property to an 
appropriate Neighborhood Association Committee (NAC) at the time of annexation. The Neighborhood 
Office recommends adding this property to Central Beaverton Neighborhood Association Committee 
(NAC) boundary. 

Staff recommends the City Council adopt an ordinance annexing the referenced property, effective 30 
days after Council approval and the Mayor's signature on this ordinance or the date the ordinance is 
filed with the Secretary of State, whichever is later. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Fife&R€?admg 
Second Reading & Passage 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4335 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

Section 1. 

Section 2. 

Section 3. 

Section 4. 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING PROPERTY LOCATED AT 3737 
SW 117TH AVENUE AND COMMONLY KNOWN AS THE 
MOBILE HOME CORRAL TO THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON: 
ANNEXATION 2004-0014 

This annexation was initiated under authority of ORS 222.750, whereby the City 
may annex territory that is not within the City but that is surrounded by the 
corporate boundaries of the City, or by the corporate boundaries of the City and 
a stream, with or without the consent of property owners or residents; and 

This property is in Beaverton's Assumed Urban Services Area and Policy 5.3.1 .d 
of the City's acknowledged Comprehensive Plan states: "The City shall seek to 
eventually incorporate its entire Urban Services Area."; and 

Council Resolution No. 3785 sets forth annexation policies for the City and this 
action implements those policies; now, therefore, 

THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

The property shown on Exhibit A and more particularly described in Exhibit B is 
hereby annexed to the City of Beaverton, effective 30 days after Council 
approval and signature by the Mayor or the date the ordinance is filed with the 
Secretary of State, whichever is later. 

Pursuant to Beaverton Code Section 9.06.035A1 this property shall be added to 
the Central Beaverton Neighborhood Association boundaries. 

The Council accepts the staff report, dated November 19, 2004, attached hereto 
as Exhibit C, and finds that: 
a. There are no provisions in urban service provider agreements adopted 

pursuant to ORS 195.065 that are directly applicable to this annexation; and 
b. This annexation is consistent with the City-Agency agreement between the 

City and Clean Water Services in that partial responsibility for sanitary and 
storm sewer facilities within the area annexed will transfer to the City 
subsequent to this annexation. 

The Council finds this annexation will promote and not interfere with the timely, 
orderly, and economic provision of public facilities and services, in that: 
a. The part of the property that lies within the Washington County Urban Road 

Maintenance District will be withdrawn from the district; and 
b. The part of the property that lies within the Washington County Street 

Lighting District # I ,  if any, will be withdrawn from the district; and 
c. The part of the property that lies within the Washington County Enhanced 

Sheriff Patrol District will be withdrawn from the district; and 
d. The City having annexed into the Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue District in 

1995, the property to be annexed by this Ordinance shall remain within that 
district; and 

Ordinance No. 4335 - Page 1 of 2 Agenda Bill No. 04247 



Section 5. 

Section 6. 

Section 7. 

e. The territory will remain within boundaries of the West Slope Water District. 

The Council finds that this annexation complies with all other applicable criteria 
set out in Metro Code Chapter 3.09 as demonstrated in the staff report attached 
as Exhibit C. 

The City Recorder shall place a certified copy of this Ordinance in the City's 
permanent records, and the Community Development Department shall forward 
a certified copy of this Ordinance to Metro and all necessary parties within five 
days of the effective date. 

The Community Development Department shall transmit copies of this 
Ordinance and all other required materials to all public utilities and 
telecommunications utilities affected by this Ordinance in accordance with ORS 
222.005. 

First reading this 6 t h  day of December , 2004. 

Passed by the Council this - day of ,2004. 

Approved by the Mayor this - day of ,2004. 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

SUE NELSON, City Recorder ROB DRAKE, Mayor 
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I VICINITY MAP 
Ordinance No. 4335 

EXHIBIT "A" I 

Mobile Home Corral Annexation 
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