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Project Cost and Funding

Estimated Construction Costs:

Transmission and Distribution System'’ $ 4,032,550
(Phase 2)

Treatment $ N/A
Storage/Source (Phase 1) $1,974,700
Total Estimated Cost $ 6,007,250

"Phase 2 funds have not been secured. Phase 2 improvements have been included in this document so that when the
Association chooses to fund these improvements, they will be covered under this document.

Funding':

DEQ (Loan and Grant) for Phase 1 $ 1,974,700
Other Share $0

Total Funding for Phase 1 $ 1,974,700

"Phase 2 funds have not been secured. Phase 2 improvements have been included in this document so that when the
Association chooses to fund these improvements, they will be covered under this document.



User Costs

The Hauser Lake Water Association residents will be assessed the cost of improving
the source and storage components of the system (Phase 1). Therefore, the following
fees will be assessed.

Estimated User Costs for Existing Service Area for Phase 1 Improvements':

Current Average Monthly User Charge per EDU? $17.50
Change in Operation and Maintenance Monthly Charge | $ N/A
per EDU

Change in Debt Service Monthly Charge per EDU $23.00
Future Monthly User Charge per EDU $ 40.50

Increase in cost based on source/storage improvements only
2Based on a bi-monthly rate of $35.00

Abstract

The November 2011 Hauser Lake Water Association Water System Facility Plan
recommends several improvements to the existing water system to meet IDAPA rules.
The improvements are aimed at providing additional storage and source capacity
(Phase 1) in addition to several distribution improvements (Phase 2). This
Environmental Information Document addresses the expected environmental impacts
of the proposed alternatives for the improvements (both Phase 1 and 2). After
receiving public input in June 2011, the Association made their final selection of the
improvement alternatives to be included and funded in the proposed project. The
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project are assessed in this
document. Note that the improvements covered in this document include the
transmission and distribution system (Phase 2) improvements even though they will not
likely be fully funded at this time. After consultation with environmental agencies,
mitigation measures were identified to address items of concern. Mitigation measures
include the following:

» Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be developed as part of the project
design and implemented during construction.

o The Association will need to obtain a permit (from City of Hauser and
Kootenai County) for the new reservoir since the land use ordinance requires
a permit for public utility use.

» SHPO requested an archeological survey for the reservoir site. The survey
concluded that the project would have no impact on cultural resources.
However, if artifacts are discovered during the course of construction, the
Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO will be contacted, and mitigation may
be further evaluated.



o The Contractor must mitigate fugitive dust. No burning of construction
debris or vegetation is allowed.



1. BACKGROUND

1.1. SYSTEM BACKGROUND

The Hauser Lake Water System (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
(“IDEQ”) PWS No. 1280084) is owned and operated by the Hauser Lake Water
Association, Inc. (“Association”). The Association is a non-profit organization
established for the mutual benefit of its members with an elected Board of Directors.

The system currently consists of two groundwater wells, located at the
intersection of Highway 53 and Cloverleaf Road. These wells currently pump to an in
ground concrete reservoir (Main Reservoir) located off of Cloverleaf Road, with a
storage volume of 90,000 gallons. The Main Booster Station, located on Cloverleaf
Road, pumps water from the Main Reservoir to the majority of the system, north of the
Main Booster Station. The Hauser View Booster Station, located on Hauser View
Drive, pumps water from the system to approximately 9 connections. The Woodlake
Booster Station pumps water from the system to the Woodlake Reservoir, an in
ground, concrete reservoir located off of Liree Drive with a storage volume of 120,000
gallons. Refer to Appendix A for a map depicting the existing system.

1.2.  FACILITY PLAN INFORMATION

The Hauser Lake Water Association, Inc. (“Association”) authorized Welch
Comer and Associates, Inc. to prepare a Water System Facility Plan for the Hauser
Lake water system, located in Kootenai County, Idaho. The purpose of the report was
to identify existing and future sub-standard components of the system based on
system demands. Deficiencies with respect to Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water
systems were identified in the report and include deficiencies in source, booster
capacity, storage, and distribution capacity. The report identified improvements to
eliminate these deficiencies and to protect public health and safety. The
improvements include a variety of options which include modifications to well pumps,
reservoirs, booster stations, and distribution and are described in Section 2.

The primary deficiencies (based on existing system demand and evaluated
using Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems) identified in the Facility Plan
were:

e Source: The current source supply is deficient by 77 gallons per minute
according to the 2009 IDAPA (Idaho Administrative Procedures Act) Ground
Water Source Redundancy rule, which requires sufficient source capacity to
supply the Maximum Daily Production® (MDP) with the largest source offline.

' Analysis for this system was based on water production instead of demand. Systems that
experience significant loss will exhibit a significant difference between production and
consumption demands. Therefore, it is important to recognize the difference and use the
appropriate demand for each analysis. The “demand” used within this report will be based on
production and will therefore include system losses. Refer to Facility Plan Section 2.7 (Appendix
O) for more information.
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e Booster Capacity:

o Main Booster Station — deficient by 1,256 gallons per minute
according to the 2009 IDAPA Redundant Fire Flow Capacity rule.

o Hauser View Booster Station — deficient by 954 gallons per minute
according to the 2009 IDAPA Redundant Fire Flow Capacity rule.

o Woodlake Booster Station — deficient by 86 gallons per minute
according to the 2009 IDAPA rule requiring MDP to be provided
with any pump out of service.

e Storage:
Main Reservoir — deficient by 143,353 gallons
Woodlake Reservoir — deficient by 94,608 gallons

o Total System - deficient by 89,597 gallons (assuming the system
was re-configured to allow entire system access to all storage)

e Distribution:

o The existing distribution system is sufficient to support the
peak hour demand and maintain 40 psi throughout the system
provided sufficient booster pump capacity is available, which it
currently is not. Refer to the booster capacity deficiency noted
above and Section 2.8.5.1 in the Facility Plan in Appendix O for
more information on this issue.

o The existing distribution system is not sufficient to support
maximum day demand plus required fire flows while
maintaining a minimum pressure of 20 psi throughout the
system.

Refer to the Facility Plan (Appendix O) for further information regarding the system
deficiencies for existing and projected growth.

1.3. PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed project is to protect public health and safety by
addressing the deficiencies (per Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems)
analyzed in the Facility Plan (Appendix O). Several deficiencies with respect to the
Idaho Rules were identified for source, storage, and booster capacity in addition to
deficiencies within the distribution system (refer to Section 1.2 above). Thus the
projects (Phase 1 and 2) address the public health and safety concerns identified with
respect to Idaho Rules (which provide sufficient system capacity for emergency and
everyday operation of a public drinking water system). The improvements include a
variety of options which include modifications to well pumps, reservoirs, booster
stations, and distribution and are described in Section 2.
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2. PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The November 2011 Water System Facility Plan (Appendix O) provided
alternatives for the recommended improvements to the water system’s source,
storage, booster station, and distribution facilities. An overview of the alternatives is
presented within this section.

2.1. SOURCE, STORAGE, AND BOOSTER IMPROVEMENTS (PHASE 1)

The system is currently deficient with respect to the source and storage
requirements (Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water systems). Several improvement
options were developed and presented to the Association for consideration. Each
option is described in detail in the Facility Plan (Appendix O) and addresses system
source, storage and booster deficiencies based on current demand. These options
were presented at the December 7, 2010 and January 4, 2011 monthly Board of
Directors meetings (which can be attended by the public).

