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Overview of Regional Water Plan Process
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Regional Results

= Benefits consider region-wide benefit
= Not necessarily consistent in all communities

= Costs are total costs for projects, not allocated
to beneficiaries

= Interviews and Risk Assessment information
will help solidify local recommendations

Important Factors for Today's Discussion

Draft Results

We want your input

What surprises you?

What do you see that makes intuitive sense?
Do you see a need to adjust scores or metrics?

What sensitivity analysis would be most useful?

OCPC Regional Water Plan 5
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Tools to Help Guide Plan Recommendations
Regional Ranking
Analysis \
I“ — Regional
Local — Local and Regional
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Relevance to

Framework

Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION

Review of Alternatives- Changes Made

Communities/ Stakeholders to
whom this could apply

Change from 8/27 Workshop

Removed Plympton after 9/6 roundtable clarified

desalination plant

LOTEISL (SR A AR L i G lympton primarily interested in additional water suppl
Local LT-1 Owners - Connection to Public Water All but Plympton plymp I v R (ST
Alternatives S uool las emergency supply and not developing water
pply distribution system.
ST2 Rebates for Leak Detection Devices for Clarify that this alternative refers to devices after the
Short Term Customer-Side Leak Detection after Meter |All but Plympton imeter. Include grant funding for staff in the notes
. IAdded Hanson to this since they indicated in an
Local . Bridgewater, Pembroke, R .
. ST-5 New Public Wells ' nterview they were pursuing development of another
Alternatives Plymouth, Kingston el
Recommend linking this alternative with identification of
ST.6 Brockton to purchase and/or use aquaria Brockton reservoir management strategies. Requested removal of

"Pave Way Toward Regional Use" from project

description

OCPC Regional Water Plan
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Review of Alternatives - Changes Made

Relevance to D Project - GENERALIZED Communities/ Stakeholders to whom
Framework DESCRIPTION this could apply

Change from 8/27 Workshop

OCPC Regional Water Plan 9

.
Review of Alternatives - Changes Made

Relevance to D Project - GENERALIZED Communities/ Stakeholders to whom

Framework DESCRIPTION this could apply Change from 8/27 Workshop
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Review of Objectives and Metrics

Objective Theme Metric Units Details on Metric Calculation
Meet all current and future ) ICDM Smith held individual conversations with communities and
peak water demands with ::::::Ii:al New water supply added or MGD used requested volumes as the new target supply. The volume is
climate resilient supply side Supply demand reduced the sum of annual average new supply for all participating
and demand side strategies communities.

Qualitative  [Evaluated by steering committee small group during 8/27

Connectivity of natural waters
v (see Table 2) workshop. Scored 1-5.

Quantity and/or quality of Qualitati Evaluated by steering committee small group during 8/27
ualitative
Ecological | natural waters at the right orkshop. Scored 1-5.
Improve ecosystem health : i (see Table 2)
Health time for ecological needs.
Reduction in net export of ICDM Smith evaluated which alternatives would reduce inter-
water from originating OCPC | Binary 0/1  pasin transfers of water for watersheds within the OCPC region.
basins
Cost Volume of water supply added ICDM Smith calculated the benefit cost value by dividing the
High Benefit: Cost value Effectiven | or demand reduced divided by | SM/MGD olume provided or demand reduced by the capital costs
ess cost associated with each alternative.
Consider innovative and ICDM Smith calculated the volume provided by alternatives
alternative solutions such as Beneficial addition of water or considered innovative, including those falling in the following
stormwater capture, Innovation | reduction of demand that is MGD c'ategones: desalination \'Nater, re'cla|med water, and demand
wastewater reuse and water considered innovative side management strategies considered innovative

use efficiency

OCPC Regional Water Plan 11
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Review of Objectives and Metrics
Objective Theme Metric Units Details on Metric Calculation

