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Executive Briefing Paper
Weiser-Galloway Project Studies: Results and Status Report
November 4, 2013

IWRB Work Session: An update on Weiser-Galloway project activities will be provided at the Idaho Water Resource
Board’s (IWRB) work session on November 19, 2013. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will present results of
the geologic analysis at the Galloway dam and reservoir site, and will discuss progress and preliminary results of the
operations analysis. Materials included in the IWRB workbooks include: the Executive Summary from the Foundation
Investigation and Evaluation, Weiser-Galloway Potential Damsite, September 2013 (final report will be provided at the
IWRB meeting), a copy of Corps presentation of the final results from the geologic investigation, and a briefing
memorandum on status the Weiser-Snake River Operations Study.

No action is required by the IWRB at this time.

Project Background: Water storage on Weiser River and at the Galloway site has been studied for decades -- the
Corps first received a study authorization resolution for the Galloway Project from the U.S. Senate Public Works
Committee in 1954; and, in the early 1970s Federal lands for the potential Galloway dam and reservoir site were
classified and withdrawn for hydropower purposes by the Federal Power Commission (now the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission). In 2008, the IWRB was directed by the Idaho Legislature through House Joint Memorial 8
(HJM 8) to investigate water storage projects statewide, including the Weiser-Galloway Project. Potential project
benefits include flood risk reduction, hydropower, additional water storage, pump back, irrigation, regional economic
development, recreation and flow augmentation requirements for anadromous fish recovery.

Gap Analysis (March 2011): In response to HIM 8, the IWRB partnered with the Corps to publish the Weiser-Galloway
Gap Analysis, Economic Evaluation and Risk-Based Cost Analysis Project (Gap Analysis), completed in March 2011. The
Gap Analysis was a comprehensive review of earlier studies of the potential Galloway Dam and Reservoir site by the
Corps from 1983-1994. It provided an analysis of gaps in information in the earlier studies and incorporated events,
knowledge and information affecting Idaho and the Snake River Basin that have developed since the earlier studies
were performed. Its focus was on the future water supply and management needs of Washington and Adams
Counties, the City of Weiser, the State of Idaho, and the Weiser and Snake Rivers.

The gap analysis was specifically designed to inform decision makers of critical gaps to be addressed before deciding
whether to move forward with comprehensive new environmental, engineering and economic feasibility studies. The
analysis examined 181 gaps and identified two critical gaps that required resolution: 1) Determine the safety,
suitability and integrity of geologic structures at the potential dam and reservoir site; 2) Evaluate whether basin and
regional benefits would be realized by analyzing a series of system operating scenarios with new storage on the
Weiser River.

On July 29, 2011, the Idaho Water Resource Board authorized expenditure of up to $2 million to analyze the forgoing
gaps. Both studies are being conducted jointly between the IWRB and the Corps.

Geologic Investigation (Complete): The Foundation Investigation and Evaluation, Weiser-Galloway Potential Damsite,
September 2013 is intended to determine the suitability of the geologic structures at the potential dam and reservoir
site. Clays, tuffs, and ash were found by the Corps during limited 1984 core drilling of dam site abutment structure.
To rule out potential structural weakness and seepage potential for the dam and reservoir site, additional core drilling
and geologic investigation was performed. Findings of the geologic investigation will be presented at the IWRB's
November 19, 2013 work session. The general scope of the analysis included the following:

e Six holes and 1537.8 feet of core were drilled in the abutments of the potential dam site;
e  Permeability, strength and materials testing was performed on selected core samples and possible
embankment materials located near the site;





e Geologic mapping was performed, as well as investigation of foundation conditions, seepage and
permeability, slope stability, seismic hazards, potential borrow areas at and around the dam reservoir site;

e  Evaluation of possible dam types (e.g. embankment dam) and modifications to the structure proposed in the
1980’s Corps studies (including areas of potential cost savings);

e  Cost figures were updated;

e I|dentification of data gaps and recommendations for additional technical analysis to be pursued during a
design phase.

Operational Analysis (Ongoing): The Snake River System Operational Analysis Project will analyze a range of scenarios
that seek to optimize system operation with approximately 750,000 acre-feet of new water storage capacity on the
Weiser River. The analyses will consider the needs of the Hells Canyon Complex, Snake River System, and the Weiser
River Basin including Washington and Adams Counties. Coordination and validation by IPCO, BOR, BPA and NOAA is
critical to the process. The analysis will schedule and shape the new storage to maximize:

e Flood risk reduction, irrigation, recreation and hydropower benefits for Weiser, and surrounding areas in
Washington and Adams Counties;

e  Supplemental water supply for local canal and irrigation companies;

e Economic benefits to the water storage systems on the Boise, Payette and Upper Snake Rivers through
potential substitution and relief of up to 40,000, 160,000 and 200,000 acre-feet of water currently released
respectively from those basins to meet anadromous fish flow augmentation requirements;

e Potential benefits to the Lower Snake for temperature reduction during the summer;

e Positive and/or negative impacts to hydropower for the Middle Snake and Hells Canyon Complex generating
facilities and Lower Snake/Columbia River system;

e Integration with State water management policy including obligations set forth in the 2004 Snake River Water
Rights Agreement (Nez Perce Agreement) regarding salmon flow augmentation, the 2009 Swan Falls
Reaffirmation, and the Hells Canyon relicensing criteria.

During the work session presentation, the Corps will provide an overview of the work completed to date including
development of the reservoir model, integration with the Snake River through the Hells Canyon Complex, and
preliminary findings of the project economics. A briefing memorandum from the Corps with additional details on the
study will be provided in the IWRB’s workbooks and on the IWRB webpage.

Budget and Timeline (for ongoing studies)

1. Geologic Investigation:
e $1.3 million (includes federal matching funds - Corps and IWRB partnership)
e Drilling was completed in November 2012; results and final report will be presented in November 2013.
2. Operational Analysis:
e $700,000 (includes federal matching funds - Corps and IWRB partnership)
e Initiation of the operational analysis was held until preliminary results of geologic study were available.
e Completion is anticipated by spring 2014.

Quick Project Facts (based on original 1987-89 USACE studies)

1. Located on the Weiser River, approximately 13.5 miles east of Weiser, Idaho, and its confluence with the Snake
River.

2. Project consisted of a potential 300 foot high, 1,200 foot long, earth and rock-fill embankment dam, and
approximately 900,000 acre-feet of water storage (a slightly smaller structure is being considered in the current
studies based on the updated yield analysis).

3. Reservoir at full capacity would potentially inundate 6,918 acres of land (4,608 acres of private lands, 2,017 acres
of federal lands, and 293 acres of former Northern Pacific Railroad — now the Weiser River Trail).

4. The total current project cost is estimated to be $502 million (2011). Some 78% of this cost is for contingencies
per the Corps cost-risk calculation methodology. Without contingencies, the costs are estimated to be some $310
million. (Approximately $350 to $550 per acre-foot capital cost).
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Foundation Investigation and Evaluation Weiser-Galloway Potential Dam Site Weiser, Idaho

FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION AND EVALUATION
WEISER-GALLOWAY POTENTIAL DAM SITE, WEISER, IDAHO
Planning Assistance to States (PAS)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Water storage on the Weiser River and at the Weiser-Galloway site has been studied
for over a century. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) first received a study
resolution for the Weiser Basin from the U.S. Senate Public Works Committee in 1954.
During the early 1970s, Federal lands for the potential Weiser-Galloway Dam and
Reservoir site were classified and withdrawn for hydropower purposes by the Federal
Power Commission (now the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission). USACE studied
the project extensively during the 1980s through the early 1990s as a multi-purpose
project, but primarily for flow augmentation and flood risk reduction with incidental at-
site hydropower and recreation. In 2008, the Idaho Legislature, through House Joint
Memorial 8 (HIJM 8), directed the Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) to investigate
water storage projects statewide, including the Weiser-Galloway Project. Potential
project benefits include flood risk reduction, hydropower, water supply, pump-back
storage, irrigation, regional economic development, recreation, and the ability to meet
flow augmentation requirements for anadromous fish recovery.

In response to HIM 8, IWRB partnered with USACE to publish the Weiser-Galloway
Gap Analysis, Economic Evaluation and Risk-Based Cost Analysis Project (Gap
Analysis), completed in March 2011. The Gap Analysis was a comprehensive review of
earlier (1984 through 1994) studies of the proposed Weiser-Galloway Dam and
Reservoir site by USACE. It provided an analysis of gaps in information in the earlier
studies and incorporated events, knowledge, and information affecting Idaho and the
Snake River Basin since the earlier studies were performed. The focus was on the
future water supply and management needs of Washington and Adams Counties, the
City of Weiser, the State of Idaho, and the Weiser and Snake Rivers.

The purpose of the Gap Analysis was to inform decision makers of critical gaps to be
addressed before deciding whether to move forward with comprehensive
environmental, engineering, and economic feasibility studies. The analysis examined
181 gaps and identified two critical gaps that require resolution: (1) Determine the
safety, suitability, and integrity of geologic structures at the potential dam and reservoir
site; and (2) Evaluate potential basin and system benefits by analyzing a series of
system operating scenarios with a range of new storage options on the Weiser River.

On July 29, 2011, the IWRB authorized expenditure of up to $2 million to analyze the
critical gaps. Both studies are being conducted jointly by the IWRB and USACE.
This report documents the geologic investigation conducted to address the first of the
two gaps discussed above.

Based upon the USACE general investigation of the Weiser River, the agency
recommended the Weiser-Galloway Project (refer to site maps 1 and 2) as the
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tentatively selected alternative to meet the planning objectives as described in its 1990
technical report. The physical features of the project included a 300-foot-high earth and
rockfill embankment dam with a reservoir capacity of 900,000 acre-feet located on the
Weiser River, approximately 13.5 miles above its confluence with the Snake River.
Under current conditions, a reservoir of this size would have a water surface area of
approximately 6,918 acres, inundating some 4,608 acres of private lands, 2,017 acres
of Federal lands, and 293 acres of former Northern Pacific Railroad land, now the
Weiser River Trail.

Additional features of the Weiser-Galloway project as proposed in the 1990 technical
report included: a single-unit, 4.6-megawatt (MW) hydropower plant; camping, day-use,
and reservoir access for recreation; and substantial channel protection for areas along
the downstream channel above and through the City of Weiser, Idaho, for both flood risk
management and to facilitate the release of water stored for flow augmentation.

General Results

Based upon the analyses completed in this investigation, it is feasible to design and
construct a dam at the identified location if specific actions are taken to address the
risks and site limitations outlines below.

e Dam Type

0 The site foundation and abutments were evaluated using data from nine drill
holes, laboratory testing, and geologic field mapping. In general, the rock core
shows the rock quality as “fair” in the abutments and “good” in the foundation
based upon Rock Quality Designation measurements and the Rock Mass Rating
System. These results are a preliminary indication that the foundation and
abutments are suitable for a rolled earthfill or rockfill embankment dam.

o0 A rolled earthfill or rockfill embankment dam is more conducive to the site given
the weaker rock materials in the abutments at the dam site and the potential for
differential settlement under a rigid structure, such as a roller compacted
concrete or concrete dam.

e Seepage and Permeability

o Dam Site. Permeability for the foundation was estimated using pump-in water
testing in the drill holes. The data indicates the permeability is low to moderate in
the foundation and abutments and propagates through fractures in the rock.
While it is recommended that the foundation be grouted, the permeability results
are favorable for a rolled earthfill or rockfill embankment dam.

0 Reservoir Area. In many areas, the potential reservoir basin has a clay-rich soll
covering, and the underlying Weiser Basalts show low to moderate permeability
indicating reservoir seepage should be minimal.
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Foundation

o The foundation will require a grout curtain during construction. Special care will
be required when the weak tuff and tuff breccias are exposed on the abutments
for embankment placement. These abutment materials are prone to air-slaking
and should be covered immediately after exposure to avoid drying.

0 Based upon the site foundation and abutments evaluation, the foundation
(defined as below EL 2250) is adequate for the construction of an outlet works
conduit either on the foundation or within a tunnel in the foundation. Construction
of a larger low-level tunnel in the “good” foundation rock is recommended. This
will allow for construction of a smaller ungated emergency spillway in the weaker
abutment material.

Slope Stability

o Dam Site. Slope stability does not appear to be a significant issue at the
potential dam site. However, evidence of instability at the site in the past and the
change in groundwater conditions resulting from raising a reservoir should be
further analyzed during design.

0 Reservoir Area. Past evidence of slope instability in the potential reservoir basin
indicates slope instability along the steep west side of the potential reservoir may
be an issue. While the risk of a large landslide may be low, further exploration
and study should be considered to reduce uncertainty.

Seismic Activity. There is little seismic activity in the local vicinity of the potential
dam site. Active faulting is over 30 kilometers from the site. Based upon U.S.
Geological Survey ground motion predictions, the site is relatively safe from strong
ground motion and a well-engineered dam could be safely built and operated at
the site.

Borrow Material. Reconnaissance borrow material exploration was performed at
the site. It appears that materials generally required for an earthfill or rockfill
embankment are available within reasonably close proximity (within 1 mile) of
the site.

Other Considerations. Additional recommended geotechnical investigations
(summarized in section 8 of this report) should be pursued during the design phase
of this project to address the following issues.

o0 There is a closed mercury mine at the south end of the potential reservoir, and
there is evidence of possible cinnabar (mercury) mineralization in the potential
reservoir basin. While the mine is outside the potential reservoir area, further
analysis should be performed to minimize any potential contamination risks.

o0 Lands, easements, relocations, rights-of-way, and disposal areas.
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o Environmental compliance, including but not limited to the National
Environmental Policy Act; Endangered Species Act, National Historical
Preservation Act; and

o Tribal/cultural resource concerns.

e Costs. This report provides updated cost figures. Total estimated costs are
approximately $493 million. While costs increased by approximately $58 million
from the estimates in the 2011 Gap Analysis, the contingency was reduced from
78.6 t0 56.31 percent. Refinements to the 2011 cost estimate include the following:

0 The 2011 and earlier estimates include a single-unit, 4.5-MW power plant.
This revised estimate includes a 3-unit plant with a total capacity of 38 MW
based upon recent geologic and hydraulic studies. Costs increased by
approximately $41,000,000 as a result of the new plant.

0 The 2011 estimate did not include the costs for Lands and Damages estimated in
the 1990 technical report. The revised cost includes Lands and Damages
escalated to 2013 values. This increased the total cost by $13,900,000.

o The new estimate reduces the contingency from 78.8 percent in 2011 to
56.3 percent because of foundation conditions and borrow material identified
through the geologic investigation. Inexact spillway configurations and the power
plant arrangement are still factors in the elevated contingency.

This collaborative study provides information about the geologic integrity of the
Weiser-Galloway Dam site. The aforementioned summary and the contents of this
report will give the IWRB, and Idaho’s citizens and leaders, the qualitative and
guantitative data needed to support future decisions regarding the study and
implementation of this potential multipurpose water resource project.
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SUMMARY

= Site evaluated in 2012 — 2013, by drilling,
geologic mapping, and testing.

= Foundation found suitable for a earthen
embankment dam.

= Borrow materiel is close to the site.

= The lower foundation iIs suitable for a
tunneled outlet works.

= Low seismic activity in the local vicinity.
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SUMMARY CONTINUED

= While not significant there are issues with
slope stabllity in the area.

= Foundation permeability Is low to
moderate and will require a grout curtain.

= Upper abutments will require special
treatment during design and construction.

= The cost estimate for construction Is
$493-mill. with 56% contingency.
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LABORATORY TESTING

* CORE SAMPLE TESTING
» PHYSICAL PROPERTIES
» UNIAXIAL COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH

= SOIL TESTING
» GRADATIONS
» ATTERBERG LIMITS
» PROCTOR
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Reservoir Geology
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SEISMICITY
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DAM DESIGN

CONSIDERATIONS

DAM TYPE

OUTLET CONSIDERATIONS
FOUNDATION TREATMENT
MATERIAL SOURCES
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Foundation Treatment

= Clean all foundation down to bedrock
= Excavate a keyway trench
= Construct a grout curtain

* Treat abutment materials that are prone to
air slaking as soon as they are exposed
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MATERIAL SOURCES

= Sand, gravel, clay, and rock are located
close to the proposed dam site requiring a
minimum haul distance
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Foundation Investigation and
Evaluation

Weiser/Galloway Proposed Dam
Site

PLATE 9 - Soil Sample Location Map
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COST ESTIMATE

= $493-mill. W/ 56% Contingency
* |[ncludes a 3-unit power plant

= High contingency due to lack of design for
outlet works and power plant arrangement.
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CONCLUSIONS

= Foundation Is suitable for earthen
embankment Dam.

= Borrow material is close to the site.

= The lower foundation iIs suitable for a
tunneled outlet works.

= Low seismic activity in local vicinity.

= Foundation permeability Is low to
moderate and a grout curtain Is required.
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CONCLUSIONS Cont.

= While not significant there are issues with
slope stabllity in the area.

= Upper abutments will require special
treatment during design and construction.

= The cost estimate for construction Is
$493-mill. with 56% contingency.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

= Develop a borrow exploration program.

= Design embankment based on site and
borrow material properties.

= Determine if State or Federal permitting
requires a site-specific seismic evaluation.

= Develop a drilling program to better map
and evaluate abutment units.
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RECOMMENDATIONS Cont.

= Mapping and trenching will
further evaluate slope stabi

= |nstall and monitor several
the site.

be required to
ity.
Diezometers at

= Consider further studies concerning
mercury concentrations in the proposed

reservoilr.
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Presentation Overview

-Review Reservoir Analysis Goal/Tasks
-Key Assumptions & Collaboration
-Status Update
-Schedule

Council Mountain (Courtesy USFS) BUILDING STRONG
®





Analysis Goals

1. Quantify In-basin Benefits: including power
generation, flood risk reduction, water supply, &
recreation

2. Quantify System Benefits: including power
generation for Hells Canyon Complex and Middle
Snake River; potential flow augmentation exchange
with upstream basins
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Analysis Framework

Key Assumptions

» Flow Augmentation volume and timing unchanged

» Lower Snake River operations unchanged

» Benefits below Hells Canyon Complex not considered
» State Planning Model used for system analysis

Collaboration

» State Planning Model Updates

» Alternatives formulation

» Metrics for System Benefits

» Refinement of Flow Augmentation Exchange Target

®
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Completed Tasks

= Hydrology = Reservoir Modeling
» Data Extension » Reservoir sizing
» Flood Frequency » Hydropower Capacity
» Flood Hydrology » State Planning Model Update
» Irrigation Depletions » Alternatives Formulation
» Evaporation Depletions » Simulation Model Development
» Sediment Loading
» Water Supply Forecast
» Flood Risk Reduction Criteria
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Completed Tasks-Hydrology
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Completed Tasks-Hydropower Capacity

= [nitial Designs
» 60 MW & 40 MW powerhouse
» Maximized release flexibility
» Unit configuration

Weiser River Powerhouse Designs
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Completed Tasks-Hydropower Capacity
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GALLOWAY RESERVOIR ALLOCATIONS
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(Preliminary) E'? 24800
{ Maximum Water Surface Elev. 2472.0 (766,000 Acre-Feet)
i | SURCHARGE — 13,490 Acre-Feet
. & Top of Active Conservation Elev. 2470.0 (752,510 Acre-Feet)

ACTIVE CONSERVATION - 632,610 Acre-Feet

4 Top of Inactive Conservation Elev. 2330.0 (119,900 Acre-Feet) Penstock Invert
[ | ~—a_ H

INACTIVE CONSERVATION -99,900 Acre-Feet

O Low Level Outlet

{ Top of Dead Elev. 2269.9 (20,000 Acre-Feet)

.‘. DEAD - 20,000 Acre-Feet
{ Streambed Elev. 2197.5






Completed Tasks-Economics

= Economic Benefits Analysis

» Recreation

» Flow Augmentation

» Water Supply

» Flood Risk (finalize with

Hydraulics modeling completed)

o Hydropower Values Used in Optimization
50 +
$8,000.00
40 - —
=
= $7,000.00
=
;):30 ; i | B! i
o $6,000.00
=
L]
=
209 $5,000.00
10 $4,000.00 -
0
= = = = = = = = = =
= = = = =| = = = =1 =|
[ Pt Pt Pt Pt Pt Pt Pt e Pt
S 8 2 &8 & =& = &= & 3  >»200000
w - L=} =] (=34 w - 0 = [
Based on Energy Information Administration (EIA} all hour wholesale energy forecasts $1,000.00
s,

Reservoir Modeling Inputs
» Projected monthly energy prices

» Developing methods to
Incorporate peak/off-peak values

» Estimation of bulk energy
valuation

Annual Energy Value Current Powerhouse Designs
(Valuein $1,000)

$3,000.00 —H-1—

1923 1933 1943 1953 1963 1973 1983 1993 2003
—Annual Value (60 MW)  ——Annual Value (40 MW)





Current Tasks-Alternative Development

= Development will include input from several
agencies/stakeholders
= Will help in “bracketing” the benefits of the proposed project

» Used in trade-off type analysis

500 . - 3 -
i Weiser River Trade-off Benefits
400 - : Maximum Total Benefits
;}‘ 350 - //
E 300
_E 250 Snake River System {Benefit)

— \Weiser River Project (Benefit)

Weiser Rivar Total Benefits

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Exchange Volume (1,000 af)

Total Benefit

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Exchange Volume (1,000 af}





Current Tasks-Modeling

= Alternatives Coordinated with Reclamation, IPC & IDWR
= State Planning Model Updated

= Alternatives for Modeling
» Maximize Hydropower
» Maximize Flow Augmentation Exchange
» Balance Hydropower & Exchange Volume

Galloway Inflow & Outflow
(Max Hydropower)

1
30,000 Galloway Total Energy
1,600
25,000
1,400
20,000 1,200
» 15,000 1,000
8 —
=
S 800
10,000 :
o
2
o 6007
5,000
400
Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May 200 ]
GALLOWAY OUTPUT INFLOW GALLOWAY OUTPUT OUTFLC 0

Jan Feb Mar Apr May
1993

—GALLOWAY OUTPUT ENERGY





Current Tasks-Modeling

Hydraulics

» Flood Risk Reduction Benefits
» Water Quality (temperature)

FONTANE ET AL.: RESERVOIR DISCHARGE QUALITY
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Current Tasks-Schedule

= |Important Milestones
» Modeling complete by

April 2014
» Documentation complete
by August 2014
| / / L
Feb-2014 Apr-2014 May-2014 Aug-2014

®
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Questions

Jeremy Giovando, P.E.
Hydraulic Engineer
Walla Walla District, USACE

BUILDING STRONGg,

®

Weiser River near Evergreen Campground (Courtesy USFS)





us Army Weiser-Snake River Operations Study Update

Corps of Engineers November 2013
Walla Walla District

Summary of Activities: Several tasks were completed during FY 13 including: power plant sizing, energy
value development, flood frequency analysis, streamflow extension, reservoir sizing analysis, and
sediment estimation. The FY 13 completed tasks were necessary as inputs for the current modeling
effort. The current work is focused on reservoir modeling for the proposed Weiser River project
integrated with the Snake River reservoirs above Brownlee Reservoir. This work will produce benefits
for the Weiser River project and identify potential benefits/impacts to other projects in the basin.

Completed Activities: The majority of completed tasks are related to the inputs needed for the
reservoir modeling. This work includes results for both hydrologic, hydropower and economic inputs.
Although the study completed by the Corps in the 1980s produced many of these same data, it was
determined that completing a current analysis on this information would be beneficial since an
additional +20 years of hydrologic data was available. In addition the largest flood of record occurred
after the completion of the previous study. The Weiser River Basin Interim Report (1989) will still be
referenced for comparison purposes. The completed hydrologic work includes:

e Probable Maximum Flood Hydrograph
e Peak Flow Frequency estimation

e Sediment analysis

e Streamflow data extension

e Runoff volume forecast development
e Reservoir sizing

e |Initial reservoir yield

The powerplant design being considered is substantially larger than the previous study. The objective in
this study was to determine the most reasonable maximum size for at-site hydropower given the
physical limitations on dam size (determined from the Geology Investigation). The hydropower work
includes:

e Design of total plant generation capacity
e Design of various unit configurations to provide maximum discharge range

The economic analysis has been iterative for the purposes of this study. Many of the economic benefits
require hydrologic or reservoir information. These inputs have been provided to the economists and the
report is near completion. However for the optimization modeling, economic inputs were required to
determine possible future energy values. These values are the principle driver of the optimization with
other constraints (i.e., minimum river flows, irrigation deliveries, etc.) still being satisfied. The
completed economic work includes:

e Recreation, flow augmentation, and water supply benefits

e Flood Risk benefits (finalized after Hydraulic modeling complete)
e Projected monthly energy prices for the next 26 years

e Developing methods to incorporate peak/off-peak values

e Estimation of bulk energy valuation

On-going Activities: The current work is primarily related to the reservoir operations analysis and
hydraulic modeling. The hydraulic modeling will be used to determine flood risk reduction benefits.