2.17.1. OPTION 1 — EXISTING CONFIGURATION

Under this improvement option, the system would remain in its current
configuration and the source, storage and booster deficiencies (with respect to Idaho
Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems) would be addressed (adding pumping
capacity and storage capacity). Refer to Figure 4.1 in Appendix A for an overview of
Option 1, and refer to Section 4.1.1.1 in the Facility Plan (Appendix O) for more
information on this option. The estimated project cost for this option is approximately
$1.588 million, with approximately $35,375 in annual operation and maintenance
costs?.

An alternative (“Option 1A”) under this option includes adding two large pumps
(rated at 800 gallons per minute each) to the Woodlake Booster Station in lieu of
expanding the Woodlake Reservoir as required for fire suppression. The estimated
project cost for this alternative is approximately $1.428 million, with approximately
$38,675 in operation and maintenance costs.

The primary environmental impacts associated with this option consist of
excavation for reservoir expansion and building expansion. However, the long-term
impacts to the environment should be minimal. There will be short-term impacts
associated with site disturbance for flora and fauna and air quality. In addition, best
management practices (BMPs) will be utilized to limit the effect to water quality and
wetlands in the area. There should be positive impacts to energy consumption due to
the installation of higher efficiency components.

Option 1 and 1A were presented to the Board on December 7, 2010 and
January 4, 2011. Although it is the lowest cost option, the Board expressed a desire to
move away from the current system configuration due to operating inefficiencies and

2 Operation and Maintenance costs were calculated based on annual pumping costs and a short
lived asset analysis. See Facility Plan for further reference.
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the constant reliance on booster pumps to pressurize the system. The majority (70
percent) of the system is served directly by booster pumps and does not have “gravity”
storage. Thus, if the booster pumps become inoperable, the majority of the water
system will lose service. Therefore, the Board asked to eliminate Option 1/1A and it
was not developed further.

2.1.2. OPTION 2 — NEW STORAGE SITE (ADJACENT PROPERTY)

This improvement option would include a slight re-configuration and expansion
of the system’s source, storage and booster. Refer to Figure 4.2 in Appendix A for an
overview of Option 2, and refer to Section 4.1.1.2 in the Facility Plan (Appendix O) for
more information on this option. The estimated project cost for this option is
approximately $2.476 million, with approximately $36,410 in annual operation and
maintenance costs.

As in Option 1, an alternative (“Option 2A”) exists that includes adding two large
pumps (rated at 800 gallons per minute each) to the Woodlake Booster Station in lieu
of expanding the Woodlake Reservoir. The estimated project cost for this alternative is
approximately $2.317 million, with approximately $39,710 in annual operation and
maintenance costs.

The primary environmental impacts associated with this option consist of
excavation for a new reservoir and building expansion. However, the long-term
impacts to the environment should be minimal. The reservoir may impact cultural
resources since the area has not been significantly disturbed. There will be short-term
impacts associated with site disturbance for flora and fauna and air quality. In
addition, BMPs will be utilized to limit the effect to water quality and wetlands in the
area. There should be positive impacts to energy consumption due to the installation
of higher efficiency components.

Option 2 and 2A were presented to the Board on December 7, 2010 and
January 4, 2011, but was eliminated because it is the highest cost option. Therefore,
Option 2 was not developed further.

2.1.3. OPTION 3 — NEW STORAGE SITE (RICE ROAD)

This improvement option would include a re-configuration of the system. The
Main Reservoir would be abandoned and a new, 234,000 gallon reservoir (approximate
overflow elevation 2,380 feet, matching the current hydraulic grade line provided by the
main boosters) would be constructed near Rice Road (off Advent Lane), as shown on
Figure 4.3 included in Appendix A. Approximately 3,000 feet of 12 inch transmission
main would be installed to connect the new reservoir to the existing system. Well
pump 1 would be upsized to pump 1,000 gallons per minute direct to the new reservoir
which would gravity feed the system, eliminating the need for the Main Booster Station.
The Main Booster Station would be converted to a PRV Station in order to regulate the
pressure in the portion of the system currently served directly by the Main Reservoir. It
does not appear, based on the hydraulic model, that Well pump 2 will require
replacement to pump the higher elevation. However, additional field testing is
necessary to confirm the model results, and will be conducted during design phases of
the project. A third pump (rated at 90 gallons per minute) would be added to the
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Woodlake Booster Station. The estimated project cost for this option is approximately
$1.829 million, with approximately $32,785 in annual operation and maintenance costs.

The same alternative (“Option 3A”) presented for Options 1 and 2, consisting of
installing two 800 gallon per minute pumps in the Woodlake Booster Station in lieu of
expanding the Woodlake Reservoir, exists for Option 3. The estimated project cost for
this alternative is approximately $1.637 million, with approximately $35,585 in annual
operation and maintenance costs.

Option 3/3A was presented to the Board on December 7, 2010 and January 4,
2011 and was chosen for further development since it would result in a reduced
reliance on booster pumps with the elimination of the Main Booster Station.
Completion of this option would also result in a significant improvement in available fire
flow to the core area of the system.

The primary environmental impacts associated with this option consist of
excavation for a new reservoir and building expansion. However, the long-term
impacts to the environment should be minimal. The reservoir may impact cultural
resources since the area has not been significantly disturbed. There will be short-term
impacts associated with site disturbance for flora and fauna and air quality. BMPs will
be utilized to minimize the impacts of ground disturbance during construction. There
should be positive impacts to energy consumption due to the installation of higher
efficiency components (storage will now be available by “gravity” from this higher
elevation versus using booster pumps to pressurize the system). Additionally, the
proposed tank site elevation will allow the tank to be constructed mostly in ground.
Thus, the facility will be very unobtrusive to surrounding properties. Existing trees on
the site will be preserved to buffer the facility.

2.1.4. OPTION 4 — EXPANSION OF WOODILAKE RESERVOIR

This improvement option includes the most significant re-configuration of the
system. The Main Reservoir, Main Booster Station and the Woodlake Booster Station
would be abandoned and a new 180,000 gallon storage facility would be added at the
Woodlake Reservoir site. The pumps in both Well 1 and Well 2 would be upsized to
pump 1,000 gallons per minute and 1,200 gallons per minute, respectively, directly to
the Woodlake Reservoir. The Main Booster Station would be converted into a PRV
Station in order to regulate the pressure in the portion of the system currently served
by the Main Reservoir. The existing by-pass PRV in the Woodlake Booster Station
would remain in service and the middle PRV would be upsized to regulate pressure to
the majority of the system. A new, high pressure, 16 inch transmission main
(approximately 6,000 feet, from the Main Booster Station to the Woodlake Booster
Station) would be installed to allow the wells to pump directly to the Woodlake
Reservoir without over-pressurizing the rest of the system. Refer to Figure 4.4 in
Appendix A for a schematic of this option. The estimated project cost for this option is
approximately $1.975 million, with approximately $33,745 in operation and
maintenance expenses.

Option 4 was also chosen by the Board for further development during the
December 7, 2010 and January 4, 2011 meetings. This option would result in the least
number of booster and storage facilities and would eliminate the system’s reliance on
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booster pumps (the wells would pump directly to the Woodlake Reservoir which would
feed the system through gravity). In addition, this option would result in the greatest
improvement to available fire flow in the core area of the system. However, some
inefficiency is associated with this configuration since water for the entire system
would be pumped to the elevation of the Woodlake Reservoir and then would have to
flow through PRV stations for much of the system to prevent over-pressurization.