Percent of MA designated (% of ICDM Smith used ArcGIS to evaluate the number of environmental justice block

environmental justice environment groups that could be served by each alternative.
Promote block groups served by |al justice
environmental alternative block groups
justice and equity  [Fairness [Percent of MA designated 9% of CDM Smith used ArcGIS to evaluate the number of environmental justice block
between environmental justice . groups that could be impacted by construction activities for each alternative.
communities block groups impacted by enylro'nment

K X al justice
construction (higher score| block groups
is bad)
ICDM Smith calculated the volume of additional water supply that would be able to
Meet current and replace the portion of water at risk from water quality issues, on a community-by-
future drinking Drinking | Volume of PFAS community basis. Considers the requirement of meeting PFAS MCLs by 2029.
Water impacted supply MGD

water qualit
q 4 Quality reduced

standards

Encourage Flexibility in phasing and |Qualitative  [Evaluated by steering committee small group during 8/27 workshop. Scored 1-3.
sustainable water  |Efficiency [supply capacity (see Table 3)

use to meet the & Evaluated by steering committee small group during 8/27 workshop. Scored 1-3.
needs for housing  [Adaptabili [[mplementation Qualitative

and economic ty Feasibility (see Table 3)

prosperity

OCPC Regional Water Plan 12
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Weighting of Objectives By Stakeholders

Individual Weighting of Objectiveds
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Draft
Results

Drinking Water Quality Efficiency & Adaptability
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Distribution of Stakeholder Weights

Distribution of Stakeholder Weights
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Reliable Municipal
Supply

Alternative

Relevance to
Framework

Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply

Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater

Objective and Metric

Objective Theme Metric Details on Metric Calculation
Meet all current and future Reliable DM Smith held individual conversations with communities and
peak water demands with Municipal New water supply added, MGD sed requested volumes as the new target supply. The volume is
climate resilient supply side Supply or demand reduced he sum of annual average new supply for all participating
and demand side strategies ommunities.

Draft Metric Score Calculation

If community provided CDM Smith a target supply, that is the volume
used, otherwise, the supply is one half of 2022 demand.
Total volume supplied: 17.77 MGD

OCPC Regional Water Plar 15
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Ecological Health

Alternative

Relevance to
Framework

Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply

Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater

Objective and Metric Draft Metric Score Calculation

Objective  Theme Metric Units Details on Metric Calculation Metric Score

Qualitativ  Evaluated by steering committee smal§ 2 (Minor detrimental impact to

C tivity of natural
onnectivity ot natura e (see group during 8/27 workshop. Scored

t connectivit
waters Table 2)  [L-5. y)
Quantity and/or quality Qualitativ Evaluated by steering committee smalf 2 (Minor detrimental impact to
Improve f natural wat t th roup during 8/27 workshop. Scored . .
P Ecological | O N2tural waters atthe | | " roup during 8/ P quantity and/or quality)
ecosystem right time for ecological -5.
Health Table 2)
health needs.

CDM Smith evaluated which 0 (Alternative does not impact the

Reduction in net export plternatives would reduce inter-basin
net export of water from OCPC

of water from Binary 0/1
originating OCPC basins

transfers of water for watersheds .
ithin the OCPC region. re§'°n)

OCPC Regional Water Plar 16
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Cost Effectiveness

Alternative

Relevance to
Framework

Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply

Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater

Objective and Metric

Objective Metric Details on Metric Calculation

DM Smith calculated the benefit cost value by dividing the

Cost Volume of water supply | ided or d 4 reduced by th rtal cost:
High Benefit: Cost value Effectiven | added, or demand reduced $/1000 gal ° un'Te prow' €d or deman |"e uced by the capital costs
. pssociated with each alternative.
ess divided by cost

Draft Metric Score Calculation

1. Calculated typical capital cost ($/MGD) of new wells with chemical feed pump station building
using costs provided by Kingston, Hanson, and Pembroke.