This analysis will also be used to determine water temperatures at the Snake-Weiser River confluence.
The water temperature issue in the Lower Snake, below Hells Canyon Dam, is an important
consideration. Any decreases in temperature as a result of upstream storage could potentially be a
significant benefit to Idaho Power Company (IPC).

The reservoir modeling will be used to determine the majority of the project benefits. The largest
potential benefits for this project are at-site hydropower, increases to Hells Canyon Complex
hydropower and flow augmentation volume exchange. The reservoir modeling has several components
that are being evaluated including:

e Optimization modeling for maximizing hydropower benefits

e Determining maximum flow augmentation volume that can be exchanged with other subbasins
(Boise, Payette & Upper Snake)

e Quantifying impacts to the IPC’s mid-Snake River projects and Hells Canyon Complex through
system modeling

e Determining which subbasin will be used in the exchange

e Quantifying any additional volume from the new storage that can be used for in-basin
purposes or by IPC

e Determine changes in flow regime downstream of Hells Canyon Complex

The hydraulic modeling includes the damages prevented for both the town of Weiser, ID as well as the
agricultural lands adjacent to the river. Developing the hydraulic model will provide a tool to also
evaluate the water temperature of the Weiser River at the confluence with the Snake River. As
mentioned above the flow and temperature will then be used to evaluate any benefits for water quality
further downstream. The hydraulic modeling has several tasks that are being evaluated including:

e Floodplain modeling and mapping

e Refining downstream channel capacity for reservoir management
e Water quality (temperature) modeling at the confluence

e Development of dam break model for risk analysis

Project Schedule

| Tasks | Completion Date |
Modeling
1) Optimization Model Development 11/30/13
2) Hydraulic Modeling 12/15/13
3) Water Quality Modeling 1/15/14
4) Simulation Model Development 12/31/13
5) Optimized Power Alternatives Modeling 1/31/14
6) Dam Break Modeling 2/28/14
7) Flow Augmentation Alternatives Modeling | 3/15/14
8) Detailed Model Documentation 5/15/14
Documentation
9) Initial Report Draft 4/30/14
10) Review Comments & Coordination 7/31/14
11) Final Report 8/31/14
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Water Management Issues and Solutions for the SVRP

Aquifer and Spokane River in Washington and Idaho

Dale Ralston, Ralston Hydrologic Services, Moscow, 1D





_ What is the problem and what are
the alternative solutions?

The Spokane River in Washington has extremely low flow for
3 to 5 weeks each fall which results in water quality, water use
and fishery problems. The low flow is caused in part by
ground-water pumping in the Spokane Valley - Rathdrum
Prairie (SVRP) aquifer in Washington and Idaho.

This problem has the potential to result in a major water
conflict between Washington and Idaho.

Idaho should take steps now to understand the nature of this
problem and identify and evaluate alternative solutions.

Our proposal involves investigation of reduced ground-water
pumping in the western portion of the aquifer as a way to
mitigate low-flow problems in the river.





~Aquifer Representation
Recharge equals discharge prior
to well development

INFLOW

OUTFLOW

Discharge is controlled by water level
Recharge may or may not be controlled by water level





o
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- ition of pumping results in
lowered water levels and a new
equilibrium Withdrawal

INFLOW {

OUTFLOW

Ground water pumping always causes water-level decline and a
decrease in outflow; there may also be an increase in recharge





Water balance for SVRP aquifer

Recharge is about 1,471 cfs (mostly head independent)

e From Spokane River in the reach from CdA Lake to
about Barker Road (49%); lakes and tributary basins
(30% ); and areal recharge (16%)

Discharge is about 1,468 cfs (head dependent)

» To Spokane River (59%); Little Spokane River (16%) and
public supply (22%)

(From Kahle and Bartolino, 2007)





What is the dominant water

management problem?

The flow of the Spokane River at Spokane during the
critical low-flow period in the fall and early winter has
been decreasing for a number of years.

No long-term change in river flow has been observed
during average or high flow.

Discharge from the SVRP aquifer to the Spokane and
Little Spokane Rivers is an important component of
river flow, particularly at low flow.





DISCHARGE, INCUBIC FEET PER SECOND
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Annual 7-Day Low Streamflow for the Spokane River at
Spokane, 1968-2002 (Taken from Hortness and Covert, 2005)
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_ There are three identified solutions

for the low flow problems in the
Spokane River in the fall/winter.

1) Artificially recharge the aquifer at selected sites and
times to increase the ground-water discharge to the river
during the critical low flow time periods.

2) Use managed discharge from Coeur d’Alene Lake to
augment the flow of the Spokane River during the critical
low flow time periods.

3) Decrease ground-water pumping from the aquifer
at selected sites and at selected times to increase
aquifer discharge to the river during the critical low
flow time periods (proposed project).
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1) Artificially recharge the aquifer at selected sites
and times to increase the ground-water discharge
to the river during the critical low flow time
periods.

* This alternative has been investigated in 2011 WSU
study that was funded by the Washington
Department of Ecology.

e Pump ground water in Idaho from wells near Lake
Pend Oreille, pipe it to near Rathdrum and inject it
back into the aquifer via wells in Idaho.

e Aquifer recharge in the spring near Rathdrum would
benefit flow in the Spokane River at the Spokane
gage in the critical low flow period in the fall.
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2) Use managed discharge from Coeur d’Alene
Lake to augment the flow of the river during the
critical low flow time periods.

e Would need to hold levels in Coeur d’Alene Lake
higher in the summer season to have more water to
discharge in the Spokane River in the fall.

e Operational problems include lake front damages,
channel problems in discharging the water and
existing water rights in the Spokane River in Idaho.

 The feasibility of this alternative has not been
investigated.





3) Decrease ground-water pumping from the aquifer at
selected sites and at selected times to increase aquifer
discharge to the river during the critical low flow time
periods.

e Water pumped from any well completed in the aquifer must
necessarily impact the flow of the river. However, the
amount and timing of the impacts are much different
depending primarily on the locations of the wells.

e The eftects of well operation on the river are more immediate
and greater if the well is located near the stream.

e The focus would be on wells that cause the greatest impacts
on the river during the critical low-flow period in the fall.

e The proposed project addresses this alternative.





Questions relative to ground-water

pumping and associated impacts
on the flow of the Spokane River

How much ground water is currently being
pumped?
What are the uses of the ground water?

How have ground-water levels responded to the
pumping?





WITHDRAWAL RATE, IN CUBIC FEET PER SECOND
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* Impacts from ground-water
pumping

According to the water balance model described
previously, ground-water pumping causes water-level
decline which in turn causes a decrease in ground-water
discharge.

Lower ground-water levels near the river can result in
greater streamflow loss in losing reaches and less
streamflow gain in gaining reaches.

Analysis of long-term water-level records in Idaho and
Washington is important.
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Water level elevatio in feet

Hydrograph for Wells 51/5 33bbai1/33cba1 Located Near Post Falls
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Hydrograph for Well 24N 45E 16Co1Located Near Liberty Lake





~ Analysis of Ground-Water Levels

No pattern of long-term water-level decline is evident in
either of these wells. Ground-water levels in 2012 are
higher than during most of the historical period of record.

No long-term hydrograph data that extend to the present
are available for wells in Washington west of Liberty Lake.

The data suggest that reduced ground-water discharge to
the Spokane River at Spokane is caused mostly by pumping
wells near reaches of the river where there is direct
hydraulic connection between the river and aquifer.

The Spokane River is perched above the aquifer in Idaho;
lowered ground-water levels cannot impact the river.

Most of these wells that likely have rapid impacts on river
flow are located in Washington.
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~ Ground-Water Pumping Effects on
the Spokane River

The impact that operation of a well has on the river is
dependent on four factors.

e The pumping rate of the well.
e The distance from the well to the river.

e The hydraulic properties of the aquifer (transmissivity
and storativity).

e The hydraulic connection of the river and the aquifer
including river bank and bed conditions.

The effects of well operation on the river are more
immediate and greater if the aquifer is highly
transmissive and the well is located near the stream.





Depletion (% of Pumped Volume)

Pumping Event

p

-

Example Stream Depletion Graph

— Daily Depletion (3% of Pumped Volume)

— Cumul ative Depletion (% of Pumped
wodurmal

10 20 30
Time [days])

Example Stream Depletion Graph





3000

2500

|
The increase in flow at the
Spokane gage relative to the

| Post Falls gage starting in late

September likely is from
reduced operation of wells nea
the river.

« Post Falls

m Spokane

1\$ —
‘..ecff::’m

E 2000 +—
@
-
=
£ e
3 1500 =
w —H F
£ T, B 000000000
= *
g *o%000 =
3 1000 * mm
= e T S
e
005000000000 %000900 "%
500
0
August-10 September-10 October-10

Movember-10

Flow in the Spokane River at the Post Falls and Spokane gages in 2010





/ T R ———

Proposed Project

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE GROUND-
WATER PUMPING SCHEMES AS AN APPROACH
TO MITIGATING PROBLEMS OF CRITICAL LOW

FLOW IN THE SPOKANE RIVER AT SPOKANE,
WASHINGTON

Dale R. Ralston PhD PE PG
Gary S. Johnson PhD PE
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Project Description

Develop a water management program that includes
staged operation and possible relocation of production
wells based on the amount and timing of impacts on
the Spokane River at the Spokane gage.

Project would be conducted using daily transient
response functions in conjunction with the existing

MODFLOW aquifer model (Hsieh and others, 2007).

The timing and magnitude of impacts from groups of
wells would be predicted.

This approach is the basis for water management in
the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer in southern Idaho.





/ o SR —_—

/

Project Questions

At least four major questions need to be addressed relative
to this water management program.

e First, what criteria would be used to select wells to be part of
the management program?

e Second, how would the program of staged operation of
production wells operate in order to meet target discharge
rates within the river?

e Third, how would impacts from decreased water supply for
users of the wells included in the program be mitigated?

e Fourth, how would the proposed management program be
administered within the constraints of the water-right
systems of both Washington and Idaho?





Staged reduction of pumping near the river can reduce the

/ amount of ground-water depletion of the river
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Hypothetical depletion estimates for the Spokane River for
existing pumping and for an alternate scheme





/ T R ———

Work Product A

Gain an improved understanding of low-flow
conditions in the Spokane River from the Post
Falls gage to the Spokane gage in order to better
understand the surface water/ground water
system and provide a basis to evaluate the results
of the transient the response function analysis.
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Work Product B

Conduct a Reconnaissance Transient Response-

Function Analysis of Pumping Effects on the flow
of the Spokane River at the Spokane Gage.

e Conduct a transient response function analysis on a
daily time increment to create a series of graphs that
illustrate river depletion from a one day pumping event
at 10 to 15 selected locations at varying distances from
the Spokane River.

e The graphs will provide the basis for developing the
detailed procedure to accomplish Product C below.
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Work Product C

Create a River Depletion Spreadsheet

e Create a spreadsheet that will allow any water interest to
perform independent estimates of pumping impacts on
the Spokane River and evaluate alternate pumping
scenarios.

e The spreadsheet will provide the computational
capability to efficiently complete the analysis of
alternative pumping scenarios that is work product D.
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Work Product D

D) Assessment of Alternative Pumping Scenarios

e The first part of the assessment will include the
evaluation of impacts of reported or estimated pumping
rates for each significant production well or groups of

wells using the spreadsheet described in Product C
above.

e The second part of the assessment results from
evaluating approximately 10 different schemes
(identified in collaboration with IDWR) that alter both
pumping rates and locations.





Project Budget and Time Period

* Proposed project budget is $70,000.
* Proposed project time period is 1 year.
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Aquifer Water Balance

Inflow — Outflow = AStorage

ESPA Inflows = Incidental recharge from SW irrigation, Canal
Seepage, Perched River Seepage, Tributary Underflow,
Precipitation.

ESPA Outflows = Evapotranspiration, Spring Discharge, Well
Pumping

We can use estimates of aquifer storage to generate an aquifer
“history.”






Water Level Change - Spring 1980 to Spring 2008
with Well Locations
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How can we “balance the budget?”
The [CAMP] water budget adjustment mechanisms include:

A. Ground water to surface water conversions.
B. Managed aquifer recharge.

C. Demand reduction.

D. Pilot weather modification program.

E. Minimizing loss of incidental recharge.

-ESPA CAMP January 2009
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This presentation is based Prioritization of Aquifer Recharge Sites Based on
upon modeling efforts and

analysis that were started Hydrologic Benefits

by Dr. Johnson.
Prepared for the

Re-run with ESPAM2.1. Idaho Department of Water Resources
and
ldaho Water Resource Board

by
Gary S. Johnson
Idaho Water Resources Research Institute
University of Idaho, Dept. of Geological Sciences
April, 2012
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Where to Recharge?

Criterion 1A: Percent of a single, one-month recharge discharged in the below Milner reach within 3
years.

Criterion 1B: Percent of continuous recharge as additional spring discharge below Milner after one year.
Criterion 2A: Percent of a single, one-month recharge discharged below Milner between 3 and 30 years.
Criterion 2B: Percent of long-term, continuous recharge in springs below Milner three years after
recharge ends.

Criterion 3: Percent of annual recurring March recharge discharge above Minidoka July through
September. The values are calculated for the 30t year of recurring recharge.

Criterion 4: Same as Criterion 3 except for returns in the months of November through February.
Criterion 5: Percent of a single, one-month recharge discharged above Minidoka between 3 and 30 years
after the recharge activity.

Criterion 6: Average water level in the A&B area after 10 years of continuous recharge at 100,000 AF/yr.
Criterion 7A: Percent of single, one-month recharge volume retained in aquifer storage 10 years after the
recharge activity.

Criterion 7B: Average water level change in the Snake River Plain aquifer after 10 years of continuous
recharge at 100,000 AF/yr.

Dr. Johnson was asked to evaluate recharge sites in an effort to prioritize IWRB
managed recharge.
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Where to Recharge: Depends

The general message from Dr. Johnson’s work is:

Where best to recharge depends on the goal of recharge.
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The IWRB Recharge Goal

“The long-term objective of the [ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer
Management] Plan is to incrementally achieve a net ESPA water
budget change of 600 thousand acre-feet annually.”

-ESPA CAMP January 2009











ESPAM2.1

Specific Yield
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Lower Specific Yield results in less change in storage per change in water level.
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“Johnson” Recharge Evaluation

*Recharge each site at 100,000 AF/year

Model run in Superposition Mode.

*Model represents recharge as direct injection into
regional aquifer.

*Exaggerated rate allows illustration of aquifer
behavior.

eDoes not include transmission losses to discrete
sites.
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Value of Modeling Continuous 100,000 AF/yr Recharge
at Individual Sites for Ranking Managed Recharge Sites

*Good way to illustrate the effects of Managed Recharge. The large, constant
stress allows us to visualize how the aquifer responds to recharge.

*May be misleading as to the ability of a site to divert and accept recharge.
Model can predict favorable Aquifer Storage benefits at sites that do not have the
physical capacity to place large amounts of recharge into aquifer storage.






Fall 2008 Depth to Water
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Observation: Several locations exhibit shallow groundwater that may make Managed
Recharge less effective than modeled results.
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|s the ESPAMZ2.1 Predicting Geysers?

No. The model has not been given any information about land surface.
We must remember we are the brain, the model is the tool.

In the areas where the model predicts water-level changes that are
at or above land surface, it is important to remember the model is not wrong.

The model is telling us something. That something is Recharge Capacity.
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50 ft water-level change at 100,000 AF/yr Recharge
Recharge Capacity = 100,000+ AF/yr

80 ft
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50 ft water-level change at 100,000 AF/yr Recharge
20 ft water-level change at 40,000 AF/yr Recharge
Recharge Capacity = 40,000- AF/yr
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In determining if there is “enough room” for recharge, we
must also consider factors like drains and basements, time of year,
and site characteristics. Furthermore, depth-to-water is only one

factor in determining Recharge Capacity.
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Recharge Capacity Factors

*Recharge Capacity involves several factors.
— Site Diversion Capacity (ability to get water).
— Site Infiltration Capacity (ability to accept water).
— Local Groundwater Capacity (ability to “handle” water).

Diversion Capacity
/ __ Land Srac
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Assessing Recharge Capacity

*Assessing Recharge Capacity involves several steps.

— Assess the Local Hydrogeologic Setting by looking at geology and
infiltration information (Infiltration Capacity).

— Assess the Local Groundwater Conditions by looking
at seasonal depth-to-water (Groundwater Capacity).

— Assess Site Diversion Capacity by talking to managers and
reviewing diversion data (Diversion Capacity).

—Model runs with site appropriate data and realistic time-frames.






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Assessment of Site Diversion Capacity

Diversion Capacity
Diversion Capacity

Site (AF/month) Comments
Aberdeen 10,900 Based on historic recharge diversions.
Egin 15,300 Based on historic recharge diversions.
FMeast 10,900 Based on historic recharge diversions.
GFeeder 14,800 Based on historic recharge diversions.
Hilton 7,700 Based on historic recharge diversions.
Idaho 1,000 Based on historic recharge diversions.
MilGood 46,500 Based on historic recharge diversions and MP31 design.
Minidoka 6,100 Based on proposed capacity of recharge site.
MP31 18,400 Based on proposed capacity of recharge site.
Northside 30,700 Based on estimated 500 cfs diversion capacity.
Nsweden 3,200 Based on historic recharge diversions.
Shoshone 19,900 Based on historic recharge diversions.
Southwest 3,600 Based on historic recharge diversions.
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Assessment of Infiltration Capacity

Infiltration Capacity
Infiltration Cap

Site (AF/month) Source
Aberdeen 6,600 Calibrated ESPAM2.1 canal seepage rate.
Egin 2,200 Published data from 2009 IWRRI recharge report.
FMeast 6,500 Calibrated ESPAM2.1 canal seepage rate.
GFeeder 5,600 Calibrated ESPAM2.1 canal seepage rate.
Hilton 7,600 Published data from 1996 IWRRI recharge report.
Idaho 300 Calibrated ESPAM2.1 canal seepage rate.
MilGood 8,200 Discussions with canal company manager.
Minidoka 6,100 Assumed from design, injected.
MP31 24,200 Discussions with canal company manager.
Northside 22,200 Published data from 1996 IWRRI recharge report.
Nsweden 1,600 Calibrated ESPAM2.1 canal seepage rate plus recharge pond infiltration data.
Shoshone 21,200 Discussions with canal company manager.
Southwest 3,600 Assumed from diversion, injected.
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Assessment of Groundwater Conditions

Groundwater conditions vary by season, and are based on the depth-to-
water.
eRecharging in areas of deep groundwater means there is “enough
room” to accept the recharge.
*Recharging in areas of shallow groundwater results in water not
going into aquifer storage. In areas of shallow groundwater, recharge
water is likely:
— AT RISK of causing or exacerbating problems.
OWater in basements, water in sewer system, foundations, etc.
— AT RISK of being wasted (effort and money).
0Cycling recharge directly into drains, into returns, into places
where attempts to dewater are already occurring.
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Assessment of Groundwater Conditions

*Based on depth-to-water from the 2008 Spring and Fall Synoptic water
levels.

*Used ESPAM2.1 to monitor water-level changes relative to land surface
(with a 15-foot buffer).

*Groundwater capacity reached when 5% or 100 AF of recharge is enters
the buffer area.






Recharge Limits due to Shallow Groundwater Conditions

FALL Recharge Limit

SPRING Recharge Limit

GW Recharge

Site Capacity
Aberdeen <100
Egin 3,800
FMeast 12,300
GFeeder <100
Hilton 2,800
Idaho <100
MilGood 20,000 +
Minidoka 20,000 +
MP31 20,000 +
Northside 20,000 +
Nsweden 3,800
Shoshone 20,000 +
Southwest 20,000 +

GW Recharge

Site Capacity
Aberdeen 2,300
Egin 5,000
FMeast 17,000
GFeeder 20,000 +
Hilton 3,200
Idaho 8,500
MilGood 20,000 +
Minidoka 20,000 +
MP31 20,000 +
Northside 20,000 +
Nsweden 20,000 +
Shoshone 20,000 +
Southwest 20,000 +






Physical Limitations
to
Recharge

The highlighted cells illustrate
the physical limitation to
Recharge at each site.

SPRING Physical Limitations to Recharge

Diversion
Site Capacity Infiltration Capacity | GW Capacity
Aberdeen 10,900 6,600 2,300
Egin 15,300 2,200 5,000
FMeast 10,900 6,500 17,000
Gfeeder 14,800 5,600 20,000
Hilton 7,700 7,600 3,200
Idaho 1,000 300 8,500
MilGood 46,500 8,200 20,000
Minidoka 6,100 6,100 20,000
MP31 18,400 24,200 20,000
Northside 30,700 22,200 30,000
Nsweden 3,200 1,600 20,000
Shoshone 19,900 21,200 20,000
Southwest 3,600 3,600 20,000
FALL Physical Limitations to Recharge
Diversion
Site Capacity Infiltration Capacity | GW Capacity

Aberdeen 10,900 6,600 100
Egin 15,300 2,200 3,800
FMeast 10,900 6,500 12,300
Gfeeder 14,800 5,600 100
Hilton 7,700 7,600 2,800
Idaho 1,000 300 100
MilGood 46,500 8,200 20,000
Minidoka 6,100 6,100 20,000
MP31 18,400 24,200 20,000
Northside 30,700 22,200 30,000
Nsweden 3,200 1,600 3,800
Shoshone 19,900 21,200 20,000
Southwest 3,600 3,600 20,000
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Recharge Site Evaluations

*The limiting factors for recharge at each site.
*The hydrogeology that governs the response to recharge at each site.
Summary of recharge at each site.
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Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

15,300 2,200 3,800 2,200






Egin Recharge Area: N — S Cross Section
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Egin Recharge Area: W — E Cross Section

| Egin N-S Cross-section Location
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SPRINGS
2%

Summary of Recharge
at
Egin

*Recharge via off-canal sites.

*Subsurface is primarily sediments. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
eLocated near an area of shallow groundwater.

«Site lies on the edge of the regional aquifer and a shallow system.

*Majority of recharge water discharges: Upper Reaches (Henry’s Fork).

*Recharge Limited by: Infiltration Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
1 59 2,200 1,300

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
1 59

2,200 1,300





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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SPRING and FALL Limitations it
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SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

14,800 5,600 20,000+ 5,600
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

14,800 5,600 No Recharge No Recharge
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hiorasenes BOISE, Idaho — Neighbors across the West have squabbled over water and E-mail th_StO'

In eastern Idaho, flooding is an issue for an entirely different reason. A high
ground-water table — 3 feet t 0 4 feet — in the Rigby area means many homes

have flooded basements starting around the 4th of July and lasting through the
rest of the irrigation year.

he city of Rigby has built a pump station to pipe subwater from areas within
city limits to a pond outside of town. H. Roger Warner, a hydrologist from
Rigby, questions the wisdom of a state law that encourages the use of surface
ground water to irrigate subdivisions.
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SPRINGS

2%

Summary of Recharge
at
Great Feeder

*Recharge via canal seepage.

eSubsurface is primarily sediments.
eLocated in an area of shallow groundwater.
*Northern portion in shallow system, grades to regional aquifer to the south.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Upper Reaches.

*Recharge Limited by: Spring-Infiltration Capacity; Fall- Shallow Groundwater.

Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
13 17 5,600 1,000

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)

FALL
No Recharge No Recharge No Recharge





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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SPRING and FALL Limitations it
for
One-time and Annual Events
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A
Miles
0 510 20 30 40
SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years
6,100 6,100 20,000+ 6,100
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

6,100 6,100 20,000+ 6,100
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Minidoka Recharge Area S — N Cross-Section
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Minidoka Recharge Area W — E Cross-Section
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UPPER

Summary of Recharge
at SPRII;IGS
Minidoka °

*Recharge via injection well at off-canal site. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
eSubsurface is primarily basalt.

eLocated in an area of deep groundwater.