The primary environmental impacts associated with this option consist of
excavation for reservoir expansion and building expansion. However, the long-term
impacts to the environment should be minimal. There will be short-term impacts
associated with site disturbance for flora and fauna and air quality. In addition, BMPs
will be utilized to minimize the impact to water quality in the area. There should be
positive impacts to energy consumption due to the installation of higher efficiency
components.

2.1.5. No Acrion OPTION

As was indicated in the Section 1, the system has deficiencies with respect to
source, storage, and booster (per Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems). If
these deficiencies are not addressed, the system cannot provide service that meets
current standards and cannot provide fire flow to the existing customers and cannot
add additional users to the system. Since growth is expected for this area, this option
is not recommended for the Association.

Since there would be no action taken to improve the current system, there
would be no environmental impacts. However, the existing customers would
experience public health and safety concerns including limited system reliability and
fire protection concerns. There would also be no capacity in the system for growth or
expansion, which inhibits the community from natural population growth.

2.2. DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS (PHASE 2)

Once Option 3/3A and Option 4 were chosen for further development, an
analysis of the distribution system was completed. Distribution improvements for each
were identified and broken down into four categories as follows:

e Fire Flow Capacity — These are the distribution improvements necessary to
provide 1,000 gallons per minute for 2 hours to all existing hydrants on the
system.

e Transmission Capacity — These are improvements that would reduce the
head loss in transmission mains and thus increase transmission capacity. It
should be noted that these improvements are not required by improve
system efficiency and capacity.

e Front Currently Served Lots — The Association serves many lots that are not
directly fronted by water mains. These lots have meters close to the main in
public right-of-way and very long individual services. The Facility Plan
(Appendix O) identifies potential water main extension opportunities that
would eliminate future maintenance issues for the property owner associated
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with these services. These are not required improvements (because the
existing services meet the requirements of the IDAPA rules for Public
Drinking Water Systems) and funding would likely be provided (in full or in

part) by the benefitted properties.

e Upsize 4 Inch Mains — These improvements have been identified as future
projects that would improve service and potentially expand fire flow to these
areas. These are not required improvements (because the existing mains
meet the requirements of the IDAPA rules for Public Drinking Water Systems)
and the Association may request the benefitted properties to fund/partially

fund these improvements.

Figures 4.5 and 4.6 (included in Appendix A) illustrate the distribution improvements

identified for Option 3/3A and Option 4, respectively. The alternatives are summarized
below in Table 2-1. The distribution improvements will be replacing existing waterlines
or will be occurring in previously-disturbed areas (such as roadways). As can be seen,
more improvements are required to provide fire flow to the existing hydrants for Option
3/3A than for Option 4. However, the Option 4 improvements include a new
transmission main improvement to the Woodlake Reservoir that is not included in the

list of improvements for Option 3/3A.

Table 2-1: Distribution Improvement Summary

Source/Storage Source/Storage
Option 3/3A Option 4
Distribution Improvements

Fire Flow Capacity 24,800 LF 19,800 LF
Transmission Capacity 3,300 LF 5,800 LF
Front Currently Served Lots
(Funded by Benefitted Lots Only) 3,400 LF 3,400 LF
Upsize 4 Inch Mains
(Funded by Benefitted Lots Only) 5,900 LF 5,900 LF

The cost associated with each of these distribution improvements is included in

Table 2-2.

Table 2-2: Distribution Improvement Costs

Source/Storage Source/Storage
Option 3/3A Option 4
Distribution Improvements

Fire Flow Capacity $2,658,475 $2,077,600
Transmission Capacity $404,450 $711,700
Front Currently Served Lots
(Funded by Benefitted Lots Only) $351,250 $351,250
Upsize 4 Inch Mains
(Funded by Benefitted Lots Only) $618,375 $618,375
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The primary environmental impacts associated with the distribution
improvements consist of excavation/ground disturbance. However, the distribution
improvements will occur within existing road right of ways and areas of prior
disturbance and thus are not anticipated to cause long-term impacts. There will be
short-term impacts associated with site disturbance for flora and fauna and air quality.
BMPs will be utilized to limit the effect to the impact of ground disturbance and control
discharge of sediment during construction.

22.1. No Action OPTION

As was indicated in the Section 1, the system has deficiencies with respect to
distribution (per Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems). If these deficiencies
are not addressed, the system cannot provide fire flow to the existing customers, will
have limited decreased transmission capacity and limited capacity to add additional
users to the system. Since growth is expected for this area, this option is not
recommended for the Association.

Since there would be no action taken to improve the current system, there
would be no environmental impacts. However, the existing customers would
experience limited transmission capacity and fire protection concerns.

2.3. ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON

The alternatives were compared in terms of environmental impacts and cost
information in a table format that can be found in Appendix C.
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3. PROPOSED ACTION/SELECTED ALTERNATIVES

As mentioned previously, Option 1/1A and 2/2A were eliminated by the Board
on December 7, 2010 and January 4, 2011. Option 1 was a low cost option, but the
Board expressed desire to move away from the current system configuration. Option 2
was eliminated because it was the highest cost option. Option 3 and 4 were chosen
for further development. A comparison of the two is presented below.

3.1. COMPARISON OF OPTION 3 AND 4

Table 3-1 below provides a summary of the Capital Improvement Plan, and
associated costs, for each option.

Table 3-1: Summary of Capital Improvement Plans

Source/Storage Source/Storage
Option 3/3A Option 4
Source/Storage Improvements (Phase 1) (bu d§;t6§$ g?g 700) $1.974.700
Distribution Improvements (Phase 2)
Fire Flow Capacity $2,658,475 $2,077,600
Transmission Capacity $404,450 $711,700
Front Currently Served Lots
(Funded by Benefitted Lots Only) $351,250 $351,250
Upsize 4 Inch Mains
(Funded by Benefitted Lots Only) $618,375 $618,375
$5,669,350
Total CIP (budget: $6,007,250) $5,733,625

Option 4 provides maximum fire flow benefit (in comparison to Option 3) due to
the hydraulic location and elevation of the storage facility relative to the rest of the
system. Thus fewer distribution improvements to support fire flow are required in this
option than in Option 3. However, Option 4 requires a new dedicated transmission
main to deliver source water to the storage facility which offsets the savings in
distribution. As a result of this offset and as shown in the table, the costs for each of
the options are thus very similar ($64,275 difference) and create a negligible price
difference between the two alternatives.

3.2. SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The Association selected source and storage improvement Option 3A for
implementation. The total estimated project cost of this option was originally
estimated at approximately $1.637 million. Considering the funding to be used and
reflecting Davis Bacon, administrative, legal, inflation, and other associated costs, the
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project cost for this option was revised for a total budget of approximately $1.975
million. Based on this revision, the Association intends to seek funding for a total of
approximately $1.975 million.