2. Calculated typical capital cost (§/MGD) of PFAS treatment using costs provided by
Bridgewater and Easton

3. Summed these costs for total $/MGD for new well, including PFAS treatment and converted
into $/1000 gal, assuming 25-yr lifespan: $1.3 /1000 gal estimated capital costs

OCPC Regional Water Plar 17
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Innovation

Alternative

Relevance to
Framework

Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply

Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater

Objective and Metric

Objective Metric Details on Metric Calculation
Consider innovative and CDM Smith calculated the volume provided by alternatives
alternative solutions such as Beneficial addition of water considered innovative, including those falling in the following
stormwater capture, Innovation | or reduction of demand that | MGD categories: desalination water, reclaimed water, and demand
wastewater reuse and water is considered innovative side management strategies considered innovative
use efficiency

Draft Metric Score Calculation
0 MGD considered innovative.

OCPC Regional Water Plar 18
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Fairness

Alternative

Relevance to
Framework

ID Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply

Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater

Objective and Metric

Objective Theme Metric Details on Metric Calculation
Percent of MA designated i . ICDM Smith used ArcGIS to evaluate the number of
Promote i L % of environmental justice . I
. environmental justice block groups lenvironmental justice block groups that could be served by
environmental X block groups .
usti d served by alternative leach alternative.
ustice an -
! it Fairness | Percent of MA designated ICDM Smith used ArcGIS to evaluate the number of
equi . A )
bqt y environmental justice block groups % of environmental justice [environmental justice block groups that could be impacted
etween . . .
. impacted by construction (higher block groups by construction activities for each alternative.
communities :
score is less preferred)

Draft Metric Score Calculation

Assumed that additional development of wells would support access to clean water and would be a benefit to
environmental justice communities. Assumed limited construction impacts.
* 83% block groups that are designated as environmental justice would be served

alternative

* Theremaining 17% are environmental justice block groups within Avon and Stoughton that are not included in this

OCPC Regional Water Plar
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Drinking Water Quality

Alternative

Relevance to
Framework

Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply

Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater

Objective and Metric

Objective Theme Metric Details on Metric Calculation

DM Smith calculated the volume of additional water supply

Meet current and future Drinking . i K
o i Volume of PFAS impacted hat would be able to replace the portion of water at risk from
drinking water quality Water MGD o R . X

| supply reduced ater quality issues, on a community-by-community basis.
standards Quality

onsiders the requirement of meeting PFAS MCLs by 2029.

Draft Metric Score Calculation

Assumes new well with PFAS treatment doesn't treat current water supply sources impacted by
PFAS: 0 MGD volume of PFAS impacted supply reduced

OCPC Regional Water Plar
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Example Alternative Scoring Process: Efficiency and Adaptability

Alternative
Relevance t
ceto Project - GENERALIZED DESCRIPTION Communities/ Stakeholders to whom this could apply
Framework
Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater, Brockton, Duxbury, East Bridgewater,
Regional New Public Wells Easton, Halifax, Hanover, Kingston, Pembroke, Plympton,
Alternatives Plymouth, West Bridgewater
Objective and Metric Draft Metric Score Calculation
Objective Metric Details on Metric Calculation Draft Metric Score
. Flexibility in L Evaluated by steering committee small 3 (Fully able to meet anticipated future
Encourage sustainable L. i Qualitative .
Efficiency & | phasing and lgroup during 8/27 workshop. Scored 1-3 needs)
water use to meet the . . (see Table 3)
ds for housi d Adaptabilit | supply capacity
needs o-r ousmg‘an y Implementation | Qualitative  [Evaluated by steering committee small 1 (High difficulty in implementation)
economic prosperit '
prosperfty Feasibility (see Table 3) [group during 8/27 workshop. Scored 1-3
OCPC Regional Water Plar 21
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Reliable Municipal Supply Metric Scoring

New water supply added or demand reduced

New Supply Added or Demand Reducted (MGD)
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Ecological Health Metric Scoring
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Cost Effectiveness Metric Scoring
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Innovation Metric Scoring
Beneficial addition of water or reduction of demand that is considered innovative
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Drinking Water Quality Metric Scoring
Volume of PFAS Impacted Supply Reduced
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Efficiency and Adaptability Metric Scoring
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Alternative Scores