*Must inject below confining layer.

*Majority of recharge water discharges: Middle Reaches.
*Recharge Limited by: Diversion/Injection Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
3 49 6,100 3,000

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
3 49

6,100 3,000
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Percent of Recharge Retained in Aquifer
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Physical Limitations
to
Recharge

The highlighted cells illustrate
the physical limitation to
Recharge at each site.

SPRING Physical Limitations to Recharge

Diversion
Site Capacity Infiltration Capacity | GW Capacity
Aberdeen 10,900 6,600 2,300
Egin 15,300 2,200 5,000
FMeast 10,900 6,500 17,000
Gfeeder 14,800 5,600 20,000
Hilton 7,700 7,600 3,200
Idaho 1,000 300 8,500
MilGood 46,500 8,200 20,000
Minidoka 6,100 6,100 20,000
MP31 18,400 24,200 20,000
Northside 30,700 22,200 30,000
Nsweden 3,200 1,600 20,000
Shoshone 19,900 21,200 20,000
Southwest 3,600 3,600 20,000
FALL Physical Limitations to Recharge
Diversion
Site Capacity Infiltration Capacity | GW Capacity

Aberdeen 10,900 6,600 100
Egin 15,300 2,200 3,800
FMeast 10,900 6,500 12,300
Gfeeder 14,800 5,600 100
Hilton 7,700 7,600 2,800
Idaho 1,000 300 100
MilGood 46,500 8,200 20,000
Minidoka 6,100 6,100 20,000
MP31 18,400 24,200 20,000
Northside 30,700 22,200 30,000
Nsweden 3,200 1,600 3,800
Shoshone 19,900 21,200 20,000
Southwest 3,600 3,600 20,000






Rank: Aquifer Storage Retention

SPRING Priority List

Rank: Retention and Recharge Limitations

SPRING Priority List

5-year | Recharge Limit
Rank Retention| (AF/month)

1. Egin 59% 2,200

2. Southwest 54% 3,600

3. Minidoka 49% 6,100

4. FMeast 38% 6,500

5. MP31 36% 18,400
6. MilGood 35% 8,200

7. Shoshone 32% 19,900

8. Northside 32% 22,200
9. NSweden 21% 1,600
10. Hilton 21% 3,200
11. Aberdeen 21% 2,300
12. Idaho 19% 300

13. GFeeder 17% 5,600
FALL Priority List

5-year |Recharge Limit
Rank Retention | (AF/month)

1. Egin 59% 2,200
2. Southwest 54% 3,600
3. Minidoka 49% 6,100
4. FMeast 38% 6,500
5. MP31 36% 18,400
6. MilGood 35% 8,200
7. Shoshone 32% 19,900
8. Northside 32% 22,200
9. NSweden 21% 1,600
10. Hilton 21% 2,800
11. Aberdeen 21% NA
12. Idaho 19% NA
13. GFeeder 17% NA

5-year | Recharge Limit | Volume in Aquifer
Rank Retention | (AF/month) after 5 Years (AF)
1. Northside 32% 22,200 7,100
2. MP31 36% 18,400 6,600
3. Shoshone 32% 19,900 6,400
4. Minidoka 49% 6,100 3,000
5. MilGood 35% 8,200 3,000
6. FMeast 38% 6,500 2,400
7. Southwest 54% 3,600 1,900
8. Egin 59% 2,200 1,300
9. GFeeder 17% 5,600 1,000
10. Hilton 21% 3,200 700
11. Aberdeen 21% 2,300 500
12. NSweden 21% 1,600 300
13. Idaho 19% 300 <100
FALL Priority List
5-year Recharge Limit | Volume in Aquifer
Rank Retention (AF/month) after 5 Years (AF)
1. Northside 32% 22,200 7,000
2. MP31 36% 18,400 6,600
3. Shoshone 32% 19,900 6,400
4. Minidoka 49% 6,100 3,000
5. MilGood 35% 8,200 3,000
6. FMeast 38% 6,500 2,400
7. Southwest 54% 3,600 1,900
8. Egin 59% 2,200 1,300
9. Hilton 21% 2,800 600
10. NSweden 21% 1,600 300
11. Aberdeen 21% NA 0
12. Idaho 19% NA 0
13. GFeeder 17% NA 0
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Spring-flow response to recharge at site capacity
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Ultimate fate of recharged water (at site capacity)

Springs Plus Underflow = Effect on Murphy Gage
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Spring-flow response to recharge at site capacity
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Ultimate fate of recharged water (at site capacity)

Springs Plus Underflow = Effect on Murphy Gage
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1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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SPRING and FALL Limitations it
for
One-time and Annual Events

”'M > N
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A
Miles
0 510 20 30 40
SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years
10,900 6,500 17,000 6,500
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

10,900 6,500 12,250 6,500






Fremont-Madison East Recharge Area






Rexburg Area Cross Section
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SPRINGS
1%

Summary of Recharge
at
Fremont-Madison East

*Recharge via canal seepage and off-canal site. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
eSubsurface is primarily sediments over basalt.

eLocated near an area of shallow groundwater.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Upper Reaches (Henry’s Fork).
*Recharge Limited by: Infiltration Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
4 38 6,500 2,400

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
4 38

6,500 2,400





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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SPRING and FALL Limitations it
for
One-time and Annual Events
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0 510 20 30 40

SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

1,000 300 8,500
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

1,000 300 No Recharge No Recharge






Idaho Local Coditions

E} IdahoN SwdeX secWells
ESPA_SnakeRiv
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LITHOLOGY
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Summary of Recharge

at
Idaho

*Recharge via canal seepage. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water

eSubsurface is primarily sediments.

eLocated near an area of shallow groundwater.

*Majority of recharge water discharges: Middle Reaches.

*Recharge Limited by: Spring-Infiltration Capacity; Fall- Shallow Groundwater.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
12 19 <100 2,250

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)

FALL
No Recharge No Recharge No Recharge





Recharge at NSweden

SPRING and FALL Limitations
for
One-time and Annual Events

SPRING 1-month One-Time

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity

Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF)

1-Month MAX

Spring Recharge

I RCHRGE_DRAINS

I:l NSweden_cells

NSwedenCap
0.10-10
11-50
51-10

115

I 1620
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Miles
0 510 20 30 40

SPRING 1-month Annual

Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

3,200 1,600

20,000+ 1,600

FALL 1-month One-Time

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF)

FALL 1-month Annual

Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

3,200 1,600

3,750 1,600






New Sweden Local Conditions
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Summary of Recharge
at
New Sweden

, , Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
*Recharge via canal seepage and off-canal sites.

eSubsurface is primarily sediments.

eLocated near an area of shallow groundwater.

*Majority of recharge water discharges: Middle Reaches.
*Recharge Limited by: Infiltration Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
9 21 1,600

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
9 21

1,600





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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SPRING and FALL Limitations .
for
One-time and Annual Events
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0 510 20 30 40

SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

10,900 6,600 2,250 2,250
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

10,900 6,600 No Recharge No Recharge






Aberdeen Local Conditions
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SPRINGS
4%

Summary of Recharge
at
Aberdeen

*Recharge via canal seepage. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water

eSubsurface is primarily sediments.

eLocated in an area of shallow groundwater and groundwater discharge.

*Canal Company is planning a drainage well to remove standing water due to canal seepage.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Middle Reaches.

*Recharge Limited by: Shallow Groundwater.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
11 21 2,300

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)

FALL
No Recharge No Recharge No Recharge





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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Recharge at Hilton —ies
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SPRING and FALL Limitations it
for
One-time and Annual Events

”'M > N
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A
Miles
0 510 20 30 40
SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years
7,700 7,600 3,200 3,200
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

7,700 7,600 2,800 2,800






Hilton Local Conditions
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SPRINGS
4%

Summary of Recharge
at
Hilton

*Recharge via off-canal site.

eSubsurface is primarily sediments.
eLocated in an area of shallow groundwater.
*Part of Aberdeen system, but discrete location mitigates some shallow GW limitations.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Nr Blackfoot-Minidoka.

*Recharge Limited by: Shallow Groundwater.

Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
10 21 3,200

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
10 21

2,800





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
I RCHRGE_DRAINS
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SPRING and FALL Limitations .
for
One-time and Annual Events

N

A

Miles
0 510 20 30 40

SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

46,500 8,200 20,000+ 8,200
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

46,500 8,200 20,000+ 8,200






Milner-Gooding Local Conditions
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Summary of Recharge

at
MID
° ° 35%
Mllner-Goodlng SPRINGS
62%

*Recharge via canal seepage and off-canal sites.
eSubsurface is primarily basalt. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
eLocated in an area of deep groundwater.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Springs.
*Recharge Limited by: Infiltration Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer

SPRING
35 8,200 2,900 10
FALL

6 35 8,200 2,900 10





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
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SPRING and FALL Limitations it

for
One-time and Annual Events ‘ ‘
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0 510 20 30 40

SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

19,900 21,200 20,000+ 19,900
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

19,900 21,200 20,000+ 19,900






Milner-Gooding Local Conditions
@ LowBasinwells LITHOLOGY
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— ESPAccanals - open water
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UPPER

Summary of Recharge
at
Shoshone

62%

*Recharge via off-canal site.

eSubsurface is primarily basalt.

eLocated in an area of deep groundwater.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Springs.
*Recharge Limited by: Diversion Capacity.

Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
7 32 19,900 6,400

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
7 32

19,900 6,400





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge
I RCHRGE_DRAINS
[ ]mP31_cells

MP31Cap
0.10-1.0

11-50
51-10

Recharge at MP31 I
| ER
Il ¢ -0

SPRING and FALL Limitations it
for
One-time and Annual Events

”'M > N
N ;
A
Miles
0 510 20 30 40
SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years
18,400 24,200 20,000+ 18,400
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

18,400 24,200 20,000+ 18,400






Milner-Gooding Local Conditions
@ LowBasinwells LITHOLOGY

ESPA_SnakeRiv alluvium
— WoodRivers - volcanic
— ESPAccanals - open water
I csFAv2_MultiDrain N

Miles A

12
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UPPER

Summary of Recharge
at
Milepost 31

61%

*Recharge via off-canal site.

eSubsurface is primarily basalt. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
eLocated in an area of deep groundwater.

*Majority of recharge water discharges: Springs.

*Recharge Limited by: Diversion Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
5 36 18,400 6,600

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
5 36

18,400 6,600





Recharge at Northside

SPRING and FALL Limitations
for
One-time and Annual Events

SPRING 1-month One-Time

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity

Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF)

1-Month MAX

Spring Recharge

I RCHRGE_DRAINS

[ ]norhside cells

NorthsideCap
010-10
11-50
51-10

115

I 1620

B 21 -=0

| R

B+ -c0

| GRS

N

A

Miles
0 510 20 30 40

SPRING 1-month Annual

Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

30,700 22,200

30,000+ 22,200

FALL 1-month One-Time

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF)

FALL 1-month Annual

Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

30,700 22,200

30,000+ 22,200






Milner-Gooding Local Conditions
@ LowBasinwells LITHOLOGY

ESPA_SnakeRiv alluvium
— WoodRivers - volcanic
— ESPAccanals - open water
I csFAv2_MultiDrain N

Miles A

12
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UPPER

Summary of Recharge
at
Northside

68%

*Recharge via canal seepage and off-canal sites.

eSubsurface is primarily basalt. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water
eLocated in an area of deep groundwater.

*Majority of recharge water discharges: Springs.

*Recharge Limited by: Infiltration Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
8 32 21,200 7,000

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
8 32

21,200 7,000





1-Month MAX
Spring Recharge

I RCHRGE_DRAINS

[ ]swiD_celis

SouthwestCap
0.10-1.0
11-50
51-10

115

Recharge at Southwest - .-

B 21 -=0
| R
B+ -c0

SPRING and FALL Limitations .
for
One-time and Annual Events

”'M » N
~ ;
. A
f Miles
0 510 20 30 40
SPRING 1-month One-Time SPRING 1-month Annual
Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years
3,600 3,600 20,000+ 3,600
FALL 1-month One-Time FALL 1-month Annual

Diversion Capacity | Infiltration Capacity Shallow GW Annual Recharge Number of
Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) | Recharge Limit (AF) Limit (AF) Consecutive Years

3,600 3,600 20,000+ 3,600






Southwest Local Conditions
® SouthwestisecWells LITHOLOGY

[_] esapam2_cridBnary alluvium
ESPA_SnakeRiv - volcanic
—— ESPAcanals - basement rock
- SWID_cells - open water
I EsrAn2_mMultiDrain Cross Section
Miles ¥
15 3 65 9 A
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UPPER

Summary of Recharge

at
Southwest SPRINGS
*Recharge via injection at off-canal sites. Ultimate Fate of Recharged Water

eSubsurface is primarily sediment or basalt.
eLocated in an area of deep groundwater.
*Majority of recharge water discharges: Springs.
*Recharge Limited by: Diversion Capacity.

Aquifer Retention 5 years Ability to Benefit Aquifer
SPRING
2 54 3,600 2,000

FALL

m Retention (%) Recharge Limit (AF) | Storage at 5 yrs (AF)
2 54

3,600 2,000





IDAHO

Water Resource Board

IWRB Managed Recharge Program
Overview of Water Availability Analysis for Recharge

Mathew Weaver
November 19, 2013





SWID Recharge Wells (x9)

MP31 Recharge Basin POD =

Shoshone Recharge Basin POD Zkt, ; & 5

M/RB Recharge App PODs &g 4 Henry'sEork Applications

Proof Submitted, No Exam e 21, 2, &34and the Consolidation
: Y USGS Gages 3 a2 .dfthe remaining four applications
| —— Recharge Canals P 24 ki
[ ] ESPA Boundary
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South Fork
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ESPA Recharge Exhibi

Prepared by IDVWR an January 28,2013






ESPA Recharge Flow Chart

Start Here
For Determination of
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Recharge (R) Can Occur in
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IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Water Supply Analysis Assumes the Following:

1. Period of Record: Water Years 2000 — 2012

2. Water right is in priority at the point of diversion

3. USBR unsubordinated hydropower WRs at Minidoka Dam are fully satisfied

4. Volume of water available for recharge is limited to either spills past Milner, or
water at the recharge POD less an assumed minimum streamflow, whichever

is smaller

a. Spills past Milner are corrected for storage releases and reach gains
downstream of Minidoka Dam

b. Minimum stream flows were assumed as follows: Milner 0 cfs, Minidoka
500 cfs, Blackfoot 200 cfs, South Fork 900 cfs, and Henrys Fork 200 cfs.





SWID Recharge Wells (x9)

MP31 Recharge Basin POD

Shoshone Recharge Basin POD ; ot ) 2

IWRB Recharge App PODs &g 4 Henry'stork Applications
| © Proof Submitted, No Exam “Hrr 2 1, 2, &34and the Consolidation
3 Y USGS Gages L5 -df;the remaiﬁing four applications
| — Recharge Canals A 74 hid
[ ] ESPA Boundary

b =___.:.I_\/Iid-VaIIey Consolidation

South Fork
Consolid,etion
AT R
o : % %
HRocatelios |

Lower Valley Applications'1 )

ESPA Recharge Exhibi

Prepared by IDVWR an Janoary 28,2013






]DA]—]O Annual Volume

Water Resource Board

Summary of Annual Vol. of Water Available for Recharge (acre-feet)

@ MINI__|_ @ Blckft @ St. Anthony

2000 1,171,023 650,148 354,321 337,023 166,842
2001 191,514 22,104 0 0 0
2002 197,804 21,268 0 0 0
2003 175,628 13,510 0 0 0
2004 192,315 8,289 0 0 0
2005 202,231 3,033 0 0 0
2006 1,459,490 967,934 550,562 396,452 149,498
2007 423,345 136,715 13,321 0 12,446
2008 210,218 27,966 0 0 0
2009 1,742,561 1,454,256 704,037 595,757 290,729
2010 552,379 211,047 7,509 7,509 7,509
2011 4,724,650 3,543,703 1,722,875 1,622,313 744,860
2012 1,065,751 592,660 338,409 330,530 155,209

Av

12,308,909 7,652,633 3,691,034 3,289,585 1,527,094
946,839 588,664 283,926 253,045 117,469

g.
St.Dev. 1,260,112 997,660 496,605 459,572 211,037

Min. (<>0) 175,628 3,033 7,509 7,509 7,509

Max. 4,724,650 3,543,703 1,722,875 1,622,313 744,860

Note, values as calc. for USGS River Gage Stations: Milner (13088000); MINI (13081500); Bickft (13062500); Heise (13037500); and St. Anthony (13050500).






JDAHO Annual No. of Days

Water Resource Board

Summary of Annual No. of Days Recharge Can Occur

. @Blckft @ S ntbory

2000

2001 161 120 O O O
2002 253 246 0 0 0
2003 159 220 0 0 0
2004 192 204 0 0 0
2005 161 99 0 0 0
2006 239 129 50 46 50
2007 177 138 4 0 4
2008 161 131 0 0 0
2009 295 250 60 53 55
2010 221 165 16 16 16
2011 320 213 82 79 82
2012 121 186 56 56 56

_____

_

Note, values as calc. for USGS River Gage Stations: Milner (13088000); MINI (13081500); Bickft (13062500); Heise (13037500); and St. Anthony (13050500).





]D \HO Variation in the Data

Water Resource Board

Average Annual Volume Available Average Annual No. of Days Water
for Recharge (ac-ft) Available for Recharge (ac-ft)
2,500,000 300
] 250 —F—
2,000,000 S
i T T
- 200 N
i DT | N
1,500,000 - & I
i o?‘?‘ 150 | T
L v L
1,000,000 & 100
i %° © “
B ‘,;b | or)\/ T %Q\v~ V(‘g) B
i o | N .
500,000 e 50 T R | A T v
[ 4 F'S I | |
O I $ 0 I I T T T T T |
MILI MINI  BLFT SFORK HFORK MILI  MINI  BLFT SFORK HFORK

Notes, values as calculated for USGS River Gage Stations: MILI (13088000); MINI (13081500); BLFT (13062500);
SFORK (13037500); and HFORK (13050500). Error bars represent +/- 1 standard deviation.





IDAHO Frequency Analysis: Milner

Water Resource Board

Annual Vol. of Water Available for Recharge (Ac-Ft) - Exceed. Probability (Log-Normal
Dist.)

Z Values

-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281
10,000,000 : : : : : : " ! ! ! ! 7 10,000,000

e
2 //
the volume available for recharge will be /
greater than 500,000 AF o]

L 2 /
1,000,000 ‘ /‘// 1,000,000
>
pan

>

In any year, there is a 50% likelihood that

100,000 v 100,000

99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 g§QO 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5 .2 .1 .05 .01

Exceedance Probability (%)

——Log-Normal Pop. —— Axis Lines ¢ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence @ 80% Exceedance






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: Minidoka

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge At and Above
Minidoka Dam (AF)

Z Values
-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281
10,000,000 : : : : : : : : : : : : 10,000,000
==
7y £2
D
1,000,000 // 1,000,000
+*% /
e~
V'S
100,000 /'/ ' 100,000
/l/v
10,000 * 10,000
== = . o7
/ In any year, there is a 50%
A e likelihood that the volume
1,000 — available for recharge will b 1,000
~180,000 AF
100 100
99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5 2 .1 .05 .01

Exceedance Probability (%)

——Log-Normal Population ——AXxis Lines ¢ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence @ 80% Exceedence

10






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: Main Snake

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge @

Blackfoot (AF)
Z Values
-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281
10,000,000 ' ' ' ' ' ' ! ! ! ’ ! ! 10,000,000
=
In any year, there is a 50% likelihood /
1.000,000 +that the volitm availahle for rech rg A 1,000,000
’ 7 LIHIUAL LiITL VUVIVMITIOC GQVAailiavic 1Vl 1 il — 0 ’ 7
will be greater than 76,000 AF...of - ’/
L R !

100,000 course the inverse Is also true // 100,000
10,000 ‘ ’ 10,000
1,000 7 1,000
100 & 04—0—4 100
99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5 2 1 .05 .01

Exceedance Probability (%)

- 0g-Normal Pop. ——Axis Lines ¢ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence @ 80% Exceedence

Note, Priority Date as established for the Snake R. at Blackfoot Gage






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: Main Snake

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge @

Blackfoot (AF)
Z Values
-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281
10,000,000 ! ! ! ! ! I ! I L L L '/ L L 10,000,000
In any year, there is a 50% likelihood /
that the volume available for recharge / .
1,000,000 will be greater than ~6,000 AF...of /. > 1,000,000
course the inverse is also true 4/9
100,000 100,000
/.//
10,000 Z L4 10,000
/ - i
1,000 1,000
99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 .5 .2 .1 .05 .01
Exceedance Probability (%)
——Log-Normal Population ——Axis Lines @ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence @ 80% Exceedence

Note, Priority Date as established for the Snake R. at Blackfoot Gage






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: South Fork

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge @

Heise (AF)
Z Values
3.719  -3.219  -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0781 1.281 1781 2.281 2781  3.281
10,000,000 ' ' ' ' ' ' - - - / - - 10,000,000
1,000,000 Inany year, there is a 50% likelihood > 1,000,000
that the volume available for recharge -
100,000 will be rreat_er tﬁ1an 4,90:_) AF...of / 100,000
course the inverse iIs also true /

10,000 & / 10,000
1,000 // 1,000
100 o 0—4—0—0—0 100
99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5 2 .1.05 .01
Exceedance Probability (%)

——Log-Normal Population ——Axis Lines & Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence @ 80% Exceedence

Note, Priority Date as established for the Snake R. NR Heise Gage






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: South Fork

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge @
Heise (AF)

Z Values
-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281

10,000,000 ' ' ' ' ' R ' ' / ' ' 10,000,000
In any year, there is a 50% likelihood /
that the volume available for recharge / .
1,000,000 will be greater than ~4,000 AF...of ‘ < 1,000,000
course the inverse is also true F re .
)/ e o
100,000 100,000
10,000 - 10,000
= *
1,000 1,000
99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5 2 1.05 .01
Exceedance Probability (%)
- og-Normal Population ——Axis Lines ¢ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence @ 80% Exceedence

Note, Priority Date as established for the Snake R. NR Heise Gage






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: Henrys Fork

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge @ St. Anthony

(AF)
Z Values
-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281
10,000,000 : : : : : : L L L '/ L L 10,000,000
. U _—
1,000,000 In any year, there |'s a 50% likelihood / 1,000,000
that the volume available for recharge /4
will be greater than 74,000 AF...of e /

100,000 course the inverse is also true 100,000
10,000 & L4 10,000
1,000 1,000

=
100 L 4 ——& 100
99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5 2 .1 .05 .01
Exceedance Probability (%)
——Log-Normal Population = ——Axis Lines ¢ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence B 80% Exceedence

Note, Priority Date as established for the Henry’s For at St. Anthony Gage






]D \HO Frequency Analysis: Henrys Fork

Water Resource Board

Exceed. Probability Graph - Annual Vol. of H20 Available for Recharge @ St. Anthony

(AF)
Z Values
-3.719 -3.219 -2.719 -2.219 -1.719 -1.219 -0.719 -0.219 0.281 0.781 1.281 1.781 2.281 2.781 3.281
10,000,000 ! ! ! = = ! . . . . . /' 10,000,000
In any year, there is a 50% likelihooo //

that the volume available for recharge /

1,000,000 will be greater than ~97,000 AF...of ,/ 1,000,000
. . *
course the inverse is also true & /
&

1
W
r( > @
100,000 /./ 100,000

1

‘/l/ : N

10,000 / +

=

1,000

1,000

99.99 99.9 99.8 99 98 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 5 2 1 5
Exceedance Probability (%)

- 0g-Normal Population ——AxisLines @ Sample Population @ 50% Exceedence B 80% Exceedence

Note, Priority Date as established for the Henry’s For at St. Anthony Gage






]D \HO 50% & 80% Exceedance

Water Resource Board

Summary: 50% & 80% Exceedance Annual Vol. Available for Recharge (AF)

@ MINI | @ Bickft | @ Heise @ St. Anthony

50% Exceedance 487,231 181,082 5,779 3,779 4,048
80% Exceedance 189,411 18,621 172 105 171

Summary is for entire population, including years of zero available water for recharge.