It should be noted that this estimate is based on completion of source and
storage improvements to address the deficiencies (with respect to Idaho Rules for
Public Drinking Water Systems) discussed in the Facility Plan (See Appendix O).
Additional distribution improvements will be necessary in order to provide fire flow to
all existing hydrants. Completion of all the improvements (source, storage, and
distribution) discussed in the Facility Plan at once would be a large undertaking for the
Association and would require a significant financial obligation by the customers.
Considering the list of improvements, the Association has decided to move forward
with the source and storage Option 3A (Phase 1). Distribution improvements (Phase 2)
will be phased and completed as funds become available.
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4. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

The improvement area is located throughout the Association and is described in
Section 4.1 below. The anticipated disturbance is summarized below:

e Source, Storage, and Booster Improvements — Option 3A New Storage Site
(Rice Road) (Phase 1):

Minimal site disturbance is anticipated in conjunction with the Main Reservoir
abandonment, well pump upsizing, conversion of the Main Booster Station
to a PRV station, and pump additions to the Woodlake Booster Station. The
new reservoir will require ground disturbance and clearing. In total, it is
estimated that the maximum surface disturbed will be 7,500 square feet. In
addition, approximately 3,000 feet of 12 inch transmission main will be
installed to connect the new reservoir to the existing system. The expected
limit of disturbance for this section of the waterline is 20 feet wide.

» Distribution Improvements (Phase 2):

The distribution system improvements consist of installation of 8 inch, 10
inch, and 16 inch waterline, new 8 inch water main, and upsize from 4 inch to
8 inch waterline. In total, there will be approximately 34,900 feet of pipe
installation. The expected limit of disturbance for this waterline is 20 feet
wide. These improvements will either replace existing waterlines and/or be
within existing roadways and public right-of-ways. The disturbance required
for all these improvements will be within previously disturbed areas.

4.1. PROPOSED PLANNING AREA AND AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

The Hauser Lake Water Association is located approximately 9 miles northwest
of the City of Post Falls, in Kootenai County, Idaho. The System is bordered on the
south by Highway 53 and is adjacent to the Idaho-Washington border. The
Association provides water to residence around Hauser Lake. The majority of the
connections are single-family residences. These residences are located within
Sections 6, 7, 17, 18, 19, 20 Township 51 North, Range 5 West, and Sections 12 and
13 Township 51 North, Range 6 West, Boise Meridian.

The project planning area (PPPA) consists of the current properties served by
the Hauser Lake Water Association, the improvements included for these properties,
and the growth areas (described in Section 4.4), as shown in Appendix A. The area of
potential effects (APE) is the same as this project planning area for this project.

The current service area and the PPPA/APE generally surrounds Hauser Lake.
The area consists primarily of gently sloping hillsides, with some prairie areas. The
elevation of the system varies from 2400 feet on the eastern side of the lake, to 2130
feet at the wells. The area is forested around the lake with areas of wetlands
surrounding the lake. There are also flatter agricultural areas south of the lake. The
service area consists primarily of residential development with some small commercial
customers. Hauser Lake is the primary surface water body within the service area.
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4.2. PHYSICAL ASPECTS

4.2.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.2.1.1. TOPOGRAPHY

The existing topography is variable throughout the project PPPA/APE. There
are wetlands in the flatter areas primarily on the north and west side of the Lake
outside of the service area, which are discussed further in Section 4.8. Hillsides exist
on the east side of the lake. The southern portion of the service area is gently sloping
with several flat areas. Refer to Appendix D for a topographical map. Construction of
the proposed waterlines and transmission main will require disturbance (approximately
20 feet wide) of existing ground and roadway. After construction of the distribution
area, the terrain will be returned to its original contours and vegetation reestablished.
Best Management Practices will be utilized during construction to reduce the potential
of erosion and to stabilize the site until vegetation is re-established.

The new reservoir will be partially buried and may change the topography of the
area. However, there are no known physical conditions that will be adversely affected
by this construction.

4.2.1.2. GEOLOGY

The surface geology in the area has been mapped (Breckenridge and Othberg
1998) as unconsolidated rock deposits. The types of rock present are:

e Lacustrine and Alluvial Deposits — Lake deposits (Holocene)

e Colluvium and Residuum - Colluvium and residuum of intermediate depth
(Quaternary and Tertiary)

o Glacial-Flood and Periglacial Deposits — Gravel of McGuire (Pleistocene),
Gravel of Hauser (Pleistocene), Silts of Hauser (Pleistocene)

» Flood-Scoured Bedrock — Metamorphic rocks of the Belt Supergroup and
gneiss, schist, and granite (Precambrian)

Detailed description of these deposits and bedrock can be found in Appendix D on the
surficial geological map. No active fault lines or unusual geological features that may
impact the proposed project were identified within the project planning area.

4.2 1.3.50ILs

The soils in the area mapped as silt loam to very stony loam by the USDA Soil
Survey. These soils are generally well drained and have a moderate shrink-swell
potential. The soils have a possibility of erosion due to the fine grained particle size. A
Natural Resources Conservation Service, Web Soil Survey map and soil descriptions
are provided in Appendix D. Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented
during construction to minimize the potential for the soils to erode and leave the
construction site.
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4.2.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

4.2.2.1. TOPOGRAPHY

Construction of the proposed waterlines and transmission main will require
disturbance (approximately 20 feet wide) of existing ground and roadway. After
construction of the distribution area, the terrain will be returned to its original contours
and vegetation reestablished. Best Management Practices will be utilized during
construction to reduce the potential of erosion and to stabilize the site until vegetation
is re-established. Thus, the impact due to these disturbances is expected to be a
short-term direct impact.

The new reservoir will be partially buried and will alter the topography of the
area, but the ground level modifications will likely be within six feet of the original
ground level (this could be a long-term direct impact due to changing the topography).
The terrain surrounding the reservoir will be returned to its original contours and
vegetation reestablished. There are no known physical conditions that will be
adversely affected by this construction. Any slope stability or other safety concerns
will be addressed and minimized in the design process.

Therefore, short-term and long-term direct impacts are anticipated, but indirect
or cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.2 22 GEOLOGY

No active fault lines or unusual geological features that may impact the
proposed project were identified within the project planning area. Therefore, no
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.

4.22380ILS

The soils in the area mapped as silt loam to very stony loam by the USDA Soil
Survey. The soils have a possibility of erosion due to the fine grained particle size.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction to
minimize the potential for the soils to erode and leave the construction site.

Therefore, there will be short-term direct impacts are anticipated, but long-term,
indirect, or cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.3. CLIMATE

4.3.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The following climate information for the Hauser Lake area was obtained from
weather.com, based on monthly averages:

e Average Annual Temperature High — 57 °F
¢ Average Annual Temperature Low — 38 °F
e Average Annual Precipitation — 26.1 inches
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e Average Annual Snow Fall - 45.6 inches®

There are no known special or unusual meteorological constraints that would affect the
feasibility of the proposed project.

4.3.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

There are no known special or unusual meteorological constraints that would
affect the feasibility of the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-
term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.

4.4. POPULATION AND FLOW PROJECTIONS

4.4.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The system serves a population of approximately 985 residents through 451
connections (445 EDUs). The population of the service area is fairly stable, but is
expected to grow. Growth for the system has been categorized into four phases;
Growth A, B, C and D. These phases are used to organize and express expected
growth according to its nature and location. The parcels identified as part of each
growth phase are shown on the map included as Figure 2.2 in Appendix E. Each
growth phase is defined below:

e Growth A: This is the growth expected for buildout of the existing vacant
parcels that are either fronted by water main or are directly adjacent to a
currently served parcel and would therefore be “easily” connected to the
system.

e Growth B: This growth is the result of future subdivision of existing large
parcels that are currently served by the system. A minimum lot size of 2
acres was assumed in order to determine the number of EDUs associated
with this growth phase.

e Growth C: This is the growth expected for buildout of existing parcels
that are outside of the current service area and are at or below the
maximum elevation that can be served by the existing Main Booster
Station (2310 feet).

e Growth D: This is the growth expected for buildout of existing parcels
that are outside of the current service area and are at an elevation that is
higher than that which can be served by the existing Main Booster
Station (2310 feet).