Meet . ) Water Flexibility and
Ecosystem Health Innovation Fairness N e
Supply Quality Feasibility
Quantity Reductio % of EJ
New and/or ninnet Volume Volume % of EJ Census Volume
", Supply Connecti quality of export of of supply supplied or census block Flexibility
Relevance . Communities/ ) of PFAS ) Implement
Project - Added vityof natural water gap demand block groups in phasing .
to ID Stakeholders to whom N Impacted ation
GENERALIZE or natural waters at the from reduced reduced groups impacted and supply e
Framework this could apply ) ) e ) ) Supply ) Feasibility
D Demand waters right time for originatin per unit considered servedby by Reduced capacity
DESCRIPTION Reduced ecalogical gOCPC cost innovative =lternative constructi
needs. basins
Bina 000g
MGD Qual 1-5 Qual 1-5 3 5;’1. MGD Qual 1-3 Qual 1-3
al
Private Well
LT-1 . All but Plympton 0.00 3 3 0 S840 Q 100.00 0.00 0.00 3 1
Connection
Long-Term Abington, Bridgewater,
Local Brockton, Duxbury, East
Alternative Bridgewater, Easton,
s Long Term ) ,
LT-2 Wells Halifax, Hanover, 17.77 2 2 0 1.3 o] 22.69 0.00 0.00 3 1
Kingston, Pembroke,
Plympton, Plymouth,
West Bridgewater

OCPC Regional Water Plan 29
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Draft Alternative Scorecard

. Meet . . Water Flexibility and
Relevance Project - -, Ecosystem Health Cost Innovation Fairness ) s
to D GENERALIZED Communities/ Stakeholders to Supply Quality Feasibility
Framework DESCRIPTION whom this could apply Al f|/1,000g MGD % MGD Qual1-3 Qual1-3
MWRA for All -
LT-3 [Permitted All but Plympton 41.87| 5 5 1 $5.9 0 100.00 31.73 0.00 3 1
JAmount
MWRA for All -
LT-4 IAll but Plympton 2837 5 5 1 $4.4 0 100.00 | 48.08 | 0.00 3 1
[Target Amount
IAbington, Avon,
pE el Bridgewater, Easton,
Long-Term | LT-5|0Open b gb k ’;I " ‘ o 10.41| 5 5 0 $4.5 0 6.73 52.88 | 0.00 3 1
: embroke, Plympton, Wes
Regional Communities ) b AVAACEIN)
Alternative Bridgewater
s MWRA for
LT- |Activel
.y lAbington, Avon, Hanover | 429 | 4 4 0 S4.0 0 0.00 62.50 0.00 3 1
6B [Pursuing
ICommunities
MWRA for
LT-7|Bordering lAvon, Easton 325( 4 4 o] $3.9 0 3.85 82.69 0.00 3 2
ICommunities

30
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Draft Alternative Scorecard

: Meet N N Water Flexibility and
Relevance Project - - Ecosystem Health Cost Innovation Fairness ) e
¢ D GENERALIZED Communities/ Stakeholders to Supply Quality Feasibility
0
whom this could appl Qual Bina $/1,000,
Framework  DESCRIPTION PPy meo % qualts i _{ 0% mep % MGD  Quall3 Qual13
Abington, Avon, Bridgewater,
Brockton, Duxbury, East
ST- | Water Loss i i
X2 o, G, 100 | 4 4 0 s1.3 1 100.00 0.00 0.00 3 2
1 | Audit Hanover, Hanson, Kingston,
Pembroke, Plymouth, Stoughton,
West Bridgewater, Whitman
ST- | Leak Detection
3.00 4 4 0 50.5 el 100.00 0.00 0.000 2 2
2 | Rebates All but Plympton
Short Term
ST-
loell AMI 150 | 4 4 0 B 15 100.00 0.00 0.00 2 2
Alternative [ 3
s
All but Plympton
SIF || Bl 0.51 4 4 0 0.0 0.51 100.00 0.00 0.000 3 3
4 | Improvements Abington, East Bridgewater, Halifax, | " °0- - . ! .
Whitman
ST- | Short Term i
Brldgewater, Pembroke, Plymouth, 413 2 5 9 2.0 9 673 0.00 .00 3 2
5 [ Wells Kingston