Summary: 50% & 80% Exceedance Annual Vol. Available for Recharge (AF)

@ MINI_ @ Bickft | @ Heise_@ St. Anthony

50% Exceedance 487,231 181,082 187,045 261,605 96,575
80% Exceedance 189,411 18,621 32,516 55,659 23,594

Summary only includes non-zero years from the sample population.

Note, values as calculated for USGS River Gage Stations: Milner (13088000); MINI (13081500); Blckft (13062500);
Heise (13037500); and St. Anthony (13050500).





IDAHO Max. Monthly Volume

Water Resource Board

Summary of Water Supply Availability by Recharge Site Maximum Monthly Vol. for
Rank Site Gage [Monthly Vol. (AF) 1,000,000
Milner-Gooding Canal MILI 171,729
2 MP31 (Milner-Gooding)  MILI 171,729 800,000 - T -
3 North Side MILI 171,729 I
4 Shosgzr;?ji(r:\g;lner MILI 171,729 ugJ—’ 200,000
5 Southwest Irr. District MILI 171,729 §
6 Minidoka (i.e. L. Walcott) MINI 21,263 400,000 o
7 ASCC Canal BLFT 1,173 I 'i:\\' W
8 Egin Lakes HFORK 1,173 200,000 .
9  Fremont-Madison East  BLFT 1,173 I ‘?’7 g |,Q°
10 Hilton Spill (ASCC) BLFT 1,173 0 I vg © '5
11 Idaho Canal BLFT 1,173 Vi ner i\ linidoka
12 New Sweeden BLFT 1,173 Henrys Fork mssSouth Fork
13 Great Feeder Canal ~ SFORK 0 Blackfoot ¢ Median Values

Notes, values as calculated for USGS River Gage Stations: MILI (13088000); MINI (13081500); BLFT (13062500);
SFORK (13037500); and HFORK (13050500). Error bars represent +/- 1 standard deviation.





IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Any Questions?

Ll

Hilton Spill Recharge Basin, June 2011.





IDAHO

Water Resource Board

ESPA Managed Recharge Analysis Wrap-Up
Idaho Water Resource Board

November 19, 2013

Brian Patton





IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Recharge Analysis Summary

e Recharge Goal: Stabilize ESPA

v'"CAMP — Phase 1 water budget change 200-300KAF
(100KAF from recharge)

v'Average annual loss from aquifer storage of *200KAF
(1952-2008)

v'"CAMP Phase 2 goal — work toward recovery of ESPA
(250KAF from recharge)






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Recharge Analysis Summary

e Stabilization of ESPA is essential to:

v'Prevent further GW vs. SW user conflicts on Eastern
Snake Plain
v'"Meet State’s Swan Falls Agreement obligations to

maintain minimum flows at Murphy Gage

Thousand
" Springs

When flow is zero at Milner,
flow at Swan Falls Dam is

made up almost entirely of
spring flows from the ESPA






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Recharge Analysis Summary

e Water supplies and dollars for recharge are limited

v'Recharge limited by Swan Falls Re-Affirmation Agreement to
average of 175KAF/yr through 2017 and 250KAF after 2018

*ESPA stabilization requires recharge
of large water volumes in areas with
good aquifer retention

*Analysis was done to determine
how best to use limited water
supplies and dollars to achieve
aquifer stabilization most effectively






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Recharge Analysis Summary

e Recharge is “surplus” water operation

v'Late priority water right(s)
v'Inconsistent and erratic water supply

*Recharge needs to operated so not to interfere with
optimal reservoir fill

Unsubordinated hydropower rights of 2,700 cfs at
Minidoka Dam and storage right of 1.6 MAF at
American Falls Reservoir create a “break point” with
recharge water availability






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Eastern Snake Plain

Area of Common Groundwater Supply
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eAmerican Falls
Reservoir:

1.6 million AF
1921 priority

eUnsubordinated
hydropower rights
at Minidoka Dam:
2,700 cfs
1909/1912 priority






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

What happens if we filter Recharge Site Rankings through

water availability?
Re.cl'farge Site R.an!(mg.s: Water Supply
Efficiency and Limitations 50%

Rank [site [l exceedence

North Side 500 KAF
Best recharge site

rankings match up
- well with best
Minidoka 100 KAF water availability
Mil Good Canal 500 KAF

MP31 (Mil Good Canal) 500 KAF
Shoshone (Mil Good Canal) 500 KAF

FM East 4 KAF

Southwest 500 KAF

Egin 4 KAF i
Areas with lower

water availability are
Hilton (Aberdeen Canal) 6 KAF lower in recharge

Aberdeen Canal 6 KAF site rankings

G Feeder 4 KAF

New Sweeden 6 KAF

Idaho Canal 6 KAF






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Conclusions for ESPA Recharge

*Water rights and non-interference with reservoir fill
drives water supply availability by location

*Best site rankings and water availability in Minidoka-to-
Milner reach

v’ This reach only has 3 diversion points for recharge: Northside
Canal, Milner-Gooding Canal & SWID Pipeline

v Need additional capacity (diversion & infiltration) in this reach
to take advantage of water supply and good aquifer retention

v MP31 and Walcott Projects — others?






IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Conclusions for ESPA Recharge

eRecharge above American Falls (AMF) has value

v Water supply more limited — about 50% of years no
recharge water available

v/Sites generally rank lower

v" In above-average water years, however, sites above AMF
are needed to utilize available water for recharge

v’ Given existing large canal capacities above AMF, minimal
infrastructure investment needed

v Exception may be enlarging conveyance capacity to Egin Site
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Questions & Discussion
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SOUTH FORK CANALS PRESENTATON AND FUNDING REQUEST
TO THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

November 19, 2013

Non recoverable costs of operations

1. Recharge.... At least 700,000 acre feet per year including seepage
losses as well as flood irrigation losses. Wintertime operations
that provide “managed” recharge all winter. Most winter volumes
reach 50,000 acre feet recharged into the aquifer. Both
summertime flows and winter time flows support and provide
reach gains to lower valley users and slow water travel
downstream, providing more manageable and useful river flows.

2. Flood control.... The South Fork canals have always participated in
efforts to minimize flooding in flood events. In the flood of 1997
for example the water managers asked the canals to open early to
“dispose” of as much water as possible. The South Fork canals
went to great lengths to “dispose” of water by calling upon the
water users to take water. The flooding at Blackfoot and other
points was greatly reduced because of our actions.





3. The Willow Creek drainage and the operation of the Ririe
Reservoir greatly impact the cost of operations for the Progressive
Irrigation district. In 2011 a flood in the cities of Ammon and
Idaho Falls was averted when farmers on the Progressive turned
on to “dispose of” water that the flood channel simply could not
carry. The costs were all borne by the irrigators and canal
operators.

4. The great feeder itself provides the only means of waste water
disposal for at least 3 incorporated cities.... Rigby, Ririe and
Menan. Without continuous year round flows operational plans
likely would not meet EPA & DEQ requirements.

5. Fishing & Recreation and Riparian....... The great feeder and the
other South Fork canals provide significant, “close” in fishing
opportunities for sportsmen. Bald and golden eagle nests are
abundant, as are the ducks geese and other wildlife.

6. Aesthetic values have supported a building industry that has led
to many high end subdivisions. Rigby Lake is nothing more than a
recharge site that fills from the Great Feeder. On a summer day,
thousands of people use the facilities.





7. The Great Feeder gate is used by dozens of vehicles each day as a
bridge to cross the river.

8. The cost of the infrastructure in need of replacement or repair will
require funding estimated in the 1.5 to 2 million dollar range. The
useful life of the structures involved is rapidly coming to a close.
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Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Cynthia Bridge Clark

Date:  September 9, 2013

Re: Henrys Fork Basin Study

e The US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is in the process of completing technical analyses on the
surface water storage and non-structural water management alternatives. Basin hydrologic modeling to
evaluate the effects of each alternative including climate change scenarios is also near completion.

o Completion of the final report has been rescheduled for April 2014 to provide sufficient time for internal
and public review. Reclamation and IDWR staff continues to coordinate with members of the Henry’s
Fork Watershed Council, though several meetings were postponed due to the shutdown of the Federal
Government. Final results will be presented to the Council and a draft report will be put out for public
comment.

e A proposal to draft a companion document to the final Basin Study report has been discussed with the
Water Storage Projects Committee, the full IWRB, and a smaller group of stakeholders. The supplemental
report will provide recommendations and prioritization of projects to pursue along with possible paths
forward. The document will be developed by the IWRB and IDWR staff in collaboration with Reclamation
and a small group of stakeholders. The information contained in the report may be used by the State of
Idaho to inform decisions regarding projects to pursue and will not preclude other entities from pursuing
any of the projects evaluated in the Basin Study. A description of the companion document was provided at
the September IWRB meeting and is included in the IWRB workbooks for reference (Framework for a
Path Forward). A copy of the potential project recommendations and prioritization is also included in the
IWRB workbooks.

o Results of the technical analyses, a draft of the Basin Study report, and drafts of the supplemental report and
corresponding recommendations will be presented to the IWRB during the next several IWRB meetings for
review and comment.

o Idaho Department of Water Resources staff will discuss study progress and report available results at the
IWRB November 19, 2013 work session.

REQUESTED ACTIONS: No action is required by the IWRB at this time.

l|Page





Framework for a Path Forward
Following the Henrys Fork Basin Study

November 2013

The following describes a proposal to publish the findings of the Henrys Fork Basin Study in a comprehensive
report and to provide a second supplemental report to document recommendations and prioritization of
projects to move toward implementation or further study.

Background

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) entered into a
partnership under the auspices of Reclamation's Basin Study program. The Basin Study program objectives
seek to identify adaptation and mitigation strategies to resolve water supply imbalances and to preserve
ecological resiliency. The Henrys Fork Basin Study (HFBS) focuses on identifying opportunities for developing
water supplies, improving water management, and sustaining environmental quality.

The IWRB, through the HFBS, seeks to support and advance the development of additional water supply to be
used to help achieve the goal of stabilizing the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), as established by the
State of Idaho through the ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (ESPA CAMP) and the State
Water Plan.

Throughout the study process, multiple parties have expressed interest in identifying and implementing
feasible water management strategies, including Friends of the Teton River, Henry’s Fork Foundation, Fremont
Madison Irrigation District, Trout Unlimited, IWRB, and Reclamation. This diverse group of stakeholders, which
includes fisheries conservation groups, irrigators, other interested organizations, and Federal, State, and local
agencies has regularly contributed to the HFBS, primarily through their participation in the Henry’s Fork
Watershed Council (HFWC), which provided the forum for HFBS input and feedback.

The stakeholder groups acknowledge their diverse goals, but seem willing to consider that all may benefit if a
comprehensive set of alternatives is packaged together. There is a general understanding that a broadly
supported package will receive greater Federal, State, and local support which may facilitate broader avenues
for implementation.

At the inception of the HFBS, the stakeholder group facilitated by the Henrys Fork Basin Team (Reclamation
and IDWR, and its staff members and consultants) evaluated an array of alternatives, including potential
storage projects, to address current and future water needs within the Henrys Fork Basin and the Eastern
Snake Plain Aquifer. These alternatives represent a wide variety of water management and storage options
that are not directly comparable to each other but in some cases could be complementary. The alternatives
fall into several key areas: surface water storage; water markets; water conservation; and groundwater
Recharge. The HFBS Report will document viable alternatives in each of the key areas that show potential to
address future water supply needs. The HFBS will also report on the extent to which many of these non-
structural alternative strategies are currently being or have previously been enacted by various parties to
achieve water management goals.

Several viable alternatives are emerging from the study. They are each broad enough in scope to include a
number of options that could be advanced. The Henrys Fork Basin Team proposes bringing some of these
alternatives together in a smaller package that has broad stakeholder support for moving forward for near
term implementation or further study. The collaboration necessary to develop a smaller supportable package
under the umbrella of the HFBS Report poses challenges given the limited amount of time left to complete the
HFBS. The concept of two reports emerged to address these challenges and is explained below.

V.711/6/13 Page 1





Henrys Fork Basin Study Report

The Henrys Fork Basin Study Report would meet the requirements of the Basin Study program including an
assessment of the water supplies, demands, and climate change risks; an analysis of how existing
infrastructure and operations will perform in response to changing water realities; identification and
evaluation of viable adaptation strategies to improve operation and infrastructure to supply adequate water
supply in the future; and a comparison analysis of all viable adaptation strategies identified (comparison of
cost, environmental impacts, risks, contribution to meeting water needs, stakeholder response, or other
attributes). In addition, the document would identify possible steps, approaches or programs that could move
the solutions forward toward implementation.

Additional details:

. The HFBS Report would be developed by Reclamation in collaboration with its partner, the IWRB,
and with stakeholder input.

. The HFBS Report would be submitted to Reclamation's Basin Study program for final approval.

. The HFBS Report would be reviewed by the HFWC (Council), with the intent of obtaining the
Council’s formal endorsement of the final document.

. The HFBS Report would meet the time frame for completion of the Basin Study.

. The HFBS Report would document the extent to which the various alternatives and water
management strategies that were identified in the HFBS are being utilized to achieve water
management goals.

. The HFBS Report document would NOT include recommendations.

Path Forward Report

The second report would meet the State’s mandate to investigate storage in the Upper Snake River basin and
provide recommendations. This document, potentially called the Path Forward Report, would summarize the
HFBS Report, provide recommendations, prioritize options, and outline the sequence of steps to pursue the
recommended options.

Additional details:

. The Path Forward Report would be developed by the State in collaboration with Reclamation and a small
group of stakeholders (work group).

. The Path Forward Report would be issued by Idaho Water Resource Board as a companion document to
the Basin Study Report and would reference the technical information in the Basin Study Report.

. Reclamation's role in the Path Forward Report would evolve from that of author of the Basin Study and
initial facilitator of the work group to collaborator within the small group.

. An objective of the Path Forward Report would be to achieve broad stakeholder support, including that of
the work group participants and the HFWC.

. A Path Forward document would provide flexibility for the IWRB to select some grouping of alternatives
to be pursued for implementation.

. The Path Forward document would be submitted to the Governor and the Legislature to comply with
House Joint Memorial 8, Senate Bill 1511, and the Idaho State Water Plan.

. The Path Forward document, and the recommendations and prioritization contained in the document,
would be used by the State of Idaho to inform decisions regarding potential options to pursue, where to
focus investments in water management infrastructure, and whether to seek federal support to assist
with implementation of the identified options.

. A Path Forward document would not preclude any member of the workgroup from independently
developing its own vision for a path forward. Any individual or group, private or public, may seek to
advance an alternative(s).

V.711/6/13 Page 2





Idaho Water Resource Board
Henrys Fork Basin Study Path Forward
Draft Recommendations and Prioritization of Options

Surface Water Storage Options

Near-Term Completion — Years 1-7

e Island Park Reservoir Enlargement — pursue up to

29,000 AF expansion of storage in Island Park
reservoir by converting maximum cost-effective
amount of flood surcharge space into storage
space.

Mid-Term Completion - Years 8-25

e Ashton Reservoir Enlargement — pursue up to
20,000 AF enlargement of Ashton Reservoir if
Power Company is willing to cooperate.

Background work on this option would take place
while pursuing the Island Park Reservoir
Enlargement.

Long-Term Completion — Beyond 25 years

e Teton River Basin alternative — maintain Teton

Reservoir or offstream alternative (Lane Lake or
Upper Badger sites) as a long-range placeholder
for future consideration on the Teton River.
Background work may take place while pursuing
near-term and mid-term options.

Non-Surface Water Storage Options

Near-Term Completion — Years 1-7

Canal Automation — IWRB will support canal automation
efforts to install automation systems by offering loan
dollars to FMID or individual canal companies for
automation projects, and support FMID or canal company
applications for federal cost-share funds for automation.

Currently Ongoing and Continuous

Managed Aquifer Recharge — IWRB will continue the

managed aquifer recharge program consistent with the
goals set in ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management
Plan, the State Water Plan, and the Swan Falls Re-
Affirmation Agreement. Continue to prioritize recharge
locations based on achieving stabilization of ESPA, meeting
state’s obligations under Swan Falls Agreement, surface
water availability for recharge within the water
administration system, non-interference with optimal
capture of water in surface water reservoirs, availability of
willing partners with water delivery systems in priority
areas, and avoidance of significant environmental impacts.
Develop additional managed recharge infrastructure in
priority locations.

Water Markets — State will continue the existing water
market programs: the Upper Snake Rental Pool for storage
water and the Water Supply Bank for natural flow and
ground water. Modifications to these programs are
continuously being considered through the appropriate
venues.

Piping of Irrigation Canals in North Fremont Area - IWRB

will continue to assist North Fremont Area water users with
their continuing project to pipe their irrigation canals with
financial and technical support from IWRB and NRCS.

Demand Reduction — IWRB will continue to promote

existing demand reduction programs including the CREP
program and the AWEP Endgun Removal Program, both
developed in partnership with USDA.

Municipal & Industrial Water Conservation — State will

continue to encourage municipal water conservation and
improvement projects through loan funds available through
the IWRB and the IDEQ.






Henrys Fork Basin Study Path Forward

Draft Recommendations and Prioritization of Options
Timeline for Completion
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US A BOISE RIVER FEASIBILITY STUDY
rmy

Corps of Engineers Ada and Canyon Counties, Idaho
Walla Walla District

November 2013

BACKGROUND

* In May 2009, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and Idaho Water Resource Board (Board)
signed a cost share agreement and associated project management plan to initiate a feasibility study.
The current agreement includes tasks to begin, but not complete, the feasibility study. (The table in
the attachment lists the deliverables and analyses that are included in the current agreement.) Before
the Corps could request authorization from Congress to construct a project, additional tasks and
analyses are required to complete a feasibility study and a decision document.

* InMay 2012, Walla Walla District’s Commander Lieutenant Colonel David Caldwell and staff gave a
presentation to the Board about the significant risk and consequences associated with flooding on the
Boise River. Lieutenant Colonel David Caldwell suggested that the Board’s cost share partnership
with the Corps and its interest in increasing surface water storage in the Boise watershed could
complement flood risk reduction solutions while meeting future water supply and demand.

* Recent policy changes at Corps Headquarters aimed at streamlining feasibility study execution
(SMART Planning) provided an opportunity for the Board to complete a feasibility study more
efficiently and cost effectively. The Corps requested that the Board consider expanding the scope of
the current cost share agreement to include tasks to complete the feasibility study. Otherwise, there
was a risk that the study would not be funded by the Corps in future budget cycles.

» Atthe May 2012 meeting, the Board directed Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) staff to
work with the Corps study team to develop an expanded cost share agreement and project
management plan that would comply with the SMART Planning guidelines and result in a completed
feasibility study that evaluated solutions to meet water supply and flood risk reduction objectives.

RECENT PROJECT ACTIVITIES

» The study team has completed a working draft of an expanded cost share agreement and project
management plan that identifies tasks, estimates costs, and proposes a schedule for completing a
feasibility study and the required environmental compliance. The table in the attachment compares
the study scope described in the current agreement to the proposed expanded agreement to complete a
feasibility study.

e The study team further developed the Arrowrock Dam raise concept to allow the team to identify
specific tasks and analyses that will be required to complete the feasibility study. Concept
development included estimating construction quantities for a proposed dam raise concept, assessing
existing site conditions to develop assumptions associated with construction and operations during
construction, and developing a strategy to evaluate water supply and flood risk benefits when
conducting the benefit-cost analysis.

» Geotechnical engineering team members completed a field investigation, in coordination with Bureau
of Reclamation, at the Arrowrock Dam site to search for possible construction material sources
(aggregate), conduct a field-level analysis of existing area geology, and examine existing site
conditions to determine logistics for future geotechnical surveys and potential construction. The team
determined that granite bedrock sources that can be used for aggregate are likely located upstream
and downstream of the existing dam site and that sand can be obtained from the existing reservoir
banks. The team noted that topography and current site conditions provide limited areas for staging
equipment and would present some challenges during surveying and construction.





Preliminary concepts were developed for other options that may be evaluated in the feasibility study,
including identifying locations and strategies to estimate preliminary costs and benefits. These
analyses were completed to allow the study team to identify possible alternatives and analyses that
will need to be completed during the feasibility study.

The study team biologist completed a site visit of the lower Boise River and met with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality,
Idaho Rivers United, and Trout Unlimited to discuss potential study alternatives, identify available
data and understand potential environmental concerns.





ATTACHMENT

Deliverables/Analyses in Current Partnership
Agreement

Deliverables/Analyses Proposed in Expanded
Agreement to Complete Feasibility Study

Total Estimated Cost: $1.74 Million
($425K expended to date and $500K pre-agreement credit)

e Water Storage Analysis
- Assess 12 potential sites and identify top
three (The Arrowrock Dam site was
identified as the top ranked option.)
- Preliminary engineering design and cost
estimates for up to three options (The level
of detail is appropriate for making
comparisons but not for seeking
construction authorization from Congress.)

* Flood Damage and Economic Analysis
- Update floodplain model and floodplain
map for Boise River from Diversion Dam
to head of Eagle Island (16-mile reach)
- Update economic data to calculate flood
damages and benefits associated with
upstream surface water storage

* Alternative Development
- Inventory existing conditions
- Identify problems, planning objectives
and constraints
- Describe future conditions for a no action
alternative

e Public Information Meetings and Agency

Coordination

* Interim Report
- Alternatives development
- Summary of water supply and demand
(provided by IDWR staff)
- Water storage assessment
- Interim flood damage and economic
analysis
- Scope of work (project management plan)
with tasks, analyses, estimated costs, and
proposed schedule to complete feasibility
study

Total Estimated Cost: $2.8 Million

« Engineering and Cost Engineering Appendices
- Geotechnical surveys
- 30% engineering design, quantities, and cost
estimates for selected alternative
- Cost estimates, assumptions, and cost risk
analysis for alternatives
- Hydrologic/hydraulic modeled analyses and
GIS analyses used to support design
assumptions and calculation of benefits
(Modeled analysis would include Boise River
from Lucky Peak Dam to its confluence.)
- Failure mode analysis

e Economic Appendix
- Estimated flood damages/benefits and water
supply benefits for alternatives
- Benefit:cost ratio for alternatives

* Real Estate Appendix
- Real estate maps and requirements (lands,
easements, utility relocations, rights-of-way,
etc.) for recommended alternative
- Gross appraisal

e Feasibility Report
- Document identification of, analysis and
comparison of alternatives
- Recommend alternative for implementation
- Documentation to support recommendation

e Environmental Impact Statement and Other

Environmental Compliance Documents

- Evaluation of potential environmental and
social impacts of proposed alternatives
- Documents and activities to comply with
National Environmental Policy Act,
Endangered Species Act, National Historic
Preservation Act, and other environmental
laws

e Public and Agency Outreach
- Public information and public comment
meetings
- Agency and Tribal coordination and
consultation
- Written summaries of public comment

« Chief’s Report (Required to support request to

Congress to authorize construction.)
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By TIM PAGE

It is obvious, the last three years had been more than encugh water to supply the needs of the Valley.
However, 2013 has been a different story due to the less-than-adequate precipitation during the last two
months of 2012 and the first four to five months of this year.

The Boise Project Board of Control has approximately 85 percent of storage in Arrowrock and Anderson
Ranch Reservoir and utilizes Lake Lowell as a holding pond for approximately 47,000 acres below the
lake. Lucky Peak is a flood control reservoir including recreational use where Boise Project has no
storage space.

During good years, the river produces enough surface water to fill these reservoirs and keep the river
flowing with adequate water for downstream and upstream users sometimes untit June or early July.

The question that has been asked a number of times this year is why some landowners, rotations and/or
subdivisions served by the Boise Project Board of Control do not have enough surface irrigation water to
get them through the irrigation season. And the answer is in the above-mentioned comments.

The reservoir system did not fill and the river did not produce as much as it has in the past. Due {o those
reasons, the Board of Control had to set an allotment early at the beginning of the season at 1 foot per
acre. It then increased it to 1.4 feet per acre on June 8th after the majority of the snow pack had melted.

One way to have sufficient surface irrigation water for the Valley in the future is to capture most, if not all,
of the runoff on a normal or above-normal year during the spring runoff, requiring additional storage.