The term “equivalent dwelling unit” or EDU is used throughout this document.
An EDU is defined in The Idaho Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems — IDAPA 58.
Title 01, chapter 8 as a unit of measure that standardizes all land use types (housing,
retail, office, etc.) to the level of demand created by a single-family detached housing
unit within a water system. The demand for one EDU is equivalent to the amount of

8 Average annual snow fall for Hauser was obtained from NOAA
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water provided to the average single-family detached housing unit within a water
system. For example, if a typical single-family household within a given system uses
300 gallons per day (i.e. one EDU equals 300 gpd) and a particular commercial
connection uses 600 gallons per day that commercial connection would account for 2
EDUs within that system.

The Draft Kootenai County Comprehensive Plan states that “an average annual
growth rate of at least 2% for the next ten years would not be unreasonable for ‘what-
if’ planning purposes.” The Association chose to utilize a growth rate of 2% for years
2010 through 2020 and a growth rate of 3% for 2021 forward. Based on these growth
rates, it is estimated that the system will reach buildout of Growth A in 2018, Growth B
in 2028, Growth C in 2032 and Growth D in 2038.

The estimates for future demands are based on the assumption that the
demand per EDU will remain constant throughout the growth period. It should be
noted, however, that if several large users are added to the system, these estimates
may change. Table 4-1 shows the estimated future demand that has been used for the
purposes of this report. It should be recognized that growth and demand have been
estimated and will not likely occur exactly as shown in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1: Future EDUs and Demand

Total System
EDUs ADP (gpd) MDP (gpd) PHP (gpm)
2010 445 243,931 975,723 1,428
2011 454 248,792 995,168 1,456
2012 463 253,724 1,014,896 1,485
2013 472 258,656 1,034,624 1,514
2014 481 263,588 1,054,352 1,543
2015 491 269,068 1,076,272 1,575
2016 501 274,548 1,098,192 1,607
2017 511 280,028 1,120,112 1,639
2018 521 285,508 1,142,032 1,671
Growth A 526 288,248 1,152,992 1,687
2019 531 290,988 1,163,952 1,703
2020 542 297,016 1,188,064 1,739
2021 558 305,784 1,223,136 1,790
2022 575 315,100 1,260,400 1,845
2023 592 324,416 1,297,664 1,899
2024 610 334,280 1,337,120 1,957
2025 628 344,144 1,376,576 2,015
2026 647 354,556 1,418,224 2,076
2027 666 364,968 1,459,872 2,137
2028 686 375,928 1,503,712 2,201
Growth B 691 378,668 1,514,672 2,217
2029 707 387,436 1,549,744 2,268
2030 728 398,944 1,595,776 2,335
2031 750 411,000 1,644,000 2,406
2032 773 423,604 1,694,416 2,480
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Growth C 791 433,578 1,734,310 2,538
2033 796 436,208 1,744,832 2,554
2034 820 449,360 1,797,440 2,631
2035 845 463,060 1,852,240 2,711
2036 870 476,760 1,907,040 2,791
2037 896 491,008 1,964,032 2,874
2038 923 505,804 2,023,216 2,961

Growth D 939 514,682 2,058,726 3,013
2039 951 521,148 2,084,592 3,051

Growth projections have not been made for the 40-year scenario since the
system’s components (other than distribution) would need to be modified to handle
this capacity.

4.4.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The improvements will support the anticipated growth for the Association, and
the growth is not anticipated to be excessive. The Idaho Division of Financial
Management’s statewide projected 2010-2030 growth rate is 1.69 percent. The
projected Hauser Lake Water Association’s estimated growth over that time period is
283 EDUs. When compared to the statewide projections for that time period (increase
of 177 EDUs), the Association’s growth is 17 percent higher than the statewide
projection. However, the estimated growth for the Association is less than 500 EDUs
over the life of the project. Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts to the population
should be positive in the long-term since the improvements will support the anticipated
growth for the Association. Short-term and cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.5. ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL PROFILE

4.5.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The majority of the homes served by the Hauser Lake Water Association are
primary, year-round single family dwelling units. Although no social-economic data is
available specifically for this project planning area, the US Census Bureau reports that
13.8 percent of the population in Kootenai County is below the poverty level. The
median household income in 2009 was reported as $47,196.

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations,
and polices. The Hauser Lake Water Association will seek the input of all persons
within the Area of Potential Effects through public meetings. All members of the
community will be treated the same and have equal access to the Association’s public
services and decision-making process.

The residents within the Association will benefit from the proposed project by
receiving a reliable and good quality supply of drinking water and improved fire
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protection. In addition, the project will allow for future growth and economic expansion
within this area.

4.5.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The residents within the Association will benefit from the proposed project by
receiving a reliable supply of clean drinking water and improved fire protection. The
budgeted project will increase the user rates to 1.03 percent of their monthly income.
In addition, the project will allow for future growth and economic expansion within this
area, which is a positive long-term impact associated with the project.

Therefore, the direct and indirect impacts to economic and social profile should
be positive in the long-term. Short-term and cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.6. LAND USE

4.6.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The water system is located in Kootenai County within the City of Hauser Impact
Area. The service area for the water system is zoned as Lake Village, Upper
Watershed, Hauser Hills, and High Density Residential. These zones correspond to the
Hauser area, but have been incorporated into the Kootenai County zoning map
(Appendix E). The existing land uses in the area consist of Open Space/Limited
Residential, Suburban Residential, and Surface Water Surface Area. The completion of
these improvements will allow the water system to support the current residential land
use. The land area for the new reservoir is currently zoned as agriculture/suburban
(Upper Watershed), as can be seen in Appendix E. The improvement (new reservoir) is
not incompatible with the current land use, but it will require a permit from the City of
Hauser and Kootenai County to use for a public utility. Lastly, for the extension of the
Well #1 building, Kootenai County Building and Planning will require a building permit.

4.6.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The completion of distribution improvements is not anticipated to negatively
impact the current land use, since it will be completed within existing roadways. The
new reservoir will require a permit from the City of Hauser and Kootenai County.
Construction of the new reservoir is not anticipated to impact the land use negatively,
but will require a permit for public utility use.

Therefore, no impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are
anticipated.

4.7. FLOODPLAINS

4.7.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Based on the City of Hauser, Idaho Flood Insurance Rate map, dated May 3,
2010, the proposed improvements are not located within the 100 year flood hazard
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zone. A portion of the floodplain map is provided in Appendix F. The proposed
improvements are near the flood hazard zone boundary, but the improvements located
near the boundary will follow existing roadways or will be within existing structures (for
booster improvements, as discussed in Section 2). Therefore, adverse impacts to the
floodplains are not expected.

4.7.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A portion of the proposed improvements are near the flood zone boundary;
however, these improvements will be in existing roadways and should not adversely
impact the floodplain.

Consultation with the Idaho Department of Water Resources revealed that the
Association does not participate in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The
mapped zone that was examined (discussed above) shows that some improvements
are near the flood hazard zone, but since the community does not participate in the
NFIP, the community has not adopted a flood damage prevention ordinance that
meets the minimum requirements of the NFIP. Since the community does not
participate in the NFIP, the Idaho Department of Water Resources did not provide any
comments on the project.