OCPC Regional Water Plan 31
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Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis
= Transparent method for comparing and ranking alternatives,
showing trade-offs in achieving multiple objectives
Criteria Weights  Metrics  Alternatives Ranking
w’;’:::&';"" 35% Shortages s
4
Impleinn_;kntaﬁon - Peg‘llt:;ng ,
Ewimrll'::etntal 25% Inm:m 2
1
Em':"‘:: e ("a&pgm‘ 0 20 40 60 80
: ‘ | i Water Supply Implementation Risk
De\{eloped by Determined by Technical Environmental Impact Economic Impact
Policy Makers Experts Calculated by MCDA
and Modeling Needs Software
OCPC Regional Water Plan 33
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Results using Average Stakeholder Weights

Desal 2 - West

Desal 3- East

MWRA for All - Permitted Amount
Desal 1- Mix

MWRA for All - Target Amount |

Billing Improvements ]
Long Term Wells
Water Loss Audit
Brockton Desal Use
Leak Detection Rebates
AMI

Private Well Connection
I

|
|
|
I
I
|
MWRA for Open Communities ]
Short Term Wells I
MWRA for Bordering Communities I
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Sensitivity Bar Graph
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Sensitivity Bar Graph - Emphasizing Ecosystem

Desal 2 - West

Desal 3 - East I
MWRA for All - Permitted Amount —
Desal 1- Mix | R
MWRA for All - Target Amount = |
Brockton Desal Use
Billing Improvements
MWRA for Open Communities
Water Loss Audit
Leak Detection Rebates -
AMI
MWRA for Bordering Communities
MWRA for Actively Pursuing Communities |
Long Term Wells ]

Private Well Connection - .
Short Term Wells [
Redaimed Non-Potable Use |
Interconnections
Draft
0 0.1 0.2 03 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
Results

™ Reliability ™ Ecological Health ~ m Cost Effectiveness ~  Faimess ™ Drinking Water Quality ~ ® Efficiency and Adaptability

W/ater Plan 37

37

B
Sensitivity Bar Graph - Emphasizing Cost
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Sensitivity Bar Graph - Removing Cost
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Sensitivity to Weights
Sensitivity Sensitivity
Water Ecosystem  Sensitivity

Alternative Name Abbreviation Mean Equal Quality Health Cost

Desal 2 - West LT-10C 0.62 0.54 0.67 0.68 0.75
Desal 3 - East LT-10D 0.59 0.53 0.64 0.66 0.74
MWRA for All - Permitted Amount LT-3 0.53 0.59 0.46 0.61 0.57
Desal 1 - Mix LT-108 0.48] 0.44- 0.54 0.58 0.68
MWRA for All - Target Amount LT-4 0.46 0.53 0.{;/ 0.57 0.57
Billing Improvements ST-4 0.40 0.50 0.40 0.63
Long Term Wells LT-2 0.36 0.42 .29 \ 0.30 0.59
Water Loss Audit ST-1 0.36 0.46 10.37 0.58
Brockton Desal Use ST-6 0.36 0.45 0.41
Leak Detection Rebates ST-2 0.34 0. 5 0.36 0.59
AMI ST-3 0.41 .24 0.34 0.51
Private Well Connection LT-1 0.40‘ 0.23 0.30 059
MWRA for Open Communities LT-5 y 0.35 0.26 0.38 0.48
Short Term wells ST-5 0.34 0.22 0.25 0.51
MWRA for Bordering Communities LT-7 0.32 0.23 0.32 048
MWRA for Actively Pursuing Communities  LT-6B 0.30 0.21 0.30 0.47
Reclaimed Non-Potable Use LT-14 0.25 0.22 0.49
Interconnections LT-12 0.17 0.16_