It was a high water year in 2010 and Boise River levels were at flood stage (7,500 cubic feet per second)
for targe portions of June. Without Arrowrock, Anderson Ranch and Lucky Peak, we would have likely
seen flooding like the fioods of 1943 that prompted the construction of Lucky Peak Reservoir.

Besides the obvious benefits of flood control for the Treasure Valley, Boise was able to build the
Greenbelt, rafters and floaters were able to float the river, irrigation water was available, and power was
created by these reservoirs.

Even though we have one of the earliest water turnoffs in a while (Sept. 5), we wouldn’t have this had it
not been for the storage in Anderson Ranch, Arrowrock, Lucky Peak and Lake Lowell in Canyon County.
These four storage areas have helped homeowners and farmers alike keep their lawns green and crops
growing for another summer.

It's evident that the storage in place is critical for the population numbers we already have in this valley. It
becomes more evident every year that with the growing population and the concurrent demands for water
that additional storage is probably necessary. There might be those that are opposed to this idea, but the

http://www.idahostatesman.com/2013/09/20/2770267/lineylineymore-storage-might-be. html  11/6/2013





major swings in water availability over the last several years is a clear demonstration that Boise would
have been ravaged by floods during the higher precipitation years and would have suffered economy-
killing drought during the less than adequate precipitation years.

Tim Page is project manager for the Boise Project Board of Control.
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Reader's View: Idaho needs to figure out how to help all of its citizens

Reatder's View: Invest in a more efficient water
system

Published: October 16, 2013
Facebook Twitter Google Plus Reddit E-mail Print
By LIZ PAUL

In this arid climate, Treasure Valley communities depend on three Boise River reservoirs that together
provide nearly a million acre feet of water storage. The storage is usually adequate to meet the need for
irrigation water, but this year, some of the valley’s irrigation districts and canal companies stopped
delivering water to farms, schools and subdivisions in early September because of low water supplies.

While uncommon and unfortunate, short water years are not unexpected or unprecedented. The Treasure
Valley has experienced numerous droughts, but changing climate patterns may decrease the reliability of
winter snowfall even further.

On Sept. 20, the Idaho Statesman printed an opinion by Tim Page, manager of the Boise Project Board of
Control. Page described the shortage his irrigation districts endured this year and appropriately expressed
concern for future drought. Page suggested more reservoir storage may be needed.

New or higher dams, however, won't create new water; even our smartest engineers can’t make it snow.
So instead of depending on Congress to appropriate millions to study and design new storage space, we
need to invest those dollars into implementing changes to eliminate inefficiencies and make the best use
of every acre foot of water we have.

One way to do this would be to stop diverting more water than needed to serve suburban and commercial
areas. Buildings, roads and parking lots occupy thousands of acres that were farmed in the 20th century.
Development happened so fast and so extensively that irrigation entities haven’t had the chance to work
with municipalities and homeowners associations to make the adjustments necessary to ensure excess
water isn't diverted.

When water is plentiful, few take time to worry about efficiency, but this year it wasn’t. This year,
delivering water as if farms dominated the landscape exacerbated the impacts of a low snowpack.

The premise here is straightforward: Irrigation districts and canal companies should divert only the
amounts necessary to deliver water to the lands in their service areas that are actually irrigated. Rather
than pushing as much as two times more water than a given parcel can use, the irrigation entities should
leave the water in reservoir storage or in the river for other users who, in turn, would not have to call on
storage as often or as early. Diverting more than is needed means water flows past subdivisions unused
and ends up back in the river via drains and creeks.

The irrigation districts and canal companies may recite various justifications for diverting as much water

as they do, but before more money is spent studying additional storage, critical information needs to be
shared.
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How many acres of irrigable land do the irrigation interests serve? How much water is being diverted per
imgated acre? Which subdivisions use a timed rotation to share water supplies? How much water is
showing up indrains or as increased river flows at the state line?

Irrigation accounts for more than 90 percent of the Treasure Valley's water diversions. Bringing suburban
lawn and landscaping irrigation into fine with the per-irrigated-acre diversions that apply to the Valley's
farmers would yield significant water savings. This course of action provides reliable insurance against
drought and allows local stakeholders to act now instead of waiting indefinitely for Congressional
appropriations to build new storage to capture runoff from snow that may never fall.

Improved efficiency is the quickest, cheapest and most reliable Way to drought-proof the Treasure Valley.

Liz Paulis Boise River Campaign Coordinator tor Idaho Rivers United.
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Salmon and Steelhead Upstream of Hells Canyon Dam Complex
Presentation to the Idaho Water Resources Board
Lance Hebdon, Idaho Department of Fish and Game
November 19, 2013

Sport Fish Management- Put and Take Salmon and Steelhead Fisheries
A) Started in 1983
B) Payette River
a. Downstream of Cascade Dam
b. Downstream of Black Canyon Dam
C) Boise River downstream of Barber Dam
D) Powder River in Oregon
E) Hatchery origin Steelhead and Chinook salmon
F) > 20,000 steelhead
G) > 5,000 Spring/Summer Chinook salmon

Fall Chinook Science Team- Evaluate Possible Recovery Scenarios

Hells Canyon Complex Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Relicensing

A) State/Federal/Tribal Coordination Group working with Idaho Power to resolve
outstanding issues relative to FERC EIS and 401 Water Quality Certification

B) Fisheries Resources Group (FRG) subgroup of Coordination Group

a) NOAA Fisheries, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs

b) IDFG, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

¢) Shoshone-Paiute, Burns-Paiute, Fort McDermott Paiute-Shoshone, Shoshone-
Bannock, Nez Perce, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

d) Columbia River Intertribal Fisheries Commission (CRITFC)

e) Upper Snake River Tribes Foundation (USRT)

C) Conversations within the FRG are ongoing-
a) “The FRG has agreed that using non-listed stocks for the spring Chinook and
steelhead projects is essential for Program success and manager agreement.”
b) Put and take fisheries accessible to Tribal anglers
C) The parties recognize that differences in policy exist among themselves






Work Session in Preparation for
IWRB Meeting No. 11-13

November 19, 2013 at 8:00 am
Idaho Water Center
Conference Rooms 602 B,C,D
322 East Front Street, Boise, ID 83702

AMENDED
WORK SESSION AGENDA

1. Galloway Geotechnical Final Report and Operations Study Update
2. ESPA Recharge Modeling and Surface Water Availability Modeling
3. Presentation by Great Feeder Canal Company

4. Water Transactions

5. Albeni Falls Flexible Winter Operations

6. Snake River Basin Adjudication- Where Do We Go From Here?

7. Henrys Fork Basin Study

8. Update on Boise Feasibility Study

9. Salmon and Steelhead above the Hells Canyon Complex

10. Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer- Proposal for Technical Analysis

11. Other ltems for Discussion

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES

The meeting will be held in facilities that meet the accessibility requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act. If you require special accommodations to attend, participate in, or understand the meeting, please make
advance arrangements by contacting Mandi  Pearson, Administrative  Assistant, by email
mandi.pearson@idwr.idaho.gov or by phone at (208) 287-4800.




mailto:mandi.pearson@idwr.idaho.gov



		/
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		Governor
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MEMO

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Brian W. Patton

Subject: Water Resource Projects Funding Program Status Report
Date: November 8, 2013

As of September 1st the IWRB’s available and committed balances in the Revolving Development
Account, Water Management Account, and the Secondary Aquifer Management Account are as follows.

Revolving Development Account (main fund)

Committed but not disbursed
Loans for water projects
Water storage studies

$5,900,499
1,579,783

Total committed but not disbursed 7,480,232
Loan principal outstanding 7,582,065
Uncommitted balance 2,239,662
Estimated revenues next 12 months 2,300,000
Commitments from revenues next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 4,539,662
Rev. Dev. Acct. ESPA Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed
CREP 2,419,581
Aquifer recharge 344,945
Bell Rapids 361,620
Palisades storage 10,000
Black Canyon Exchange 529,445
Loan for water project 250,000
Total committed but not disbursed $3,915,590
Loan principal outstanding 321,316
Uncommitted balance 146,736
Estimated revenues next 12 months 172,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 318,736
Rev. Dev. Acct. Bell Rapids Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed (finance costs) $180,053
Estimated revenues next 12 months (/) 2,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 2,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Rev. Dev. Acct. Water Supply Bank Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed (payments to owners) $489,518
Estimated revenues next 12 months (/) 2,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 491,518
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 2,000





Rev. Dev. Acct. Dworshak Hydropower (2)
Committed but not disbursed  (repair fund, etc.)
Estimated revenues next 12 months (3)
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months

$1,337,151
200,000
200,000

0

Rev. Dev. Acct. Treasure Valley & Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Sub-Account

Committed but not disbursed $263,745
Estimated revenues next 12 months (5) 200,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Rev. Dev. Acct. Pristine Springs Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed
Repair fund $1,177,428
ESPA CAMP 0 (to be transferred to Secondary
Aquifer Fund)
Total committed but not disbursed $1,777,428
Loan principal outstanding 7,127,940
Uncommitted balance 0
Estimated revenues next 12 months 800,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 800,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Rev. Dev. Acct. Upper Salmon/CBWTP Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed $2,710,094
(Upper Salmon flow enhancement/reconnect projects)
Estimated revenues next 12 months (4) 30,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 30,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Water Management Account
Committed but not disbursed: $111,376
Loan principal outstanding 201
Uncommitted balance 9,666
Estimated revenues next 12 months 201
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months $9,867
Secondary Aquifer Management Fund
Committed but not disbursed: $1,603,124
Uncommitted balance 2,507,026
Estimated revenues next 12 months 716,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 3,223,026
Total committed but not disbursed $19,004,567
Total loan principal outstanding 15,031,321
Total uncommitted balance 5,169,763
Total estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 8,093,261

[€)] Exclusive of pass-through payments made by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

) Excess funds generated by the Dworshak Hydropower Project are deposited into the Revolving Development Account (Main Fund) on

a monthly basis. To the date of this report this has totaled $2,400,815.

3) This line item includes power sales and interest income after removing debt service. Debt service is paid prior to the funds being

deposited in the Revolving Development Account.

) Exclusive of project funds provided by Bonneville Power Administration or federal appropriation sources. These funds are provided

to the Board based on individual project proposals and so are not included in the income projection.





The loan to the PPRT Lateral Association has been paid in full. This loan was in the amount of $70,792 and was
used to replace a gravity-pipeline lateral from the Fish Creek Reservoir system near Carey.

The following is a list of potential loans that we know about:

Potential Applicant Potential Project Preliminary | Comment
Loan
Amount
Raft River Ground Water | Ground water-to- $2 million Project in planning and design.
District surface water Applying for NRCS cost share grants.
conversion pipeline
A&B Irrigation District Ground water-to- $2 million Project in planning and design.
surface water Applying for NRCS AWERP cost share
conversion pipeline grants.
Marysville Irrigation Gravity pipeline $1.5 million | Project in planning and design.
Company/North Fremont | system — next phase Applying for NRCS cost share grants











IDAHO WATER RESOURGCE BOARD

Sources and Applications of Funds
as of August 30, 2013
BEV ING DEV

Original Appropriation (1969).........ccccoceviiiiiiininn.

PMENT ACCOUNT

LeIslative AULIS:. ... imseisisisinssonsisionsassoamsssassnsiosss

IWRB Bond Program..........
Legislative Appropriation FY80-91............ccccuvev...
Legislative Appropriation FY91-92
Legislative Appropriation FY83-94...........ococvoooveevriosernn.
IWRB Studies and Projects.........

Loan Interest

Interest Earned State Treasury (Transferrad)..

Filing Fee Balance

Bond Fees ............. .
Arbitrage Calculation FEes............ccuvviiciieeeeciireeeesienn.
Protest FEBS.. ... et
Series 2000 (Caldwell/New York) Pooled Bond Issuers fees..
2012 Ground Water District Bond Issuerfees...................
Bond Issuer fees...... B ———
Attorney fees for Jughandie LID..
Water Supply Bank Receipts....

Legislative Appropriation FYO1.....

Pierce Well Easement
Transferred to/from Water Management Account...............cccoccenn.

Legislative Appropriation 2004, HB843.............ccccooevverevcornnnnn 7
Legislative Appropriation 2009, SB 1511 Sec 2, Tetor/Minidoka StUdies. ...........c..ocevuvvons...
Legislative Appropriation 2009, SB 1511 Sec 2, Teton/Minidoka Studies Expenditures. .
Weiser Galloway Study - US Army Corps of Engineers

Bell Rapids Water Rights Sub-Account
Lepialeve AQPropration . 2005, FIBBOR L. vuavecssses s siwsurseissimessomsaimes s S s
Interest Earned State Treasury.........
Ball:BapIdS PURBHEBE . vy cvoyesesois sisspsvasmmisisis sz sns i
Bureau of Reclamation Principal Amount Lease Payment Paid ...
Bureau of Reclamation Interest Paid .............cccceeeeeiierieninnnnn.
Bureau of Reclamation Remaining Amount Lease Payment Paid.
First Installment Payment to Bell Rapids...........c...cccoeveeeeniinnn,
Second Instaliment Payment to Bell Rapids
Third Installment Payment to Bell Rapids
Fourth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids
Interest Credit due to Bureau of Reclamation {Part of Fourth Instaliment)
Fifth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids
Transfer to General Fund - Principal

BOR payment for Bell Rapids..........
BOR payment for Bell Rapids........
BOR prepayment for Bell Rapids ..
BOR prepayment for Bell Rapids .................
BOR payment for Alternative Financing Note .......
Payment to US Bank for Alternative Financing NOte .............cceoovvioiivoenen..
Payment for Ongoing Bell Rapids Finance Costs (trustee fees, water bank, etc.)

$21,300,000.00
$692,193.85
($16,006,558.00)
$8,294,337.54
$179,727.97
$9,142,649.54
($1,313,236.00)
($1,313,236.00)
(31,313,236.00)
($1,040,431.55)
($19,860.45)
($1,055,000.00)
($21,300,000.00)
(3772,052.06)
$1,040,431.55
$1,313,236.00
$1,302,981.70
$1,055,000.00
$7,117,971.16
($7,118,125.86)
(36,740.10)

Commitments

Ongoing Bell Rapids Finance Costs (trustee fees, 81C.)..........coouvrreeeeereeeeee oo $180,053.29
Committed for alternative finance payment ............ v $0.00
Total CommMItMENtS. ..........ovveeeieieeeeeeeeireeeeeernnns, e $180,053.20
Balance Bell Rapids Water Rights Sub-Account... ($0.00)
Pristine Springs Project Sub-Account
Legislative Appropriation 2008, SB1511, Pristing SPrNgS.........c.veeeveeereoeeeereereoereereesrsnens $10,000,000.00
Legislative Appropriation 2006, HB870, Water Right PUIChases...............c..cev.en..... $5,000,000.00
Interest Earned State Treasury... $32,106.25
Loan Interest...............cvvveeeen. $1,443,691.29
Transfer from ESP Sub-Account .................. $1,000,000.00
Payment for Purchase of Pristing Springs (3)..........ccoveuriviiveereerereseseesseesesseeeeseeeeoienn ($16,000,000.00)
Payment from Magic Valley & Northsnake GWD for Pristine Springs... $2,872,059.82
ADPPFAISAL ....coiiiiiiiiiiiicii e ($15,000.00)
Insurance ($26,246.25)
Recharge District Assessment.......... ($6,051.00)
Water District 130 Annual Assessment................ ($1,467.81)
Hydro Plants Engineering Certification {Straubhar)............cceoveeeeeeeeeeeesesesseeee oo ($3,000.00)
Payment to EHM Engineers for pipeling WOrK...............evoeeeeeeeeeeeeee oo {$1,200.00)
Payment to John Root for Easement Survey......... ($1,000.00)
Payment to MWH Americas Inc.................... ($11,326.27)
Telemetry Station Equipment..................coeee..... ($15,193.92)
Rein Tech LLC (Satellite phone annual payment).............. ($495.00)
Standley Trenching (Trac system for communication equip)....................... (%2,783.99)
Property Taxes and other fee assessments (Jerome County)..................... ($6,319.39)
Rental Payments............cuuuveiieiiiiiiiieee e eee e e, $1,414,008.22
Payments to Scott Kaster........ ($16,006.97)
Utility Payments (Idaho Power). ($13,615.09)
Costs for property MaiNENANCE. ............cveieiee it eee et e e e eeee s ($20,389.18)
Travel costs for property maintenance..................ccoe...... ($351.30)
Transferred to Secondary Aquifer Fund (2011 Legislature; HB 291).... ($2,465,300.00)
Transferred to Secondary Aquifer Fund (2012 Legislature; SB 1389)... ($1,232,000.00)
Transferred to Secondary Aquifer Fund (2013 Legislature; HB 270).........ovecvvvvevveeesreoernnn, ($716,000.00)
Pristine Springs Hydropower Projects
Net POWEF SAIBS FBVENUES. .........coiuuireiiieitieiteieiiee e eeee e e e oo ees e $267,247.85

ESPA CAMP (to be transferred to Secondary Fund)........................ 0.00
Repair/Replacement FUNG..........ccc..oeouuiiiiniiiecieece e
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$500,000.00
($49,404.45)
($15,000.00)
$250,000.00
$280,700.00
$500,000.00
($249,067.18)
$6,376,723.99
$1,620,097.11
$47,640.20
$1,469,601.45
($12,000.00)
($350.00)
$43,657.93
$377,000.00
$48,774.09
($3,600.00)
$3,433,035.91
$200,000.00
$2,000.00
$317,253.80
$500,000.00
$1,800,000.00
(51,221,960.18)
($1,345,225.70)










TOTAL COMMITTED FUNDS.......cctvivieniiiieiiiieeee e $1,177,427.96
Loans Outstanding
North Snake and Magic Valley Ground Water Districts..................... $7,127,940.18
Total Loans Outstanding...............ooovevuvvvivieeeieiiinnn, $7,127,840.18
Funds to RP CAMP & TV CAMP Sub-Account $266,672.34
Pristine Springs Revenues into Main Revo!ving Development ACCOUNL............ccrvverresreeereereresessersesssnessesssesssesonssnens
Rathdrum Prairie CAMP & Treasure Valley CAMP Sub-Account
Pristine Springs Hydropower and Rental Revenues.............oveevecvveieveeeeoeessnnn. $266,672.34
Interest Earned S1ate TrEASUMNY..........uvvviiiiiiiiiieeeceieiee ettt e et eeeeeresseeneas $573.11
Spokane River Forum..................... ($3,000.00)
Treasure Valley Water Quality SUMIMIL............c...ooiiiiiiiiiiiie e e ($500.00)
Committed Funds.........cccccovvemreeeinannnnnnns
Treasure Valley Water Quality Summit 0.00
Balance Rathdrum Prairie CAMP & Treasure Valley CAMP SUB-ACCOUNE.....cccvuvieeerreeeresesrereeessrness T $763,745.45
Upper Salmon/CBWTP Sub-Account
Water Transaction Projects Payment Advances from CBWTP/ACCOT .........ccccveeeevveenerennn... $2,840,997.65
PCSRF Funds for Administration of Non-Diversion Easements on Lemhi RiVEr.........vwveeennonn. $157,279.26
Interest Earned State Treasury..........ccccvvieiiiiiiiiinieeee i ecievee e e e e $92,371.47
Transfer to Water Supply Bank.. ($44,715.10)
Change of Ownership.............. ($600.00)
Alturas Lake Creek Appraisal.. ($8,989.23)
Payments for Water ACQUISIHION ..........ccovveriiieiier e sea e ($337,190.65)
Committed Funds
Administration of Non-Diversion Easements on Lemhi River.... $158,532.38
Alturas Lake Creek (Breckenridge)................coeeevvveevnnnen. ($0.00)
Bayhorse Creek.........ccceeeeeenenn... $28,992.56
Beaver Creek (DOT LLP)... $15,756.01
BigHat Creek.......ccoocevveeeeeneiiniiiieeiii, $270.85
Big Timber Tyler (Leadore Land Partners)..... $429,168.31
Canyon Creek/Big Timber Creek (Beyeler). $402,367.55
Fourth of July Creek (Vanderbilt).............. $17,581.57
Iron Creek (Phillips).......c...ovvvuuiennnnan.. $216,368.67
Lemhi River & Little Springs Creek (Kauer). $18,827.49
Little Springs Creek (Snyder)...............cooovennveeneene. $251,817.65
Lower Eighteenmile Creek (Ellsworth Angus Ranch).. $6,058.63
Lower Lemhi M Olson (Mark Olson)...................... $11,218.29
Lower Lemhi Thomas (Robert Thomas).. $2,370.46
P-9 Bowles (River Valley Ranch)........ $278,581.23
P-8 Charlton (Sydney Dowtony..... $18,439.38
P-9 Dowton (Jim Dowton Ranch).. $220,962.37
P-9 Elzinga (EIZINGA).........ccveeeiiiiiiriiiiiiiiiiieese e $273,312.38
Patterson-Big Springs (PBSC9) $167,848.67
SUIPIUF CIEEK.....cooeiiieeiiiriiieeiter e ee e e e e s e en s $12,305.00
Whitefish (Leadore Land Partners).. $179,314.72
Total Committed Funds......................... $2,710,084.75
Balance CBWTP SUB-ACCOUNT......ciiiiiiiieererereeeenissnmresssrressssseenssssssessossesesssssseessssssesssssnns ($10,940.75)
Water Supply Bank Sub-Account
Payments received from renters for 2013 SEASON..............covuviiiiiiiieeeee et eeeer e $489,518.09
Payments made to owners for 2013 season $0.00
Interest Earned State TIEASUMY........covuuiiiuiireeiiiiie ettt e e ee e ee e e s e e ee e e e $0.00
Committted Funds:
UWNETS SNATE.......coumiiiiiiiiii it veeerevec e vt eeeeeateeesveene
$0.00
Eastern Snake Plain Sub-Account
Legislative Appropriation 2005, HB392..........c...cooiiuiieriiiieeieeeeee e e eeee e e ee e $7,200,000.00
Legislative Appropriation 2005, HB392, CREP Program. $3,000,000.00
Interest Earned State Treasury $1,885,419.45
Loan Interest..........cccoevveeeeenn. $195,705.49
Bell Rapids Water Rights Closing COStS............oecuuieeiiveiiieecieeeee e ($6,558.00)
First Installment Payment to Bell Rapids lrr. Co. (Partial).... ($361,800.00)
Second Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial)...............ccoovveeernnnn... ($361,800.00)
Third Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial)...... ($361,800.00)
Fourth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial)............... ($614,744.00)
Fifth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Final).................... ($1,675,036.00)
Reimbursement from Commerce & Labor W-Canal................ccveeeeeveeeeeeeeeeesrieeseeeeieeeens $74,709.77
Transfer to Pristine SPrings SUD ACCOUNL. ...........vvieiiuiiiiieeee e eeee e eeaa e e ($1,000,000.00)
Reimbursement from Magic Valley GWD - Pristine Springs $500,000.00
Reimbursement from North Snake GWD - Pristing SPrings..............oovvvvoveeeeesoeeseieeeeeenans $500,000.00
Reimbursement from Water District 1 for Recharge............. $159,764.73
Palisades (FMC) S10rage COSIS.........uuuuiiieiiiiiieiiiiieie e eeeeeeeesase e arae e e e eeseeeeeianens ($3,511,902.39)
Reimbursement from BOR for Palisades Reservoir.. $2,381.12
W-Canal Project CostS...........ceevveeiinieiriiiieeeinnns ($326,834.11)
Black Canyon Exchange Project Costs....... ($71,680.00)
Black Canyon Exchange Project ReVENUES.............c.coevveeeeeeeeeeeereeren. $23,800.00
2008 Recharge Conveyante COSIS............uiuiiiveieeiiiviieeneeeesseissssnreeeeee s ($14,580.00)
2009 Recharge ConveyanCe COSIS. .........uiuiiiiiiiiieieeiieieeeeeseitee e e e e e ettt aaeeeaaeeseians ($355,253.00)
2010 Recharge COnNVEYaNCe COSIS.......uiiviurieeiieeieeeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaaee s e e eeneae e e ($484,231.62)
Additional recharge projects preliminary development ($5,055.00)
Pristine Springs Cost Project COSIS.........ccceeevveeeeeiiei e eeeeee e ($6,863.91)
Loans and Other Commitments
Commitment - ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan - CDR Contract................... $0.00
Commitment - North Snake & Magic Valley GWD Loan - Mitigation Pipeline....... $250,000.00
Commitment - Remainder of Bell Rapids Water Rights Purchase (1)........ $361,620.00
Commitment - CREP Program (HB392, 2005)...........cccvvveveeeeeennnn. $2,419,580.50
Commitment - Recharge CONVEYANCE. ..........cvvvuuiiieeiriereeiteieesieieeereeeeeeeseeeeseeseaeseeas $0.00
Commitment - Additional recharge projects preliminary development...........c..occvvvveeevvrevennn. $344,945.00
Commitment - Palasades S10rage O&M............couviiveiiiveeeeeeeee e eee e eeeeeee e, $10,000.00
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$31,266.96










Commitment - Black Canyon Exchange Project (fund with ongoing revenues)
Commitment - W-Canal Aquifer and Recharge Conveyance........................
Total Loans and Other COMMItMENtS..............c.eivevieveirs i e,

Loans Outstanding:
American Falls-Aberdeen GWD (CREP).............cvvvveeeveevvereene.
Bingham GWD (CREP)............cccoevvvvrvineeene.