Best management practices (BMPs) will be utilized to protect the water quality
of the flood hazard zone and to prevent sediment from leaving the construction site.
Therefore, short-term direct impacts are anticipated for floodplains from soil
disturbance (mitigated through BMPs). But long-term, indirect, and cumulative
impacts are not anticipated.

4.8. WETLANDS

4.8.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

United States Fish and Wildlife Service provided a National Wetlands Inventory
interactive online mapper*. A map of wetlands within the project area was prepared
using the mapper and is included in Appendix F. There is one improvement area that
is located within the wetland area. The improvements will not result in the placement
of fill since the improvements will occur within existing facilities or in existing roadways.

4.8.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The US Army Corps of Engineers were consulted and it was determined that
because a portion of the distribution improvements are located within designated

4 The online mapper provides “reconnaissance level information” on wetland resources and
accuracy may be limited. In addition, federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with
jurisdiction over wetland areas may define them differently, and the boundaries of these
jurisdictions have not been defined as part of this mapper. Consultation with the appropriate
agencies should be conducted when activities within the wetland are proposed. Refer to
www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/Limitations.html for more information on the limitations of the
mapper.
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wetland area, a wetland delineation would need to be conducted. The distribution
improvements located within these specified areas are shown in the map entitled:
Wetland Exclusion Map in Appendix F. The wetland delineation will be conducted for
these specified distribution improvements when funding is obtained for them. The
appropriate permits for wetland crossing will be applied for from both the US Army
Corps of Engineers and the Idaho Department of Water Resources.

Best management practices (BMPs) will be utilized to protect the water quality
of the wetlands and floodplains and to prevent sediment from leaving the construction
site. Therefore, short-term direct impacts are anticipated for floodplains or wetlands.
But long-term, indirect, and cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.9. WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

4.9.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Spokane River is located approximately 5 miles to the south of the project
area. The Spokane River is not listed as a Wild and Scenic River, according to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers database (see Section 7 for reference). No designated
wild and scenic rivers are located within the project area.

4.9.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Since there are no designated wild and scenic rivers in the project area, no
impacts (short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.

4.10. CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.10.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

There are no known historic resources within the area of construction for the
improvements. A search of the Kootenai County, Idaho sites listed on National
Register of Historic Places, provided in Appendix G, shows the nearest site located
within the town of Post Falls or Rathdrum.

The project is not located in a tribal reservation area, and archeological
resources have not been identified in the area.

4.10.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Idaho State Historical Preservation Officer was consulted in the process of
developing this document. They indicated that the reservoir site would require an
archeological survey since it does not appear to be substantially disturbed and
archeological surveys had not been conducted in that area previously.

Therefore, Northwest Archeological Associates conducted an archeological
survey for the project. The survey involved both a field survey and a records search in
addition to correspondence with the affected Tribes. Records search revealed that
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there may be cultural properties as the reservoir site is in an important area
archeologically, but the likelihood of discovering early historic period cultural resources
is reduced due to disturbance related to logging and farming. The field survey
revealed no artifacts. Therefore, the project is not expected to impact cultural
resources. If artifacts are discovered during the course of construction, the Coeur
d’Alene Indian Tribe and SHPO will be contacted, and mitigation may be further
evaluated.

The cultural resource assessment was completed and submitted to the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality, but is not included for confidentiality reasons.
The SHPO reviewed the cultural resource assessment and documented that it meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. No additional investigations were
recommended. In addition, the Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe reviewed the cultural
assessment and did not have any comments. Refer to Appendix M for
correspondence with the SHPO.

4.11. PLANTS AND WILDLIFE

4.11.1.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A list of endangered, threatened, and candidate species for Kootenai County
was obtained from the US Fish and Wildlife Services website and is included in
Appendix H. After consulting the US Fish and Wildlife Services Critical Habitat
Mapper®, the project planning area is not in a critical habitat area. It is not anticipated
that these species or habitat areas will be affected by the project.

4.11.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

As mentioned above, the project area is not located in a critical habitat area and
it is not anticipated that the species or habitat areas will be affected by the project.
The Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office provided consultation for this project. The Idaho
Fish and Wildlife Office stated that there is no critical habitat located within the project
area and there are not listed species in the vicinity. The consultation also discusses a
Section 7 consultation, which is required since a federal nexus (federal permitting,
federal funding, etc) was involved. Please refer to the consultation information from
the Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office in Appendix M for more information on the Section 7
consultation. In addition, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game does not anticipate
that the proposed project will have an impact on the fish and wildlife in the project area
(see consultation in Appendix M).

Therefore, no impacts to plants and wildlife (short-term, long-term, direct,
indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated at this point. It is the responsibility of the
federal agency to determine if a Section 7 consultation will be required.

5 The US Fish and Wildlife Service Critical Habitat Mapper does not contain all designated
habitat, but provides a reference.
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4.12. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE

4.12.1.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project is not located in recreational open spaces, parks, or areas of
recognized scenic or recreational value. There is land in the northern portion of the
Association that is designated as open space/limited residential (see Land Use map in
Appendix E). However, none of the project improvements are located in this area.

4.12.2  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Since there are no designated recreational open spaces, parks, or areas of
recognized scenic or recreational value in the project area, no impacts (short-term,
long-term, direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.

4.13. AGRICULTURAL LANDS

4.13.1.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Prime agricultural classification is provided as part of the USDA Soil Survey
conducted for the soil information in Section 4.1. According to the Soil Survey,
“farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide
importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies the location
and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed
crops.” There are soils listed as prime farmland if irrigated within the service area for
the Association. The improvements in these areas will only consist of replacing
existing waterline, which should not disturb or irreversibly convert the land resulting in
loss of these lands. A map of the USDA Soil Survey information for the Association is
provided in Appendix I.

4.13.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The planning area does include prime agricultural lands if irrigated. The
improvements in these lands will only consist of replacing existing waterline, which
should not disturb or irreversibly convert the land resulting in loss of these lands.
Therefore, short-term direct impacts are anticipated, but long-term, indirect, or
cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.14. AR QuUALITY

4.14.1.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The State of Idaho has been delegated authority to regulate air quality through
the EPA and the Clean Air Act. The State Implementation Plan provides the rules and
regulation to maintain acceptable air quality standards within the state and site specific
plans delineating areas that do not meet air quality standards. Areas that do not meet
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specific air quality standards are known as Nonattainment Areas. A map showing
Nonattainment Areas and Areas of Concern for the State of Idaho is provided in
Appendix J. The proposed project planning area is not located in a Nonattainment
area or an area of concern. Additionally, it is not anticipated that this project will
impact air quality standards during construction or during operation of the facility.

4.14.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) was consulted, and they require
that reasonable controls be implemented during construction and maintenance to
prevent fugitive dust during all phases of the project. The project plans should also
describe the proper disposal of any demolition and construction debris in accordance
with solid waste regulations. Open during of demolition or construction debris is not
allowed. Vegetation/land clearing should be accomplished using mechanical methods
to avoid generation of smoke.

Short-term impacts are anticipated in association with construction emissions;
however, the impact to air quality is not anticipated to exceed state or federal limits.
Long-term, indirect, or cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.15. ENERGY PRODUCTION/CONSUMPTION

4.15.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Association currently meters individual water consumption with service
meters at all connections. Users are billed based on their bi-monthly consumption.
Additional fees are charged for water use in excess of the base allotment of water.