Draft
Results
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B
Sensitivity to Different Stakeholder Weights

Community Weightings

Alternative Name Abbreviation A B C D E F G H 1 1 K L M N

Desal 2- West LT-10¢ 043 036 062 053 060 057 044 062 060 056 08 074 060
Desal 3 - East LT-100 047 055 06l 052 0S8 055 043 060 058 054 080 071 059
MWRA for All - Permitted Amount LT3 063 055 053 062 056 053 061 055 056 055 044 037 077
Desal 1- Mix LT-108 035 042 051 080 043 047 048 033 049 048 041 070 062 053
MWRA for Al - Target Amount L4 052 049 055 052 049 040 052 049 049 047 043 033 00
gilling Improvements sT4 040 045 054 034 043 016 044 043 043 043 029 028 045
Long Term wells 2 04l 039 048 037 042 023 041 042 033 040, 013 028 034
Water Loss Audit sT-1 035 039 049 031 038 015 039 038 033 037 027 026 043
Brockton Desal Use sT-6 03 035 04l 020 031 032 020 034 030 038 033 047 029 052
Leak Detection Rebates sT2 032 036 047 03 036 017 036 036 037 034 025 026 04l
Ami T3 023 033 o043 027 032 014 03 03 035 03 025 023 040
Private Well Connection (L2 025 033 045 025 034 013 033 034 034 032 013 024 033
MWRA for Open Communities s 03 035 039 031 034 020 032 036 030 030 029 023 043
short Term wells sT-5 03 028 040 02 02 015 032 036 030 032 014 021 03
MWRA for Bordering Communities L7 027 03 037 02 032 014 029 036 027 029 025 020 034
MWRA for Actively Pursuing Communities  LT-68 024 030 035 024 029 014 026 032 025 025 023 019 032
Reclaimed Non-Potable Use 114 014 020 o030 018 022 011 018 025 020 017 04 018 024
Interconnections 112 01z 012 014 010 009 004 015 006 016 013 016 006 022

Draft

Results
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B
Next Workshop

January February March April May June

Workshop 4: Water
Supply Alternatives:
Local, Regional,
External

Meeting 2:
Principles,
Common
Issues

Workshop 3: Water
Efficiency and
Demand Alternatives

Workshop 2:
Performance
Metrics

Meeting 1:
Introductions /
Process

Workshop 1:
Objectives

Workshop 7:
Review of DRAFT
Alternatives
Ranking

Meeting 3:
Draft Plan
and Priorities

Workshop 5:
Definition of
Alternatives

Workshop 6:
Alternatives
Scoring

Meeting 4:
Final Plan

July August September October November December
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B
Development of Portfolios: Regional/Local

Regional Ranking
Analysis

— Regional

What could a
portfolio of
regional and local
priorities look
like?

ative Risk

Local and Regional
Local =—— 9
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N tive Risk Assessment
Vulnerability Narratives (potential adverse impacts) litigati i i i positive
. Funding or | Control over e . . Planning! .
Project - GENERALIZED Climate ion  Environmental Operational Climate Roliable, |Environmenta Rotains Local .
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Public Outreach

Participate today!

REGIONAL
WATER SURVEY

A
What do you think about?

~ Drinking water quality Your input will help guide the
development of the region's first
plan for resilient water supply

+" Environmental protection
a4 Affordability and reliability

OLD COLONY
PLANNING COUNCIL

Supporting the communities of
Abington, Avon, Bridgewater, Brockton, Dusbury,
East Bridgewater, Easton, Halifax, Hanowver, Hanson,
Kingston, Pembroke, Plymouth, Plympten, Stoughton,
West Bridgewater, and Whitman

Www.sur\revmonkev_com Learn more about this project at
!rfwatersupply www.obldeolonyplanning.arg/waterplan

OCPC Regional Water Plan 46

46

CDM Smith 23