Bonneville Jefferson GWD (CREP)..
Magic Valley GWD (CREP).............
North Snake GWD (CREP)..........

TOTAL ESP LOANS OUTSTANDING..................: ............................
Uncommitted Balance Eastern Snake Plain Sub-Account

Dworshak Hydropower Project
Dworshak Project Revenues
Power Sales & Other..............
Interest Earned State Treasury....

$5,964,262.14
470,749.45

Total Dworshak Project ReVenues..............c.cueeeeeereeeivnevneeeneeeeennn, b

Dworshak Project Expenses (2)

Transferred to 1st Security Trustee Account.................
Construction not paid through bond issuance.. .
1St SECUMLY FEES....cc.vvviiririiir it
Operations & Maintenance.
Powerplant Repairs..........
Capital Improvements..........
FERC Payments [RTOP

$148,542.63
$226,106.83
$314,443.35
$1,587,715.78
$58,488.80
$318,366.79
$43,381.35

Emergency Repair/Future Replacement Fund........
FERC Fee Payment Fund..............c.............

$1,314,575.00
$22,576.30

Total Dworshak Project Committed FUNdS..........ocooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee i,
Excess Dworshak Funds into Main Revolving Development Account

TOTAL

Loans Outstanding:
Aberdeen-Springfield Canal Company (WRB-491; Diversion structure)
Big Wood Canal Company (23-Jan-09; Thorn Creek Flume).............
Boise City Canal Company (WRB-492)...18th St Canal Rehab
Boise City Canal Company (WRB-492)...Grove St Canal Rehab
Bonnie Laura Water Corporation (14-Jul-06; Well repairs)................
Canyon County Drainage District No. 2 ( 28-Nov-12; Drain tile pipeline
Carlin Bay Property Owners Association.
Challis Irrigation Company (28-Nov-07; river gate replacement
Chaparral Water Association
Chaparral Water Association (21-Jan-11; Well deepening & improvem:
Cloverdale Ridge Water Corp. (irrigation system rehab 25-sep-09).....
Consolidated Irrigation Company (July 20, 2012; pipeline project).......
Country Club Subdivision Water Association (18-May-07, Well Project).
Cub River Irrigation Company (18-Nov-05; Pipeline project)...............
Cub River Irrigation Company...........coc.ceveveeeivvvcceereenennnnn,
Dalton Water Association (14-Mar-08; Water main replacement).......
Deep Creek Property Owners Association....................
Enterprise Irrigation District (14-Jul-06; Pipeline project)....................
Enterprise Irrigation District (North Lateral Pipeline)...............
Evergreen Terrace Water Association (water study; 25-sep-09).
Firth, City Of ..o
Foothills Ranch Homeowners Association (7-oct-11; well rehab..........
Garden Valley Ranchettes Homeowners Association (25-Jan-05)........
Genesee, City of (Storage tank, 22-Jan-10).....................
Georgetown, City Of.........cooovviiiiiieeiiiicee e
Harbor View Water & Sewer District (Combined Loans)......
Harvest Valley Homeowners Association (22-Mar-13; Pump Replaceme
Hoyt Bluff Water Association (Rathdrum Prairie Well)..............c..ccceenn.....
Jefferson Irrigation Company (well deepenings)............cccovveeevneenn.n.
Jefferson Irrigation Company (well deepenings)............ccccveeeevreneen.n.
Jefferson Irrigation Company (9-May-2008 Well Replacement).............
Jughandle HOA/Valley County Local Improvement District No. 1 (well p
King Hill Irrigation District (24-Sep-10; Pipeline replacement_...............
Lake Reservoir Company (29-July-11; Payette Lake-Lardo Dam Outle
Lakeview Water DIStriCt............ccuvvreeaieei i,
Last Chance Canal Company (WRB-497)
Lava Hot Springs, City of......................
Lindsay Lateral Association (22-Aug-03)
Lindsay Lateral Association (Engineering Design Project & Pipeline Stu
Live-More Lake Community (9-Jun-04)..............cooeeerivcneeeneienennnn,
Lower Payette Ditch Company (2-Apr-04; Diversion dam replacement)
Marsh Center Irrigation Company (13-May-05; Hawkins Dam).............
Marysville Irrigation Company (18-May-07, Pipeline Project Phase 1)...
Marysville Irrigation Company (9-May-08, Pipeline Project Phase 2).....
McGuire Estates Water Users Association (4-Mar-05).......................
Meander Point Subdivsion Homeowners Assaciation (7-Sep-07; comn
Meridian Heights Water & Sewer Association (18-May-07).................
Monument Ridge Homeowners Association (20-Mar-09; irrigation syst
Mores Creek Rim Ranches Water District
New Hope Water Corporation..................coeevevvvviereecineeene
Powder Valley-Shadowbrook Homeowners ASSOC. ..............ccoouu.....
Paint Springs Grazing Association (July 20, 2012; storck water pipeline’
PPRT Water SYStem..........ccccovviiiiemnieeie e,
Preston Riverdale & Mink Creek Canal Co............
Preston-Whitney Irrigation Company (29-May-09; Fairview Lateral Pipe
Producers Irrigation Company (17-Mar-06; well replacements)...........
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Amount

Loaned
$329,761
$90,000
$82,362
$110,618
$71,000
$35,000
$115,609
$50,000
$90,154
68,000
106,400
1,500,000.00
$102,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$375,088
$25,115
$37,270
$105,420
$15,000
$112,888
$150,000
$2,716
$250,000
$278,500
$602,819
4,500.00
$273,029
$110,780
$207,016
$81,000
$907,552
$300,000
$594,000
$45,146
$500,000
$347,510
$9,600
$19,700
$42,000
$875,000
$236,141
$625,000
$1,100,000
$60,851
$330,000
$350,000
$360,000
$221,400
$151,460
$201,500
48,280.00
$70,972
$400,000
$800,000
$185,000

$629,444.95

$0.00

.......... $3,915,580.45
$105,055.70
$0.00
$62,317.68
$100,453.62
$63,488.61
$327,375.67

....................... $146,736.47

$6,435,011.59

($2,697,045.53)

$1,337,151.30

Principal
Outstanding
$176,089.24
$15,311.59
$10,712.08
$42,410.13
$31,928.91
$35,000.00
$0.00
$25,843.98
$11,271.74
$27,853.56
$72,611.48
$475,000.00
$57,568.63
$813,111.70
$402,731.19
$0.00
$0.00
$17,396.11
$52,592.14
$0.00
$38,715.57
$128,960.06
$1,326.46
$86,387.30
$44,142.45
$187,051.41
$4,271.48
$0.00
$0.00
$48,947.11
$57,168.03
$755,084.37
$123,313.41
$308,243.11
$0.00
$133,482.81
$190,259.92
$2,100.26
$18,053.07
$14,917.63
$374,320.29
$148,277.20
$331,877.80
$631,477.52
$25,725.37
$58,236.25
$248,719.30
$0.00
$51,154.62
$59,973.25
$5,039.12
$47,382.73
$29,901.31
$0.00
$159,040.85
$43,181.96

$2,400,814.76

$17,301,958.69











Ranch Subdivision Property Owners Assoc...... $24,834 $11,232.12

Riverside Independent Water District $350,000 $174,787.77
Skin Creek Water ASSOCIRHON.......c.cevcecrrrvcrenseeiersesiesene $188,258 $95,582.38
Sourdough Point Owners Association (23-Jan-07; water supply & treat $750,000 $60,852.81
Spirit Bend Water Association $92,000 $47,881.62
Sunset Heights Water District (1 ay-13; Exchange water project)... $48,000 $47,555.59
Thunder Canyon Owners Association (6-Feb-04)..........cccccocevevvennnn.. $92,416 $45,328.86
Twenty-Mile Creek Water Association ...................cevvevivivveennnnnn, $104,933 $0.00
Twin Lakes Canal Company - Winder Lateral Pipeline Project (13-Jul-0 $500,000 $376,757.34
Twin Lakes Canal Company (2-Apr-04)...............cccooveenienvnnennnannn.. $90,000 $19,328.88
Twin Lakes-Rathdrum Fid Cont Dist (24 -Oct-02; Twin Lakes Dam) ....... $399,988 $24,875.90
Whitney-Nashville Water Company... .. $225,000 $53,717.20
TOTAL LOANS OUTSTANDING $7,582,064.97

Loans and Other Funding Obligations:
Senate Bill 1511 - Teton Replacement and Minidoka Enlargement Studies............. . $678,161.82

Boise River Storage Feasibility Study... $350,000.00
Weiser-Galloway Study (28-May-10) $551,620.87
Canyon Creek Canal Company (14-Mar-08; Pipeline project) $133,599.00
Canyon County Drainage District No. 2 { 28-Nov-12; Drain tile pipeline replacement) $0.00
Chaparral Water Association (21-Jan-11; Well deepening & imprevement)................c.c.cveene. $18,465.16
Clearwater Water District - pilot plant (13-JUF07).....uuereivuiree et eeeeeeae e $80,000.00

Consolidated Irrigation Company (July 20, 2012; pipeline project). $1,500,000.00

Dover, City of (23-Jul-10; Water Intake project).................... $194,063.00
Evergreen Terrace Water Association (water study; 25-sep-09). $1,316.09
Foothills Ranch Homeowners Association (7-oct-11; well rehab)................ccooveeiirveeeeennen, $14,812.24
Garden Valley Ranchettes Homeowners Association (25-Jan-05)......... . $8,183.69
Harvest Valley Homeowners Association (22-Mar-13; Pump Replacement)................ccoveen.... $228.52
Lake Reservoir Company (29-July-11; Payette Lake-Lardo Dam Outlet Gates)....................... $285,756.89
Lindsay Lateral ASSOCIAtION ............cccvvvivieeeeieniiieiie e $15,300.00

North Fremont Canal Systems (25-Jan-13; Marysville Project).. $2,500,000.00

North Snake & Magic Valley GWD Loan - Mitigation Pipeline..................... $250,000.00

North Snake Ground Water District et al (Blue Lakes Pipeline 24-Apr-13)... $850,000.00

Point Springs Grazing Association (July 20, 2012; storck water pipeline)...... . $48,280.00

Sunset Heights Water District (17-May-13; Exchange water project)...........c...oovvvereeeceeereeennn. $444.41
TOTAL LOANS AND OTHER FUNDING OBLIGATIONS $7,480,231.69
Uncommitted Funds $2,239,662.03

TOTAL

(1) Actual amount needed may vary depending on final determination of water actually purchased and interest income received.
(2) Debt service on the Dworshak Project bonds is paid before the Dworshak monies are deposited into the Revolving Development Account
and is therefore not shown on this balance sheet.
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Idaho Water Resource Board
Sources and Applications of Funds
as of August 30, 2013
WATER MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT

Original APPropriation (1978)..........cccceiiriiriuieeieeirisisiisesessstsesseseseeesssseeeseesesssssessesssssssssessesesersssssns $1,000,000.00
Legislative Audits............ccoevveeeerrieveiiiiceeeeresresens ($10,645.45)
IWRB Appraisal Study (Charles Thompson) ($5,000.00)
Transfer funds to General Account 1101(HB 130, 1983).......cccccceruririnernrerereen. ($500,000.00)
Legislative Appropriation (8/29/1984).........ccccciiieiiiieeiirieeetseeeeeeeesessesesesssessssesesssssons $115,800.00
Legislative Appropriation (HB988, 1994)..........c.cccoevvvuenvnen.. $75,000.00
Turned Back to General Account 6/30/95, (HB988, 1994) ($35,014.25)
Legislative Appropriation (SB1260, 1995, Aquifer Recharge, Caribou Dam)..............cccoeueveeeeveerreesnns $1,000,000.00
INErESt EAMMEM........ceiieriiiiricreneie ettt sttt st st eee et ees et ennans $120,427.04
Filing Fee Balance...................... $2,633.31
Water Supply Bank Receipts $841,803.07
BONG FBES......oiiieticttciii ettt ettt ettt ettt sttt r st eeeses et et eeeaes et et esesesesetereseseeeeeseneens $277,254.94
Funds from DEQ and IDOC for Glenns Ferry Water StUdy............ccceveeerrorreeeererreeeeseieeesiiennens $10,000.00
Legislative APPropriation FYOT.......vcc ittt ss s sesere e es s sees e esssenssns $200,000.00
Western States Wate Council ANNUAI DUBS. ..............ooeiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee et e e e e s eeeeeeess e e e e eeeeeeneens ($7,500.00)
Tranfer to/from Revolving Development ACCOUNL. ...........viviiieeiiiieeeeieeeeeeeeeereeeiirsrreeeesssseeians ($317,253.80)
Legislative Appropriation (SB1239, Sugarloaf Aquifer Recharge Project).............cocvveeveeeeiieeecneennn, $60,000.00
Legislative Appropriation (HB 843 SEC 6)..........cciiiieiiviiiieeeieiiiiit e ee et ee e e e e e e e eeeeaeeeaee o $520,000.00
Legislative Appropriation (SB1496, 2006, ESP Aquifer Management Plan)...............c.cccovvevrveeeenns $300,000.00
Legislative Appropriation (HB 320, 2007, ESP Aquifer Management Plan)...........ccocvveevecenveeeseunnnn $849,936.99
TOTAL $4,497,441.85
Grants Disbursed:

Completed GrantS........oouueiiiiieiiii et e e e e $1,291,110.72

ArCO, City Of. i s $7,500.00

Armo, City Of ..o s $7,500.00

Bancroft, City of ........uuuuiiiiieci e $7,000.00

Bloomington, City Of...........oociiiicereeerennee it $4,254.86

Boise City Canal COMPANY.........uueiiirriiriiieieieiiieieeeeiesieeeeereerieeeaeees $7,500.00

Bonners Ferry, CitY Of....... it e e $7,500.00

Bonneville County COMMISSION.........cccoimririiiiieirececserses e seesese e seeaes $3,375.00

BOVill, City Of ..ottt e e e e e et e er e $2,299.42

Buffalo River Water ASSOCIAtION. ..........uuiviiiiiirriiiieiiiiieeiieee et $4,007.25

Butte City, City of ..ot $3,250.00

Cave Bay CommMUNItY SEIVICES.........cccviiviviiiiiiiiiiiie et eeeeerree s $6,750.00

Central Shoshone County Water District.............cuvverreeeeiereiererereriiiennnnns $7,500.01

Clearwater Regional Water Project Study, City of Orofino etal.................... $10,000.00

Clearwater Water DIStrCt..........c.cuuvuririiiiiiniiis i een et eeeeeeeeeeeeee e $3,750.00

Cottonwood Point Water and Sewer ASS0CIation ...........covevvveeevnneeennnn. $7,500.00

Cottonwood, City OF......covvuiiei i et e s $5,000.00

Cougar Ridge Water & SEWEN.......c....uuviiiiiiiiiiniiiieeeeiiiieeeeeeinee e $4,661.34

Curley Creek Water ASSOCIAtION. .......c.vvveviveriiecisiecis s reeeeesseesesseeseessesees $2,334.15

DOWNEY, ity Of .. ceii it $7,500.00

Fairview Water DIStriCt...........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiie e e $7,500.01

Fish Creek Reservoir Company, Fish Creek Dam Study....................c....... $12,500.00

Franklin, City Of ... v e $6,750.00

Grangeville, City Of......oieiu e, $7,500.00

Greenleaf, City Of........uueeeiieiiiiiie e $3,000.00

HaNSEN, CtY O ..oveiiiiiie et et $7,450.00

Hayden Lake Irrigation District............cooeieiiviiiiiieeiiiiiieeeeeiie e, $7,500.00

Hulen Meadows Water COMpPany............oooevvivineiiieeeniieeeneeeeeenenan, $7,500.00

10N, CItY Of e ettt $1,425.64

Kendrick, City Of.....cooieeiriiiririiri et $7,500.00

KOOSKIE, City Of....eeeciiiiini et e e et ee e $7,500.00

Lakeview Water DiStriCt............c..couiiiiiimiiiiiiiiiiieees e eere e ee e $2,250.00

Lava Hot Springs, City of.........ocovviviiiiiiiii e $7,500.00

Lindsay Lateral ASSOGIation..............coovviviiiiiiiiiiiini e $7,500.00

Lower Payette Ditch Company...........ccccceeieeeiiiiiicciinnieiiiecc e $5,500.01

Maple Grove Estates Homeowners ASSOCIation..............covvevereeeeiireeeennnes $5,020.88

Meander Point Homeowners ASSOCIAtION. ..............uveeeeireviieeinieeerennnnenns $7,500.00

Moreland Water & Sewer DiStrict...........ovviiiveiiieei et ee e $7,500.00

New Hope Water Corporation. ..............ceriieeerieenieeteeereeeieeeereeeeeenenenn $2,720.39

North Lake Water & Sewer DiStrict.........oveieeeeeeeereiiiee e eeeee e, $7,500.00
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Northside Estates Homeowners AsSOCIation............ccuveeevviviveereeeniiiiii $4,492.00

North Tomar Butte Water & Sewer District............cccceevvvveeireeereereerennnnn, $3,575.18
North Water & Sewer DIStriCt............ccovvviiivieiiiiiiiiicececeee e, $3,825.00
Parkview Water ASSOCIHON. .........ccovuiecrrirerenirerccr st e $4,649.98
Payette, City Of.......uiiiiii i $6,579.00
Pierce, City Of......uiiiiiiii e $7,500.00
POIALCR, City Of . veeiiiiii e $6,474.00
Preston Whitney Irrigation ComPany............ccooivuvuvvrviiiieeireeeeeeeeeeseeeenns $7,500.00
Preston & Whitney Reservoir COmMpPany..............oceuvvvevveeeeeeeeeeeesseeennnnns $3,606.75
Preston & Whitney Reservoir Company............coovvveereerreeeeeeeenennns $7,000.00
ROberts, City Of........veeeeeiiiiiiii et e e e eee e $3,750.00
Round Valley Water............ocoieviiiiiiiiiiii et e e e e e s eeee s $3,000.00
Sagle Valley Water & SEWET DIStCL. ........cccerviviurviriririeereerseeeeeeereeeseenns $2,117.51
South Hill Water & Sewer DistriCt...............cccoiviviiviriiiriereeeeeeeeee v $3,825.00
St Charles, City Of......c.cieiieriiirreecrceie e eee e $5,632.88
Swan Valley, City Of........c.coouiiirimiiiiiiiieie e $5,000.01
Twenty-Mile Creek Water AsSOCIAtON...............vvveeerierrieeeesireeesaeeninn . $2,467.00
Valley View Water & Sewer DIStrCt..............ccovvvviiiiiiiiiinneeeeeeeeeeeesreennnns $5,000.02
ViIctor, City Of ..ot $3,750.00
Weston, City Of......ooiiieii i $6,601.20
Winder Lateral ASSOCIAtON. ..........uvvvieiieiiviiiiiiiieiireeeeeereeeeeeeessreeerseeeens $7,000.00
TOTAL GRANTS DISBURSED. ($1,632,755.21)
IWRB Expenditures
Lemhi River Water Right Appraisals.................c.uuveuueeeeeieeeieesseeeeeneenn, $31,000.00
Expenditures Directed by Legislature
Obligated 1994 (HBOBB).........cccvuiurieeriririeririsese e eeeee e s sese s seesas e $39,985.75
SB1260, AQUIfer RECHAIGE. ........cccvueriiireiiicicscce ettt e en $947,000.00
SB1260, Soda (Caribou) Dam StUY..........cocevreeeireeieereeeeeeeeeseseressiseessesersnens $53,000.00
Sugarloaf Aquifer Recharge Project (SB1239)........vvveveeeeeeeeeereeeeiinnnnnenns $55,953.69
ESPA Settlement Water Rentals (HB 843 2004)...........cvvveveeeeeeeeeeeeeinnnnn, $504,000.00
ESP Aquifer Management Plan (SB1496, 2006).............cccovveeevvevvrrerrnnn, $300,000.00
ESP Aquifer Management Plan (HB320, 2007).............ccccovuveemvvennreraannnn $801,077.75
TOTAL IWRB AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTED EXPENDITURES. ($2,732,017.19)
WATER RESOURCE BOARD RECHARGE PROJECTS ($11,426.88)

CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE

$121,242.57
Committed Funds:

Grants Obligated
Cottonwood Point Water & Sewer ASSOCIAtON........vvvvvvreeeeieeeeeeeereereiennn $0.00
Preston - Whintey Irrigation COmpany...............coooivvvvviireeeeeeeeeneeeeeennns $7,500.00
Water District No. 1 (Blackfoot Equalizing Reservoir Automation)................ $35,000.00
Legislative Directed Obligations
Sugarloaf Aquifer Recharge Project (SB1239)......uuvvvvieeeeeeeeeeaeenriieeenenn, $4,046.31
ESPA Settlement Water Rentals (HB 843, 2004)...........ccoocovvveeeeeenensnnn, $16,000.00
ESPA Management Plan (SB 1496, 2006).............vuvveeeerieeeeeesseeeeanaanannn, $0.00
ESP Aquifer Management Plan (HB320, 2007)...........covveeeevvveeciirvnnenenns $48,829.24
TOTAL GRANTS & LOANS OBLIGATED & UNDISBURSED $111,375.55
Amount Principal
Loans Outstanding: Loaned Outstanding
Arco, City of ....coivvniiiiiicini i $7,500 $0.00
Butte City, City of ...eeuveiieciinii $7,425 $201.04
Roberts, City of......coiiiii e $23,750 $0.00
Victor, City of....vveveveeiec i $23,750 $0.00
TOTAL LOANS OUTSTANDING $201.04
UNCOMMITEEA FUNGS. ...ccviuiiiiieecietitsie ettt e e e eee s et stesesasesasesessoes s et e s s e eeeeeeeeeeoseeeee $9,665.98
CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE.........cccomemremrenrsneeneerenseesessssseesee senmeeres $121,242.57
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Idaho Water Resource Board
Sources and Applications of Funds
as of August 30, 2013

SECONDARY AQUIFER PLANNING, MANAGEMENT., & IMPLEMENTATION FUND

Legislative Appropriation (HB 291, Sec 2)
Legislative Appropriation (SB 1389, Sec 5)
Legislative Appropriation (HB270, Sec 3)
Interest Earned State Treasury (Transferred)
Water Users Contributions
Conversion project (AWEP) measurement device payments
Contribution from GWD's for 2011 ESPA Managed Recharge
Contribution from GWD's for Revenue Bond Prep Expenses
American Falls Res. Dist#2 - MP31 Recharge Site Engineering......
American Falls Res. Dist#2 - MP31 Recharge Site Construction
Bond issUer FEeSs.......c.ooeeiiiiiii
Payments for 2012 Recharge
Payments for 2013 RECharge. ...........vuvuuiverereeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeererennans
Payment for RECRarge. ...........uuuueuuruuuiniernereiieenenererevennnns

Payment for High Country RC&D Cloud Seeding
Payment for Idaho Irrigation District

Committed Funds
Measurement devices for AWEP conversion projects
High Country RC&D Cloud Seeding
American Falls Res. Dist#2 - MP31 Recharge Site Engineering
American Falls Res. Dist#2 - MP31 Recharge Site Construction
Magic Valley GWD and A&B Irrig. Dist. - Walcott Recharge Engineering
Five-Year Managed Recharge Pilot Program
Contribution from GWD's for 2011 ESPA Managed Recharge
GWD Bond Prepatory EXpenses...............cccccooeveeeveeeen....