Completion of the proposed improvements will not significantly increase the
water systems energy consumption. When selecting new, larger pumps as part of the
proposed improvements, the efficiency of the pump and motor will be considered
during the selection process to ensure that the pumping equipment is as energy
efficient as possible. Additionally, the design will incorporate the use of variable
frequency drives (VFDs) to control pump/motor operation and allow for the most
efficient operation.

4.15.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The impacts associated with energy production and consumption is anticipated
to be negligible. Old components will be replaced with new, higher efficiency
components. The installation of new pumps may increase energy production. Thus,
with the increase in efficiency (decrease in energy consumption) and the increase in
pump usage (increase in energy consumption), the impact to energy production and
consumption will be negligible.

Therefore, short-term, long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are
not anticipated.
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4.16. REGIONALIZATION

4.16.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The Association has not considered an intermunicipal agreement with any
surrounding communities. The closest communities are Post Falls and Rathdrum
which are located 3 miles and 6.5 miles, respectively, from Hauser, making it highly
unfeasible to tie-in to these systems.

4.16.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Since no regionalization scheme is in place, no impacts (short-term, long-term,
direct, indirect, or cumulative) are anticipated.

4.17. SURFACE AND GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY

4.17.1.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.17.1.1.SURFACE WATER

The primary surface water body in within the Association is Hauser Lake. The
Lake is fed by small tributaries and discharges nearly wholly to the Spokane-Rathdrum
Prairie Aquifer. Hauser Lake has a TMDL for total phosphorus. The phosphorus
originates from Hauser Creek, internal sediment loading, storm water runoff,
atmospheric fallout, aquatic plant decay, waterfowl, and shoreline septic systems. For
more information on the Hauser Lake TMDL, see Appendix K.

4.17.1.2. GROUNDWATER

The system is supplied by two production wells, Well No. 1 and Well No. 2,
located at the intersection of Highway 53 and Cloverleaf Road. The two wells draw
from the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer (see Appendix K for a map of the
Aquifer). The Aquifer is classified as a sole source aquifer by the US Environmental
Protection Agency. A sole source aquifer classification indicates that the aquifer
supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the area overlying the
aquifer. Table 4-2 on the following page provides a summary of each of the two wells
that serve the Association.
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Table 4-2: Inventory of Source

Year
Current ) Static Pump Back-
Pump/ | Casing | water Operating up Screen
Year Motor Dia. | Level | Motor | Pump Point Power | Pump | Capacity?
Drilled | Installed! | (inch) (ft) HP Model (gpm) Supply | Type (gpm)
o
< | 1967 | 1988 12 140 | 75 | 10MA 600 None | Peerless | 1,000
(]
=
N
o
E 1975 2002 16 164 125 118C 1,200° None Goulds 1,400
O
=

1. Available well logs and pump curves are included in Appendix C.

2. Screened source capacity according to well logs.

3. It should be noted that the design operating point for Well No. 2 is 900 gallons per minute at 424 feet of
TDH. However, under the system’s current configuration, the pump operates at a lower head and therefore
produces 1,200 gallons per minute.

Both wells pump to the Main Reservoir, and are controlled by pressure
transducers (with back-up floats) within the reservoir. Well No. 1 turns on when the
water level drops to 7 feet and Well No. 2 turns on when the water level drops to 6 feet.
Both wells turn off when the water level in the reservoir reaches 15 feet (the overflow is
at 15 feet 9 inches).

The Association follows sampling regulations stipulated by the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ). The 2009 Drinking Water Quality Report,
attached as Appendix K for reference, notes that levels of three regulated
contaminants, nitrate, coliform and E. coli, were below state and federal standards.
Also attached in Appendix K is a Drinking Water Advisory that was sent to the
Association’s customers on May 24, 2010 regarding the presence of coliform in the
system. As discussed in the advisory, six samples were taken in May 2010 that tested
positive for coliform. Each of these samples was taken from the By-Pass PRV Datum,
which is served by the Woodlake Reservoir. Circulation in this reservoir is not
optimum. Thus, it was determined that the issue was likely due to water stagnation in
the Woodlake Reservoir.

The system is now chlorinated. Chlorinators were installed at the Woodlake

Booster Station and the production wells. Coliform has not been detected in the

system since the Woodlake Reservoir was chlorinated. It should be noted that upon
detecting coliform in the system, samples were collected and tested for both fecal
coliform and E. coli. These bacteria were not present in the system.

The Association holds four water rights for the diversion of ground water, as can
be seen in Table 4-3 on the following page.

Page 24




Table 4-3 - Inventory of Water Rights

Water Basis Beneficial Period of Priority Date Diversion Volume
Right No. Use Use y Rate Limitation
95-2189 | License | Domestic Jg‘;‘é 13t1° 8/8/1966 0.56 cfs 108 AFA
95-7463 | License Domestic Jan. 1 to 7/3/1974 2 cfs 150 AFA

Dec. 31
Domestic JSS& 13t1° 0.2 cfs 52.2 AFA
95-8535 License Marc'h 15 11/17/1986
Irrigation to Nov. 15 2 cfs 300 AFA
Maximum Diversion for Licenses': 2.65 cfs 610.2 AFA
Jan. 1 to Limited only
95-9111 Permit Municipal . 2/7/2002 2.25 cfs by Max.
Dec. 31 . .
Diversion
Maximum Diversion for Permit: 2.25 cfs 1,629 AFA

Maximum Diversion for Licenses and Permit: 4.9 cfs 2,239 AFA

1. License 95-8535 states that the maximum diversion rate when combined with licenses 95-2189 and 95-7463 is 2.65 cfs.
There is no annual volume restriction when the licenses are combined, thus indicating the individual volume limitations
are additive.

2. There is no annual volume limitation associated with the permit indicating that the Association could withdraw the
maximum diversion of 2.25 cfs on a daily basis throughout the year

As can be seen, the Association holds three water right licenses with a total
combined diversion rate of 2.65 cfs (1,189 gpm), based on the restriction included in
license 95-8535, and a combined annual volume limitation of 610.2 AFA (378 gpm).

The Association also holds a permit with diversion rate 2.25 cfs (1,010 gpm) with
no annual volume limitation. Proof of Beneficial Use for the permit must be submitted
to the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) on or prior to July 1, 2012. At that
time, a field examination will be completed and the permit will be converted to a
license with a diversion rate equal to the capacity of the diversion works installed at the
time of the field examination.

IDWR is currently conducting an adjudication of all the water rights (that were
put into beneficial use on or prior to November 12, 2008) in the Coeur d’Alene and
Spokane River water systems. The Association filed adjudication claims with IDWR for
the three licensed rights in December, 2009. It should be noted that the three licenses
will be changed to Municipal beneficial use rights during the adjudication.

4.17.2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

4.17.2.1.SURFACE WATER

The primary surface water body in within the Association is Hauser Lake, which
has a TMDL for total phosphorus. The phosphorus originates from Hauser Creek,
internal sediment loading, storm water runoff, atmospheric fallout, aquatic plant decay,
waterfowl, and shoreline septic systems. The Idaho DEQ was consulted, and they
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require the protection of surface water and control of erosion and sedimentation by the
use of acceptable best management practices (BMPs).

