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Western Intake Partners (WIPs)

A subset of the Jordan Lake Partnership:
 Chatham County
* Durham
* OWASA
* Pittsboro

Planning for collaborative development of water
withdrawal, treatment, and transmission
facilities on the west side of Jordan Lake



Jordan Lake Allocation Requests

Applicant Current Round Four | Future (2060)
Chatham County 6 13 18.2
Durham 10 16.5 16.5
Orange County * 1 1.5 2
OWASA 5 5 5
Pittsboro 0 6 6
Other JLPs 41 49.2 51.7
Total 63 91.2 99.4

* Orange County allocation to be supplied through Durham




Future WIP Demands and Project Phasing
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Water Demand Basis for Facility Design

Year 2040 Basis for Initial

Year 2060 Basis for

Capacity (mgd) Ultimate Capacity (mgd)
Partner
Avg Day | Max Day ‘yé:;:coi:\all Avg Day | Max Day ‘yz:;;)i:\all
Chatham County* 6.5 10 30% 10.5* 16 30%
Durham 16.5 17 52% 16.5 21 39%
Orange County 1 1 3% 2 3 6%
OWASA 2 2 6% 5 5 9%
Pittsboro 2 3 9% 6 9 17%
Total 28 33 100% 40 54 100%

*Assumes that Chatham County will continue to use its existing 3 mgd WTP and that future demands will be
reduced through recently implemented conservation measures.
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Western Intake Feasibility Study

* Develop and evaluate
regional project alternatives 5 P .
at a conceptual level. L% ’ “f%%%

* A single regional intake site Existing OWASA =
and pumping station near gpr;erty v
Vista Point is a common & 7 = | é
element to all alternatives. X% N Potential Vista |

‘ | Point Intake Site

* Review institutional models R ——
that the WIPs might use to i ]
implement the preferred & & f :
alternative. o i T




Western Intake Feasibility Study

Three Conceptual Water Supply Alternatives:

 Alternative 1 - Regional Water Treatment Facility

 Alternative 2 — Two Separate Water Treatment
Facilities

 Alternative 3 - Raw Water Only Facilities



Recommended: Single Regional Water

Treatment Facility

Chatham * Least Environmental
County Impact

 Lowest Cost

Regional w
. Water Raw Water Jordan
Treatment Pump Lake
Facility Station




Western Intake Feasibility Study

e Water treatment and pumping facilities are
sized to meet 33 mgd maximum day demands
in 2040 and expanded to 54 mgd in 2060

* The intake and pipelines -- which are costly to
expand -- are sized to meet 2060 maximum
day demands




Costs for Single Regional Facility

Capital Costs (2014 Million $)

Total

Unit Life-Cycle Costs
Per 1,000 gallons

Partner Initial Ultimate Life-Cycle Costs (2014 %)
Facilities | Facilities | O | (2014 Million $) Level |
Usage Allocation
Purchased
Chatham County | $659M | $21.4M | $87.3 M $183.4 M $1.7 $0.6
durham and $1329M | $205M | $153.4 M $418.7 M -- --
Orange County
Durham $1201 M | $128M | $1329M $388.2 M $1.5 $1.5
Orange County $128M | $7.7M | $205 M $30.5M $1.5 $1.0
OWASA $150M | $9.6 M $246 M $31.0M $4.1 $0.4
Pittsboro $295M | $220M | $515M $61.3 M $1.5 $0.7
Total $243.3M | $73.5M | $316.8 M $694.3 M -




Conceptual Schedule for Design and
Construction (At Least 8 Years)

|

Initial Facilities (33 mgd)
Design and Construction

|

Ultimate Facilities (54 mgd)
Design and Construction
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Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
6/17/2019

Jordan Lake Allocation Cost Share
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Policy and Governance $0.7
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- Construction, Ownership, Management and Operation
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Amendment #1

* Partnership has engaged HDR Engineering
* Amendment #1 adds Program Management
 Additional total cost of $2.43 M to original MOA

* Additional $780,030 for Chatham’s share of
Amendment (52.4 M total)



Questions / Comments?
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