Idaho Irrigation District Recharge Phase 1.................ovc......
Fremont-Madison Irrigation District Egin Recharge
Total Committed Funds

TOTAL UNCOMMITTED FUNDS

$2,465,300.00
$1,232,000.00
$716,000.00
$40,007.32
$100.00
($16,455.21)
$71,893.16
$14,462.50
($1,593.75)
($34,435.44)
($3,500.00)
($260,031.02)
($8,133.00)
($80,000.00)
($12,264.62)
($13,200.00)

$183,544.79
$27,735.38
$4,406.25
$564.56
$85,644.00
$1,231,835.98
($8,106.84)
$37,500.00
$0.00

$40,000.00

$1,603,124.12

CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE

$2,507,025.82

$4,110,149.94











Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From:  Morgan Case

Date: November 18, 2013

Re: Water Transactions Program — 2014-2015 Lower Lemhi Annual Transaction

Action Item: Attached is an expenditure of funds resolution for the annual Lower Lemhi 2014-2015
agreements not to divert 15.61 cfs in order to bridge to gap between the permanent acquisitions and the
flow target in the Lower Lemhi River. The agreement not to divert contracts will not exceed $155,010
and the Water District 74 contract will not exceed $12,800.

Background

The Lemhi River Basin is an important basin for the spawning, migration and rearing of Chinook
salmon, summer steelhead, westslope cutthroat trout, and bull trout. During the irrigation season,
low flows at the L-6 diversion can cause migration barriers for out-migrating juvenile Chinook
salmon and in-migrating adult Chinook salmon and steelhead. The 35 cfs flows are needed for
out-migration in the spring and 25 cfs is needed for in-migrating adults in the mid- to late-summer.

The State of Idaho has committed to maintaining flows between 25 and 35 cfs at the L-6 diversion
(map below) in the Lemhi Framework which was developed as part of 2004 Snake River Water
Rights (Nez Perce) Agreement. The framework carries forward target goals which were included
in earlier conservation agreements developed and approved by local water users, and state and
federal agencies. Through enacting ldaho Code 42-1506 and 42-1765A, the Idaho Legislature
directed the Board to establish a minimum streamflow water right of 35 cfs in the Lower Lemhi
River to be met through water right rentals or other appropriate methods under state law.

For the past several years, the Board has been working to meet the 35 cfs target. Efforts have led to the
following:

Flow Target: 35 cfs
Currently Protected:

Permanent Easements  (15.53)

Thomas Agreement (114)

TNC Donation ( 0.30)
City of Salmon (242
Total Protected (19.39)
Unmet Target 15.61

These agreements have been administered according to a contract between the Board and Water District
74. The annual leases have been done for several years. As permanent agreements have been acquired
the amount needed from annual leases has decreased.

Staff proposes another set of agreements to meet the gap between the permanent transactions and the
flow target. Funding is available through the BPA ldaho Fish Accord. The Board currently has a two-
year contract to expend funds, so staff suggests entering into two-year agreements to minimize the
administrative costs related to the deal.





As in previous years, payment would be based on the number of days the irrigators are turned off with
compensation of $80.65/24-hour cfs. Irrigators would only be curtailed when the flow targets are not
being met.  Funding for administration by the WD 74 Watermaster will come from the Accord and
funds placed in the Board’s Revolving Development Water Transactions sub-account, in proportion to
the flows secured by each method.

The Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Stream Flow Committee was scheduled to review the
transaction at the November 18, 2013 meeting and will give a recommendation to the full Board. If
approved, staff will prepare contracts for the annual Lower Lemhi 2014-2015 agreements not to divert in
order to bridge to gap between the permanent acquisitions and the flow target in the Lower Lemhi River.
The agreement not to divert contracts will not exceed $155,009.30 and the Water District 74 contract
will not exceed $12,800.00 annually.

Lower Lemhi River
Reach of Concern - L-6 to Salmon River

This is the point where we
"W are trying to maintain 25/35 cfs.
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE LOWER ) A RESOLUTION TO MAKE
LEMHI 2014-2015 WATER RIGHT ) A FUNDING COMMITMENT
SUBORDINATION AGREEMENTS )

)

WHEREAS, Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout habitat in the Lemhi River basin
is limited by low flow in the Lower Lemhi River; and

WHEREAS, it is in the interest of the State of Idaho to permanently reconnect the Lower
Lemhi River to encourage recovery of ESA-listed Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout; and

WHEREAS, the State of Idaho committed to maintaining flows of 25 cfs to 35cfs at the
L-6 Diversion on the Lower Lemhi River in the Lemhi Framework which was developed as part
of the 2004 Snake River Water Rights Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Lemhi Framework carries forward target goals which were included in
earlier conservation agreements developed and approved by local water users, and state and
federal agencies; and

WHEREAS, though enacting Idaho Code 42-1506 and 42-1765A, the ldaho Legislature
directed the Board to establish a minimum streamflow water right of 35 cfs in the Lower Lemhi
River to be met through water right rentals or other appropriate methods under state law; and
WHEREAS, the ldaho Water Resource Board has the authority to enter into agreements to
improve flow for anadromous and resident fish; and

WHEREAS, the Idaho Water Resource Board is authorized to expend Bonneville Power
Administration funds for flow restoration through the Columbia Basin Water Transaction
Program and the Bonneville Fish Accord Water Transaction Fund; and

WHEREAS, the Idaho Water Resource Board promotes water transactions that maintain
the local agricultural economy by retaining irrigated agriculture; and

WHEREAS, staff has developed short-term subordination agreements to improve stream
flow for anadromous and resident fish; and

WHEREAS, for all agreements, the water users have agreed to limit their diversions
during times of low flow; and

WHEREAS, for all agreements, the water users will continue to irrigate their full place of
use when flows exceed the flow targets; and

WHEREAS, $155,010 is available through the ldaho Fish Accord — Idaho Water
transactions Fund or the Columbia Basin Water Transaction Program to fund the cost of said
agreements; and





WHEREAS, the Lemhi Subordination Agreements are in the public interest and in
compliance with the State Water Plan.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the IWRB authorizes the Chairman to enter
two-year Subordination Agreements with lower Lemhi River irrigators to not divert out of the
Lemhi River, using an amount not to exceed $155,010.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the IWRB authorizes the Chairman
to enter into contract with Water District 74 to administer said agreements and previous
subordination easements using an amount not to exceed $25,600.00.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution is subject to the
condition that the IWRB receives the requested funding from the Bonneville Power
Administration through the Idaho Fish Accord — Idaho Water Transactions Fund or the Columbia
Basin Water Transaction Program in the amount of $180,610.

DATED this 20th day of November, 2013.

ROGER CHASE, Chairman
ldaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST:
BOB GRAHAM, Secretary






Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From:  Morgan Case

Date: November 20, 2013

Re: Water Transactions Program — Pole Creek 2014

Action Item: A funding resolution for $60,000 to enter into a one-year minimum flow agreement to
maintain 6 cfs in Pole Creek, tributary to the Salmon River. Funds will come through the
Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program.

Pole Creek has been identified as a high priority stream for flow restoration efforts, to provide high
quality habitat for anadromous Chinook salmon and steelhead and resident bull trout. The 2004 Snake
River Water Rights (“Nez Perce”) Agreement commits the state to providing incentives for improving
fish habitat which includes improving or protecting flow conditions to augment stream flows.

From 2005-present, the Idaho Water Resource Board has contracted with Salmon Falls Land and
Livestock to maintain a minimum flow of 5-6 cfs in Pole Creek. The Board has approved these
agreements annually, although the water users and project partners are working on a long-term solution.

Pole Creek is a tributary to the Salmon River near the headwaters in the Sawtooth Valley. Pole Creek
has the potential to provide high quality habitat for threatened Chinook salmon and bull trout. There is
one active diversion on Pole Creek which can seasonally dewater a 2 mile reach of the creek. Salmon
Falls Land and Livestock has irrigation and hydropower rights that can divert up to 22 cfs at that
diversion. (See attached map.) Previous minimum flow agreements have compensated the water user for
leaving the hydropower water right instream and using a diesel generator as needed to maintain the flow
target.

Recently, the water users worked with the Sawtooth National Recreation Area (SNRA) to develop a
flow and habitat restoration plan that will allow authorization of their ditch on Federal land. One of the
strategies to increase streamflow is to convert some or all of the irrigation to groundwater for a portion of
the irrigation season. Another is to replace the hydropower with 3-phase power. Test well pumping
results indicate that the aquifer could support large irrigation wells. Project partners have been
successful in securing funds for drilling a second large test well and installing of power to the irrigation
system. The owners have been working with NRCS on a final irrigation system design. Once the
system design is complete, staff can develop the long-term transactions that will protect the target flows
instream. Current planning puts installation of the new system at the end of the irrigation season in 2014.

To maintain the current flow restoration progress in the interim, staff proposes entering into another one-
year Pole Creek minimum flow agreement (to maintain 6 cfs instream) through the 2014 irrigation
season. The agreement would compensate the water users for the price of diesel fuel ($5.43/gal
delivered which equals $665 per day) to operate a generator when flows below the diversion drop to 6
cfs. Funding is available through the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program.

The Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Stream Flow Committee was scheduled to review the
transaction at the November 18, 2013 meeting and will give a recommendation to the full Board. If
approved, staff will prepare a funding resolution to enter into a one-year minimum flow agreement for
the 2014 irrigation season. The total transaction cost will not exceed $60,000. Staff will also extend the
no-cost lease to allow the water users to use the diesel generator that the Board purchased with grant
funds, specifically for this project.
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE POLE CREEK ) A FUNDING
SALMON FALLS LAND & LIVESTOCK ) RESOLUTION
COMPANY WATER TRANSACTION )

)

WHEREAS, Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout habitat in the Upper
Salmon River basin is limited by seasonally disconnected tributaries; and

WHEREAS, Pole Creek has been identified as a high priority stream for flow
restoration efforts, to provide high quality habitat for anadromous Chinook salmon and
steelhead and resident bull trout, and the 2004 Snake River Water Rights (“Nez Perce”)
Agreement commits the state to providing incentives for improving fish habitat which
includes improving or protecting flow conditions to augment stream flows; and

WHEREAS, it is in the interest of the State of Idaho to maintain the reconnection
of Pole Creek to encourage recovery of ESA-listed Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull
trout fish; and

WHEREAS, the Idaho Water Resource Board has contracted with Salmon Falls
Land and Livestock Company to maintain flows of 5-6 cfs since 2005; and

WHEREAS, there is funding available to secure an annual contract to maintain a
minimum flow in Pole Creek during the 2014 irrigation season; and

WHEREAS, the water user will maintain a flow of 6 cfs in Pole Creek, as
measured at the Idaho Department of Water Resources Gage, through the 2014 irrigation
season; and

WHEREAS, the Board will compensate Salmon Falls Land and Livestock
Company for every day that it is necessary to run a diesel generator to power the pivot
irrigation system; and

WHEREAS, funds are available from the Bonneville Power Administration
through the Columbia Basin Water Transaction Program; and

WHEREAS, the Pole Creek transaction is in the public interest and is consistent
with the State Water Plan.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the IWRB authorizes the Chairman,
or his assigns, to enter into a one-year contract with Salmon Falls Land and Livestock
Company and/or subsequent owners for a minimum flow agreement in Pole Creek.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the IWRB authorizes
the Chairman to enter into a one-year, no-cost lease with Salmon Falls Land and





Livestock Co. for the use of the Board-owned diesel generator.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution is
subject to the condition that the IWRB receives the requested funding from the
Bonneville Power Administration through the Columbia Basin Water Transaction
Program in the amount of sixty thousand dollars and no cents ($60,000).

DATED this 20th day of November, 2013.

ROGER CHASE, Chairman
ldaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST:
BOB GRAHAM, Secretary
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MEMORANDUM :

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Sarah Rupp
Date: November 7, 2013

Re:  Water Transactions Program — Teton River Basin — South Leigh Creek Transactions

Action Item: Attached are two expenditure of fund resolutions. The first resolution authorizes the Board
to expend $704.00 to pay for the application and administrative fees associated with the donation of South
Leigh Creek water rights for a term of five years. The second resolution authorizes the Board to expend
$3,269.00 to fund the lease/rental of a South Leigh Creek water right for a term of one year.

Background and Ecological Significance of South Leigh Creek

South Leigh Creek is a tributary to the Teton River located in the upper Teton Valley. The tributary runs
from east to west, originating in the Teton Range and flowing towards the Teton River. The tributary
offers excellent fish and wildlife habitat and supports a Yellowstone cutthroat trout (YCT) population.

Currently, irrigation withdraws and the natural stream hydrology result in the annual dewatering of the
stream, and each year the stream is subject to the futile call doctrine. Pervasive yearly dewatering serves
to restrict fish movement and migration, reduce valuable habitat, and elevate stream temperatures.
Restoring flow to specific reaches in South Leigh Creek will have a positive impact on the YCT fishery in
that tributary, serving to create valuable habitat, allowing for fish passage and migration, decreasing
stream temperatures, and ultimately helping to encourage the recovery of YCT populations in the upper
Teton Valley.

YCT are currently listed as a "species of greatest concern™ for the Teton River Basin in the Idaho
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (February 2006), and by consequence garner management
priority throughout their historic range, including the Teton Basin. South Leigh Creek is incredibly
valuable for YCT. The perennial, mountain section of South Leigh Creek houses a genetically pure
population of YCT. (See, attached map entitled Teton Watershed E-Fishing 2005-2012.) The population
has remained genetically pure because South Leigh Creek is annually dewatered, which serves to prevent
non-native fish such as rainbow trout and brook trout from invading the upper reaches. (See, letter of
support from IDF&G for more information.)

A great deal of effort has been committed to resorting and improving fish habitat, and preventing fish
entrainment in canal diversions on South Leigh Creek. FTR has conducted three stream restoration
projects on South Leigh Creek, restoring and stabilizing over 1,350 feet of stream and re-vegetating over
6,755 square feet of stream bank. Substantial stream restoration work has also been conducted by private
landowners. Additionally, FTR worked with irrigators to rebuild the largest diversion on South Leigh
Creek, the Hog Canal diversion. The rebuild not only incorporated modern diversion works but solar





operated fish screens. Building from the success of that project, FTR is currently working with irrigators
to install fish screens on the Desert Canal, which is the last unscreened diversion on upper South Leigh
Creek. The project is tentatively scheduled for construction in the fall of 2014.

South Leigh Creek is listed under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. The stream has been listed for
sediment and a TMDL has been developed by the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality. Stream
restoration efforts have served to aid in the reduction of sediment transported instream. Additionally,
IDEQ has determined that the stream does not support one of its designated beneficial uses, cold water
aquatic life. Flow restoration efforts in South Leigh Creek will help decrease stream temperature and
increase available habitat for aquatic species, both of which are important to ensuring that South Leigh
Creek once again supports its designated beneficial uses.

Overall, the flow restoration strategy on South Leigh Creek aims to provide additional instream habitat
for native YCT, as flow is the primary limiting factor preventing development of a more robust YCT
population in this tributary. However, it is critically important that flow restoration efforts are conducted
in such a manner, and in close coordination with IDF&G, to ensure that the genetically pure population of
YCT is not jeopardized by non-native fish invasion. It is agreed that the transactions proposed below
reach those goals.

Description of Proposed Transactions
A. Dan and Patti Burr

Dan and Patti Burr have two water rights that they propose donating to the ldaho Water Transactions
Program for a period of 5 years. If approved, the water rights will be leased into the Idaho Water Supply
Bank, to be rented by the IWRB for delivery to the Teton River minimum stream flow right. Through
this transaction 6 acres of land will be fallowed throughout the five year term. This transaction will add
0.11 cfs of flow to South Leigh Creek.

These water rights have relatively junior priority dates. It is anticipated that these water rights will be in
priority, and therefore deliverable to the Teton River minimum stream flow right, when South Leigh
Creek is hydraulically connected to the Teton River. As a consequence, despite this being a futile call
stream, leasing these water rights through the Idaho Water Transaction Program should not impact the
historic delivery of other water rights on the stream or result in injury to other water right owners, and the
leased rights should be conveyed to the Teton River minimum streamflow reach without issue.

A proposal to fund these donations has been submitted to the Columbia Basin Water Transaction Program
in the amount of $704.00. The requested funds will be placed into the Board’s revolving development
water transaction subaccount to pay the fees associated with the lease/rental of water in the Idaho Water
Supply Bank, as follows: Water Right Application Fee ($500.00); 10% Administrative Fee ($179.00); and
Recording Fee ($25.00).

B. Osagia, LLC
Osagia, LLC has one water right that it proposes to enter into the Idaho Water Transactions Program for a
period of 1 year. Through this transaction 36 acres of land will be fallowed during the one year term.

This transaction will add 0.74 cfs of flow to South Leigh Creek.

The water right held by Osagia, LLC is one of 5 water rights with an April 1, 1889 priority date. These
five water rights are the most senior water rights on South Leigh Creek. As mentioned above, South





Leigh Creek has historically been deemed futile on an annual basis, and is therefore subject to the futile
call doctrine each year.

The Osagia, LLC water right has historically been diverted at the Desert Canal diversion, which is located
near the upper end of the annually dewatered stream reach, also referred to as the futile call reach. (See,
attached map entitled South Leigh Creek Transaction Map.) Because this transaction involves a water
right historically diverted at the upper end of a futile call reach, it is proposed that the IWRB enter into an
agreement not to divert with Osagia, LLC, as opposed to utilizing the Water Supply Bank to shepherd the
water to the Teton River minimum streamflow reach. This transactional structure will ensure that the
water right is legally deliverable to the historic point of diversion (the Desert Canal), regardless of
whether the stream has been deemed futile or not. This structure satisfies the objectives of the Idaho
Water Transactions Program by ensuring that South Leigh Creek remains wetted to the Desert Canal
diversion and that the Osagia, LLC water right is left instream, serving to increase available habitat for
Yellowstone cutthroat trout.

Bob Loucks valued the water right at $87.65/acre. The valuation is based upon the historical use of the
water rights, which included generating one cutting of hay and then pasturing the aftermath. The
valuation was presented to the water right owner and found acceptable. This is the same valuation and
pricing structure utilized to value the Spring Creek water transactions and serves to keep pricing
consistent in the upper Teton Valley.

A proposal to fund these transactions has been submitted to the Columbia Basin Water Transaction
Program in the amount of $3,269.00. The requested funds will be placed into the Board’s revolving
development water transaction subaccount which will be used to compensate the water right owner and
cover the recording fee, as follows: Payment to Water Right Holder ($3,244.00); and Recording Fee
($25.00).

Monitoring and Contract Compliance
Monitoring and contract compliance will be conducted by the local water district (WD 01) and Friends of
the Teton River. It is anticipated that the point of diversion associated with these water rights, as well as
all other diversions on the tributary, will be monitored by WD 01 on a weekly basis to ensure that the
water rights remain instream. Ecological and fisheries benefits will be monitored by Friends of the Teton
River, in conjunction with Idaho Fish and Game.

Letters of Support
Water District 01: The proposed transactions have been reviewed by Lyle Swank and Tony Olenichak of
WD 01. No concerns have been raised with the transactions from either a water delivery or an injury
perspective. Correspondence from Mr. Swank and Mr. Olenichak regarding this matter has been attached
to this briefing memorandum.

Idaho Fish and Game: Each of the water transactions has been reviewed by Dan Garren, Regional
Fisheries Manager for Idaho Fish and Game. Mr. Garren has submitted a letter of support which has been
attached to this briefing memorandum.

Summary of the Proposed Water Transactions

Dan and Patti Burr Rights
o Water Right # 22-13436
0 Quantity: 0.08 cfs
0 Tool: Donation
o0 Duration: 5 years





o Water Right # 22-13437
0 Quantity: 0.03 cfs
0 Tool: Donation
0 Duration: 5 years
e Total Cost: $703.50 (Includes the following: Water Supply Bank Application Fee of $500.00;
10% Administrative Fee of $178.50; and Recording Fee of $25.00)

Osagia, LLC Rights
e Water Right #22-13817
0 Quantity: 0.74 cfs
0 Tool: Lease
0 Duration: 1 year
e Total Cost: $3,268.05 (Includes the following: Payment to Water Right Holder in the amount of
$3,243.05; and Recording Fee of $25.00)





South Leigh Creek Transaction Map
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE
SOUTH LEIGH CREEK
WATER DONATION AGREEMENT

A RESOLUTION TO MAKE
A FUNDING COMMITMENT

N’ N N N’

WHEREAS, South Leigh Creek is a tributary to the Teton River that provides quality spawning
and rearing habitat for Yellowstone cutthroat trout and other resident fish, but is flow and passage limited
at certain times of the year; and

WHEREAS, it is in the interest of the State of Idaho to increase stream flow in the Teton River and
its tributaries to encourage recovery of Yellowstone cutthroat trout, which are currently designated as an
Idaho Species of Greatest Conservation Need; and

WHEREAS, staff has developed a five-year donation agreement with Dan and Patti Burr to improve
stream flow for native fish in South Leigh Creek; and

WHEREAS, the donated water rights shall be leased into the Board’s Idaho Water Supply Bank, to
be rented by the Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) for the beneficial use of instream flow in the Teton
River, for a period of five years; and

WHEREAS, a proposal to fund the Dan and Patti Burr donation in the amount of $704.00 has been
submitted to the Columbia Basin Water Transaction Program, to be used to pay the Idaho Water Supply
Bank Application Fee ($500.00), 10% Idaho Water Supply Bank Administrative Fee ($179.00), and
Recording Fee ($25.00); and

WHEREAS, staff anticipates the funds being placed into the IWRB Revolving Development
Account for payment to the Idaho Water Supply Bank; and

WHEREAS, the South Leigh Creek donation transaction is in the public interest and in compliance
with the State Water Plan.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the IWRB authorizes the Chairman to enter into a
lease/rental agreement with Dan and Patti Burr, and/or their successors for water rights 22- 13436 and 22-
13437 for delivery to minimum stream flow 22-7369, using an amount not to exceed $704.00.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution is subject to the condition
that the IWRB receives the requested funding from the Columbia Basin Water Transaction Program in the
amount of $704.00.

DATED this 20th day of November, 2013.

ROGER CHASE, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST:
BOB GRAHAM, Secretary






BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE ) A RESOLUTION TO MAKE
SOUTH LEIGH CREEK ) A FUNDING COMMITMENT
WATER USE AGREEMENT )

)

WHEREAS, South Leigh Creek is a tributary to the Teton River that provides quality
spawning and rearing habitat for Yellowstone cutthroat trout and other resident fish, but is flow
and passage limited at certain times of the year; and

WHEREAS, it is in the interest of the State of Idaho to increase stream flow in the Teton
River and its tributaries to encourage recovery of Yellowstone cutthroat trout, which are
currently designated as an Idaho Species of Greatest Conservation Need; and

WHEREAS, staff has developed a one-year water use agreement with Osagia, LLC to
improve stream flow for native fish in South Leigh Creek; and

WHEREAS, a proposal in the amount of $3,269.00 has been submitted to the Columbia
Basin Water Transaction Program to be used to fund the Osagia, LLC water use agreement,
which includes the recording fee ($25.00) and payment to the water right holder ($3,244.00); and

WHEREAS, staff anticipates the funds being placed into the IWRB Revolving
Development Account for payment to the water right holder; and

WHEREAS, the South Leigh Creek transaction is in the public interest and in compliance
with the State Water Plan.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the IWRB authorizes the Chairman to enter
into water use agreement with Osagia, LLC, and/or its successors for water right 22-13817, using
an amount not to exceed $3,269.00.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution is subject to the
condition that the IWRB receives the requested funding from the Columbia Basin Water
Transaction Program in the amount of $3,269.00.

DATED this 20th day of November, 2013.