Therefore, short-term impacts are anticipated, but the Lake and other water
bodies will be protected utilizing BMPs, as required by DEQ. Long-term, indirect, and
cumulative impacts are not anticipated.

4.17.2.2. GROUNDWATER

The project proposes to upsize the existing pump at Well No. 1, which will
increase the pumping capability of the well. This will allow the well to pump to the new
reservoir site. The additional capacity will not increase the production rate beyond the
existing water rights held by the Association. Therefore, adverse impact to the source
and water rights is not anticipated. The improvements will increase the capacity of the
system to provide clean, reliable drinking water to the Association.

The Idaho Department of Water Resources was consulted and they indicated
that the water rights be reviewed and that the proposed improvements stay within the
parameters of the rights. Since water right review has taken place as part of the facility
planning document (See Appendix O for more information) and the improvements are
expected to stay within the parameters of the water rights, impacts to water rights or
ground water quantity are not anticipated.

The Environmental Protection Agency’s Sole Source Aquifer Program provided
consultation on this project. They indicated that the project will not have a significant
impact on the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer.

Additionally, the Idaho DEQ was consulted, and they require storm water
controls to adequately protect ground water as well as surface water (mentioned
previously). Therefore, control of sedimentation and erosion will be achieved through
the use of acceptable best management practices (BMPs).

Thus, short-term, long-term, direct and indirect positive impacts are anticipated.
Short-term impacts are anticipated but will be mitigated through the use of BMPs.
Cumulative adverse impacts are not anticipated.
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION

Section

Regulatory
Agency

Mitigation

4.2 Physical Aspects
AND
4.16 Water Quality

Idaho Department
of Environmental
Quality

Stormwater controls will need to be
developed that adequately protect surface
waters and ground water from being
impacted during construction.

4.6 Land Use City of Hauser and | The Association will need to obtain a
Kootenai County permit for the new reservoir site to be
used for a public utility.
4.9 Cultural Idaho SHPO and SHPO requested an archeological survey
Resources Coeur d’Alene for the reservoir site. The survey

THPO

concluded that the project would have no
impact on cultural resources. However, if
artifacts are discovered during the course
of construction, the Coeur d’Alene Indian
Tribe and SHPO will be contacted, and
mitigation may be further evaluated.

4.13 Air Quality

Idaho Department
of Environmental
Quality

The contractor must mitigate fugitive dust
as a result of construction of this project
using reasonable controls in accordance
with DEQ regulations and should be
advised during the preconstruction
conference of the requirements to keep
dust to a minimum. The project plans
should also describe the proper disposal
of any demolition, construction, or cleared
vegetation debris is not allowed.
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6. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In May 2011, one newsletter was sent out to residents in the Association. The
newsletter presented brief information about the potential proposed project and the
alternatives for the project. Public information meeting was scheduled for June 7,
2011. A copy of the newsletter and the list of Association members the newsletter was
sent to are included in Appendix L.

The public meeting presented information about the existing system, the
deficiencies with the existing system (per Idaho Rules for Drinking Water Systems), and
recommended improvements. Impacts to user fees, physical aspects (topography and
soils), saved energy, and system reliability were discussed at the meeting as well as
can be seen in the presentation (slides 4, 6, 7, 10, 15, 16, 18, and 19 included in
Appendix L). The costs were summarized for Option 3 and 4 along with a summary of
the project benefits, funding, and proposed schedule. The meeting was attended by
Katy Baker-Casile from DEQ to discuss funding. The meeting presentation is included
in Appendix L.

The public was given 14 days to comment on the project. Notice of the
comment period was published in the Coeur d’Alene Press (widest circulation for the
area). The public notice is included in Appendix L. No comments were received.
After careful consideration of the project alternatives, available information, and public
comments received during the entire process, Hauser Lake Water Association chose
Source/Storage Option 3A, and Distribution Option 3 during their meeting on May 21,
2012. The minutes from this meeting are included in Appendix L.
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8. AGENCY CONSULTATION

The following table provides a list of agencies that were contacted October 17,
2011 via mail to request their comments, concerns, or any potential impacts of the
proposed project. The request letters and their responses are located in Appendix M.

Date Received

Agency Contact Address Consultation/Reply
US Army Corps of Beth Reinhart/ 2065 W. Riverstone Drive, November 8, 2011
Engineers, Coeur d’Alene | \jichael Burgan Ste. 201
Regulatory Office Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

US Fish and Wildlife
Service

State Supervisor/
Ben Conard and

11103 East Montgomery
Drive

October 25, 2011

Bryon Holt Spokane, WA 99206
Idaho Department of Katy Baker-Casile/ 2110 Ironwood Parkway November 4, 2011
Environmental Quality, John Tindall Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814
Coeur d’Alene Regional
Office
US EPA, Coeur d’Alene Don Martin 1910 NW Bivd., Suite 208 October 21, 2011

Field Office

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

US EPA, Idaho
Operations Office

James Werntz/
Cyndi Grafe

1435 North Orchard
Boise, ID 83706

November 10, 2011

EPA Region 10

Mike Lidgard,
Manager, NPDES
Unit/

Marie Jennings

1200 6™ Avenue, OWW 130
Seattle, WA 98101

December 2, 2011

EPA Region 10, Office of
Environmental
Assessment (OEA-095)

Sue Eastman,
Hydrogeologist

1200 6™ Avenue, OWW 136
Seattle, WA 98101

October 21, 2011/
March 16, 2012

USDA-NRCS

Mark Addy, District
Conservationist/

Aubrey Woodcock,
District
Conservationist

7830 Meadowlark Way,
Suite C1

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

November 23, 2011

Idaho Department of
Water Resources

Mary McGown, State
NFIP Coordinator

322 East Front Street, PO
Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

November 21, 2011

Idaho Department of
Water Resources

Allen Beardslee/

Keith Franklin, Interim
Project Manager

7600 Mineral Drive, Ste.
100

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

November 2, 2011

Idaho Department of Fish
and Game, SE Region

Regional Nongame
Biologist/

Charles Corsi,
Regional Supervisor

2750 Kathleen Avenue
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

November 17, 2011

Idaho Department of
Agriculture

Gary Bahr

PO Box 790
Boise, ID 83701

October 26, 2011
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Panhandle District Health
Department

Dale Peck,
Environmental Health
Director

2195 Ironwood Court
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

No response by
December 9, 2011
(voicemail left on
November 21, 2011)

Department of Lands,
Northern Operations

Roger Jansson,
Operations Chief -
North

3780 Industrial Avenue
South

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

November 21, 2011

USDA-RD

Jeff Beeman, Rural
Development
Specialist/

Howard Lunderstadt

7830 Meadowlark Way,
Suite C3

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

November 21, 2011

Idaho Department of
Commerce

Dennis Porter, State
Program Manager/

Tony Tenne

700 West State Street, PO
Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

November 21, 2011

Idaho Sate Historical
Society

Suzi Pengilly, Deputy
SHPO

210 Main Street
Boise, ID 83702

November 7, 2011

Coeur d’Alene Tribe of
Idaho

Jill Wagner, PhD,
THPO, Cultural
Resource Program

PO Box 408
Plummer, ID 83851

Information sent via
DEQ, response
provided via DEQ on
February 6, 2012
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9. MAILING LIST

The mailing list for this project includes both the agencies consulted (see
Section 8), and the residents who were contacted with the newsletter (see Appendix L
for list of newsletter recipients).
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