ROGER CHASE, Chairman
ldaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST:
BOB GRAHAM, Secretary






IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND (G A V] . 5000
UPPER SNAKE REGION C.L. "Butch" Otter / Governor

4279 Commerce Circle Virgil Moore / Director
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

November 6, 2013

Dear Sarah:

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game is charged with the Preservation, Protection,
Perpetuation and Management of all of Idaho’s fish and wildlife. As such, we are continually
trying to increase the abundance of our fish and wildlife resources across the state. We do this
through a variety of means, but one key mechanism we implement is the creation and
improvement of habitat.

The water transaction project you have proposed on South Leigh Creek should result in more
wetted channel within South Leigh, downstream to the Desert Canal diversion. This habitat can
then be utilized by the allopatric population of native Yellowstone cutthroat trout. Because
South Leigh does not connect to the Teton River consistently, the fish population in South Leigh
consists only of native cutthroat trout, and they would be the species that would benefit from this
increased habitat.

As your water transaction program grows in the future, it is important to keep in mind that
connecting the few allopatric populations of cutthroat in the Teton drainage to the Teton River is
not in the best interest of our native fish. However, in-stream programs that improve cutthroat
habitat without creating additional connectivity are very worthwhile, and the Department
supports additional work like you have outlined in this project.

Please contact me at 208-525-7290 if you have additional thoughts or comments on this. Thank
you for your contribution to Idaho’s fishery and wildlife resources.

Sincerely,

P

Dan Garren
Regional Fisheries Manager

Keeping Idaho’s Wildlife Heritage

Equal Opportunity Employer e 208-525-7290 e Fax: 208-523-7604 e Idaho Relay (TDD) Service: 1-800-377-3529
http:/ffishandgame.idaho.gov





Harrington, Helen

Subject: South Leigh Creek Water Transactions

From: Olenichak, Tony

Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 4:17 PM

To: Case, Morgan

Cc: Sarah Rupp (sarah@tetonwater.org); Swank, Lyle
Subject: RE: South Leigh Creek Water Transactions

Case,

Reviewing the information sent to me by Sarah Rupp indicates the two water rights 22-13436 and 22-13437 currently
assigned to the Bell-McCracken Ditch on South Leigh Creek will be deposited into the Idaho Water Supply Bank and then
rented by the IWRB for delivery to the Teton River point of diversion described in minimum stream flow right 22-7369,
The intent of the transaction appears to be to increase the flow in South Leigh Creek in the reach from the Bell-
McCracken Ditch on South Leigh Creek to the point(s) of diversion on the Teton River for water right 22-7369 resuiting
from not diverting water rights 22-13436 and 22-13437 through the Bell-McCracken Ditch for irrigation when they are in
priority. It does not appear that this transaction would interfere with the delivery to other water rights on South Leigh
Creek or the Teton River.

Changing the point of diversion for water rights 22-13436 and 22-13437 so that these rights are not delivered to the
Bell-McCracken Ditch may result in additional water in the reach from the Bell-McCracken Ditch to the Teton River but
does not necessarily guarantee this result. If the flow at the mouth of South Leigh Creek is greater or equal to the flow
rates of water rights 22-13436 and 22-13437, it wouldn’t be necessary for the Watermaster to curtail any other South
Leigh Creek water rights to provide additional water to the lower reach on South Leigh Creek because the IWRB would
be receiving its entire amount of South Leigh Creek water delivered to the Teton River for water rights 22-13436 and 22-
13437, even if the South Leigh Creek channel was dry at some point between the Bell-McCracken Ditch and the mouth
of South Leigh Creek.

The transaction also includes depositing water right 22-13817 into the idaho Water Supply Bank and then rented by the
IWRB for the purpose of changing the nature of use from irrigation to insteam flow without changing the point of
diversion. Water right 22-13817 is for diverting South Leigh Creek water for irrigation through the Desert Ditch. The
intent of the transaction is to keep the flow rate and priority for water right 22-13817 assigned to the Desert Ditch
ensuring that the water right flow rate will be delivered in the South Leigh Creek channel to the point where the Desert
Ditch diverts water from the creek, as it has been delivered to that point in the past for irrigation. It does not appear
that this transaction would interfere with the delivery to other water rights on South Leigh Creek.

One final thought.....Because the land irrigated by water right 22-13817 is also covered by ground water right 22-13815,
and the proposal indicates the owner of the water rights will not irrigate the 36 acres described in both water rights,
perhaps both water rights owned by Osagia, LLC for the 36 acres should be included in the transaction.

Tony Olenichak
Program Manager
Water District #1
208-525-7171

From: Case, Morgan
Sent: Tuesday, November 05, 2013 5:13 AM





To: Olenichak, Tony
Subject: South Leigh Creek Water Transactions

Tony,

As you are aware, Friends of the Teton River has been developing water transactions in the Teton River Basin in
partnership with the IWRB. Sarah Rupp will be presenting two proposed transactions on South Leigh Creek to the IWRB
Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Stream Flow Committee on November 18th. As a local expert on water
administration and delivery in the Upper Snake, | would like to request your opinion on the proposed transactions. |
believe that Sarah spoke to you of the transactions in detail, but to refresh your memory...

South Leigh Creek Burr - A five-year lease/rental of 0.11 cfs of water rights irrigating 5 acres.
South Leigh Creek Osagia - A one-year agreement not to divert 0.74 cfs of water rights irrigating 36 acres.
Thank you for your help.

Morgan Case






Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From:  Helen Harrington

Re: Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Update
Date: ~ November 6, 2013

Status Update

The RP CAMP Advisory Committee met on October 10 and will meet on November 14, 2013. A
meeting is also scheduled for December 12, 2013. The purpose of these meetings is to work on
preparing a Request for Proposal and associated materials which will be used to solicit proposals. The
proposals will be considered for funding by the IWRB CAMP Implementation Revolving Development
sub-account. The IWRB passed a motion in January, 2012 which set aside funding to implement
CAMPs adopted since the ESPA CAMP was adopted. During the first year of funding availability, it
was apparent that a defined process needed to be developed. The advisory committee is working with
staff to develop the materials needed to issue a Request for Proposals in early 2014.

With the advisory committee’s guidance, staff is preparing the RFP, a cover sheet announcing the
issuance, evaluation criteria and a process flow chart. All the materials will be finalized and presented
to the Water Resource Planning Committee and IWRB in January, 2014.

Other Items

As discussed in the committee update, the Water Resource Planning Committee met on October 10 and
discussed several topics related to the RP CAMP. Regarding advisory committee membership, the
IWRB received a request to replace a current member with a consultant to act on the behalf of Stimpson
Lumber Co. The Committee has recommended that the timber interests in the area can be adequately
represented by current Advisory Committee Member Kermit Keibert and that the consultant be invited
to participate as a member of the Ad Hoc Resource Network. This group is an ad hoc group of technical
experts and agencies who are called upon when specific information is needed to assist the RP CAMP
AC and implementation efforts. If the IWRB agrees, Stimpson Lumber Co. will be notified that the
resignation of the current member will be accepted and that Mr. Keibert can be used as a conduit to
share specific comments or information that Stimpson Lumber Co. would like transmitted to the RP
CAMP AC.

The IWRB Water Resource Planning Committee discussed the proposal for funding from Ralston
Hydrologic Services, Inc. at their October 10 meeting. The title of the proposal is “Evaluation of
Alternative Ground-Water Pumping Schemes as an Approach to Mitigating Problems of Critical Low
Flow in the Spokane River at Spokane, Washington. The committee recommended that Dr. Ralston
make a presentation to the Board at the November 19 work session, which has been scheduled.
Additionally, the IDWR technical staff will conduct an initial review and determine if the concepts in
this study have merit for further investigation. On July 24, 2013, the Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Advisory
Committee recommended that the technical study be funded through the Revolving Development
Account at an amount of $70,000. A copy of the investigation proposal is attached.

If the IWRB wishes to take an action, a resolution is attached for consideration.






@ MWH MEMORANDUM

BUILDING A BETTER WORLD

TO: Randy Budge (Racine Law Offices) DATE: October 11, 2013
DISTRIBUTION
FROM: Ed Cryer (MWH) CC:

SUBJECT: Blue Lakes Pipeline Construction Progress REF: 10502444.010101

On October 9", | conducted a site visit to the construction site for the Blue Lakes Pipeline
(Project). Based upon my assessment, the project is approximately 65 percent complete, but it
is running behind our anticipated schedule. The schedule issue is based on the number and
extent of excavation conflicts encountered while installing the pipeline. These have included
repair and replacement of unmarked or locatable water supply pipelines (well water pipes, solids
wastewater pipes, etc.) and communications and power lines as well as more rock excavation
than anticipated based on the original geotech study. Of the 1,800z feet of pipeline, only about
1,100 ft will have been installed by October 12". The contractor is starting to work some
overtime and weekends trying to catch up and the remainder of the pipe installation “should” be
less problematic (less rock and only one more drain pipeline to cross) and faster to install.

The intake structure has one more scheduled large concrete pour that can only be finished once
the pipeline is in-place at the structure. Once that is complete and the 14-day concrete cure
period is over, the structure will be backfilled with compacted soil. The need to import additional
fill or finding material on-site (Blue Lakes or IDWR property) will be determined over the next
week.

Once the finished concrete intake structure is complete (concrete, stop logs, safety equipment,
etc.), the soil plug at Alpheus Creek can be removed and the water allowed in as far as the new
stop logs. The exposed soil channel will be riprapped with large boulders (3 - 5 ft dia.) and the
system allowed to stabilize for a few days.

The next step in implementation will be to work with SeaPac to protect the hatchery water
supply and begin the 3 — 4 day transition from the old system to the new conveyance pipeline.

Before water is allowed in the pipe the new flow meter will need to be installed and inspected by
a manufacturer’s representative for proper installation and alignment and the electrical service
provided. The concrete vault containing the flow sensors was to be poured by the end of the
week (10/12/13).

I have, again, included a number of pictures to highlight some key aspects of the project.

As of the most recent billing (September 2013), the project is on budget at approximately 55
percent billed to date. Please let me know if you have any questions.
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Pipeline Conflict with Unknown Abandoned Pipeline and Concrete Channel

Blue Lakes Pipeline Construction Progress — October 11, 2013 PAGE 2
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New Pipeline In-Place with Backfill

Blue Lakes Pipeline Construction Progress — October 11, 2013 PAGE 3
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Pipeline at Station 1100+

Blue Lakes Pipeline Construction Progress — October 11, 2013 PAGE 4
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Intake Structure

Blue Lakes Pipeline Construction Progress — October 11, 2013 PAGE 5
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Intake Structure
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@ MWH MEMORANDUM
BUILDING A BETTER WORLD
TO: DISTRIBUTION DATE: October 25, 2013
FROM: Ed Cryer (MWH) CC:
SUBJECT: Blue Lakes Pipeline Replacement REF: 10502444.010101

Following our meeting with RSCI on 10/24/13, we have attempted to develop a schedule for
completing this project that will reflect the reality of our experience thus far in implementing the
work. A number of issues have arisen that have delayed the work to date and those have been

discussed in my previous correspondence.

Based upon our recent discussion, the following general schedule is currently what RSCI is

anticipating:
Topic Timeframe

1. Complete pl'pellne installation to intake and finish October 31, 2013
concrete at intake

2. Allow final concrete curing — begin backfill of intake November 7, 2013
structure (2 weeks duration)

3. Meet with SeaPac to discuss transition for water Week of November 4, 2013
supply to the hatchery building

4. With stop logs installed in new intake and initiate
final new connection to Alpheus Creek with low November 18 — 21, 2013
permeability liner

5. Install new flow meter November 18 — 21, 2013

6. Install new metal work (rails, screens, etc.) November 3 — 15, 2013

7. Flow transition period work at intake and discharge December 1 — 7, 2013
to be completed

8. Cleanup and site demobilization Prior to December 31

| realize this is a goal-oriented schedule but, it covers the major elements of the work to be

completed.

Since the next Board meeting is on November 12 (my understanding), would it be an
appropriate time to have MWH/RSCI attend to present the work to date and answer any
guestions regarding the completion of the project? Please let me know so we can schedule the

attendance.

Regards







Memorandum
To: Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB)

From: Neeley Miller, IDWR Planning Bureau

Date: November 5, 2013

RE: Water Smart Grant Status Report

Background

At the January 2013 meeting of the Idaho Water Resources Board (IWRB or Board), Board members
were briefed about the creation of Water District 02 (WD02) and a coordinated effort among
district water users and both IDWR and IWRB staff to secure cost share funding through a US
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) Water Smart Grant to assist with the installation of measuring devices
and telemetry equipment for diversions in the district.

WDO02 was created in July, 2012. The district will provide for the administration of water rights from
the Snake River between Milner and Swan Falls Dams. Measurement and regulation of diversions in
the district is one of a number of tools that the State can employ to help maintain the IWRB’s
minimum in-stream flow at the Murphy Gage in accordance with the Swan Falls Agreement.

In May 2013 the BOR announced that the IWRB Water Smart proposal will receive funding in the
amount of $151,425. IWRB and IDWR staff (Project Manager Neeley Miller and Watermaster
Corbin Knowles) met several times with the local BOR grant coordinator to work through regulatory
compliance issues and coordinate with water users. In early September we finalized the Financial
Assistance Agreement with the BOR. Additionally, all project regulatory compliance has been
completed under budget. Board staff is currently coordinating with each irrigation entity to put in
place cost-reimbursement contracts.

The total budget for this grant is $352,152, with $200,726 coming from water users and $151,425
coming from the BOR. The Board will have no financial obligation other than the cost of staff time

to work with WDO02 to administer grant funds. The estimated cost-share for the parties is attached.

Progress since September

Cost-reimbursement contracts are now in place with 12 of the 15 non-federal entities participating
in phase-one of the project. We anticipate the remaining (3) cost-reimbursement contracts will be
in place by the end of November. Corbin Knowles (WD02 Watermaster) has been coordinating with
water users to identify appropriate measurement devices and develop installation plans.
Purchasing and installation of measurement devices and telemetry equipment will begin in
November 2013 and we anticipate completion by spring/summer 2014.

IDWR and Board staff plans to work with the WD02 and BOR to submit at least one additional grant
application (phase-two) in 2014 to address the remaining large diversions in the district.





Non-federal entities SHARE BOR Total
1. Grand View Irrigation District $3,568 $2,692 $6,260
2. Grand View Mutual Canal Co. $8,043 $6,067 $14,110
3. Upper Grand View Canal Co. $7,146 $5,391 $12,537
4. Snake River Irrigation District $10,707 S8,077 $18,784
5. Indian Cove Irrigation District $11,068 $8,350 $19,418
6. South Elmore Irrigation Co. $15,136 $11,418 $26,554
7. Clover Hollow Co. $10,291 $7,764 $18,055
8. Little Valley Mutual Irrigation Co. $7,146 $5,391 $12,537
9. Bybee Lateral Water Users Assoc. $11,068 $8,350 $19,418
10. J R Simplot Co. (7 stations) $68,596 S51,747 $120,343
11. Black Mesa Farms LLC $7,146 S5,391 $12,537
12. Salmon Falls Land & Livestock Co. $7,146 S5,391 $12,537
13. Flying H Farms (2 stations) $13,467 $10,159 $23,626
14. Michael James $8,892 $6,708 $15,600
15. Andrew Johnson $11,306 $8,529 $19,835
TOTALS | $200,726 | $151,425 $352,152

Figure 1. Estimated Cost-Share






		Memorandum

		From:   Neeley Miller, IDWR Planning Bureau




JDAHO

Water Resource Board

Milepost 31, Spring 2013.

ESPA Update
Idaho Water Resource Board Meeting

Mathew Weaver
November 20, 2013
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]D \HO CH2M Hill Scope of Work

Water Resource Board

e Tas
e Tas

e TJas

K 1 Project Management — In Progress

k 2 Project Scoping/Planning - Completed

< 3 Conveyance System Alternatives Economic

Analysis — Completed

e Task 4 Concept Layout and Stakeholder Coordination —
In Progress

e Task 5 environmental Compliance (Environmental
Assessment) — Not Yet Started

e Task 6 Preliminary Design (30%) — Not Yet Started
e Task 7 Construction Cost Estimates — Not Yet Started
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]D \] I Task 3 - Conclusions

Water Resource Board

e Initial pump station design and construction will be for
100 cfs, but design will accommodate a possible future
ultimate build out of 200 cfs

e Pipeline design and construction across the Wildlife
Refuge will support capacity of 200 cfs (63”@ x2), but
design and construction refuge to basin will support 100
cfs capacity (63”@ x1)

e Pump selection and arrangement will support multiple
pumps in lieu of a single pump (4 pumps, 50 cfs ea.)

e Straight horizontal alighment

e \Vertical alignment with constant depth of cover
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]D \] I Task 4 - Questions

Water Resource Board

 Preferred intake configuration

e Appropriateness of air bursting

e O&M associated w/ pipelines in reservoir
e Building location

 Appropriateness of proposed building

e |s building even needed






]DA]—]O AWEP Update

Water Resource Board

2013 AWEP Summary Table

No. of Contract

Project Type Projects Obligation Acres

Groundwater to Surface Water Conversions S4,112,652 1,580
$262,844 496
$203,555 277

$38,952 202

Demand Reduction

Water Savings

Ww|H |00 |1

End-gun Removal

Totals 20 $4,618,003 2,555






]D \] 1O AWEP: A&B Conversion Project§

Water Resource Board

MAGICVALLEYCOM

Tiities-INews

A&B Irrigation District Approves $7 Million Bond

| 2 HOURS AGO - BY LAURIE WELCH
LWELCH@MAGICVALLEY.COM

RUPERT + The A&B Irrigation District
passed a $7 million bond issue Tuesday
with 80 percent approval.

Water users in the district cast 210 yes
votes and 50 no votes. The bond required
two-thirds majority to pass.

The district will use $3.8 million to put a new
pumping plant in Unit A, which consists of

170 Tandowners on 17,300 acres. Unit B
consists of 480 landowners with 65,300 acres. The district has 185 active wells on Unit

B, but some are going dry.

A&B also will share costs on a Lake Walcott Recharge Project that will inject available
Snake River water into the aquifer.
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Water Resource Board

Any Questions?
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Hilton Spill Recharge Basin, June 2011.
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IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

TO: IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
FROM: Neal Farmer & Mat Weaver

DATE: November 19, 2013

SUBJECT: Fall 2013 Aquifer Recharge Activities Update

This memo provides an update of Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer recharge
activity since the last Board meeting.

Walcott Recharge Site — Preliminary Design & Env. Assessment
Since the last Board meeting there have been significant advancements of

the preliminary design of the Lake Walcott recharge project. W&H
Pacific has completed and delivered their final site topographic survey.
This survey is being utilized by CH2M Hill in their preliminary design
work. At this time W&H Pacific has completed all of their contracted
items, save one: preparing a final instrument describing an easement for
the pipeline and roadway access across federal land.

Since the last meeting CH2M Hill has completed Task 3 of their contract,
which was preparing an economic analysis of various conveyance pipeline
configurations. The economic analysis is titled “Lake Walcott Ground
Water Recharge Project Conveyance System Alternatives Economic
Analysis (Task 3) and is included as an attachment to this memo.
Following a review of the economic analysis and several project
coordination meetings (9/9/13, 9/26/13), the following project
assumptions were agreed upon.

e Pump station shall be designed for ultimate build out capacity of 200
cfs with initial phase pumping rate targeting 100 cfs.

e Pipeline across the wildlife refuge shall be designed for ultimate build
out capacity of 200 cfs with portion of pipe(s) terminating at
state/federal property line with 100 cfs capacity saved for future
extension to basin.

e Concept pump station and intake facility will focus on providing pump
arrangement of: (1) two 50 cfs pumps and one 100 cfs pump; (2) four
50 cfs pumps. CH2M Hill will review pump performance and
operation considerations for these two pump scenarios to drive future
decision.

e A straight horizontal alignment and vertical alignment that follows
topography will be the basis of the conveyance pipeline design.

The first draft of Task 4 has also been submitted by CH2M Hill since the last
Board meeting. CH2M Hill’s deliverable for Task 4 was a report titled “Lake

322 East Front Street, Boise, Idaho 83720 Tel: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700





Walcott Ground Water Recharge Project: Intake and Pump Station Facility Conceptual Alternatives
(Task 4)—it is included as an attachment to this memo. We have had one project coordination
meeting regarding Task 4 (11/7/13). At the coordination meeting we discussed the four proposed
intake design options presented in the report.

1. Slant screen intake with air burst cleaning system

2. Tee screen intake with air burst cleaning system

3. Brush cone screen intake

4. Excavated intake channel with traveling screen

We also discussed the proposed conceptual pump building plans. At the conclusion of the meeting no
decisions were made on how to proceed forward. Instead we decided that the conceptual ideas proposed
in the Task 4 report should be presented to the respective Boards of all the parties for consideration,
discussion, and feedback. The following questions are some of the considerations identified during the
meeting.
1. Which of the four intake concepts is preferred?
2. Is air bursting a feasible means of cleaning the screened intakes in and adjacent to a wildlife
refuge? Air bursting results in a large noisy discharge of compressed air at depth.
3. Is the operation and maintenance of large screened pipe inlets that project hundreds of feet into
the reservoir desirable?
4. Should we relocate the building to sit immediately adjacent to the reservoir?
5. Is the building as proposed appropriate given its location within the wildlife refuge?
6. What are the effects on fishing and other recreational activities in the refuge if the pump
building were immediately adjacent to the reservoir?
7. Is a building even needed? Could we get by with a large sound barrier screening wall and
exposed pumping facilities in lieu of a building?

Once we have come to agreement of these questions and given appropriate direction to CH2M Hill, they
will finalize our preliminary plans and initiate the environmental assessment process with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Services.

Walcott Recharge Site — Hydrogeologic Investigations

Exploratory drilling is continuing at the ‘Walcott’ recharge site by A&B’s well drilling staff in
coordination with Department’s staff. In August two test wells were drilled to a depth of 120 feet
and 140 feet to perform hydraulic testing on the unsaturated zone above the water table. Figure 1
and 2 show the test well locations and drilling setup. Figure 3 details a subsurface cross-section of
the geology at the site. A report was completed September 18" (see attached document)
summarizing recharge testing and aquifer parameterization from the first two test wells. Recharge
testing associated with the wells revealed a recharge capacity of approximately 250 gpm per well.
These findings suggest that approximately 180 wells would be needed to achieve the targeted
recharge rate of 100 cfs (44,880 gpm). In response to those findings we decided to drill the wells to
deeper depths, where we would inject directly into the regional aquifer.

Deepening of the first test well is currently underway and is at a depth of 330 feet, or about 200 feet
below the water table. The target completion depth for this well is approximately 350 feet. A 30-
foot layer of heaving sand was encountered at 190 to 220 feet, which caused problems and a delay in
drilling. A check valve on the air hammer drill bit failed and allowed sand to flow back up into the
drill bit resulting in a “sand lock”. Delay in drilling was due in large part to the need to transport the
bit to Nampa, to be disassembled, cleaned, and repaired. The heaving sand layer also caused casing
placement problems resulting in additional delays. Drilling resumed on October 28" until a second
loose sand layer was encountered from 321 to 330 feet (Figure 4). Drilling is currently on hold





pending the evaluation of the sand layer which appears to have settied out at 317 feet and how/if to
proceed further. After well construction is completed, the Department plans to perform aquifer
pumping tests to determine aquifer characteristics necessary to estimate recharge rates and the ability
of the well to receive injected recharge water. Depending on the recharge capacities encountered,
this information will be used to evaluate whether the test well drilling should continue, not continue,
or whether additional investigation is required. If a new test well drilling location is deemed

necessary the north side of the state section of land in Figure 1 may have less sediments in the
subsurface.

{






Figure 2. South to North cross secti

on of the subsurface hydrology at Lake Walcott site.
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Figure 3. Drilling at Walcott.






igure 4. Blowing sand from 330 foot depth.

Southwest Irrigation District

Southwest Irrigation District has started pumping recharge water from the Milner pool as of
November 4, 2013. They were unable to pump recharge water sooner because the pool level of the
Milner Reservoir was too low and/or the Board’s recharge right was not in priority. Dam inspection,
maintenance, and/or repairs require the pool level to be dropped for a period of time in most years.
Southwest pumped recharge water a year ago in cold weather and experienced some damage to their
pipeline which was redesigned and repaired last winter. As a result they made repairs and
modifications to their system that will hopefully allow for cold weather diversions and recharge.
They hope to pump as late in the year as possible until weather conditions prohibit further pumping.

Mile Post 31 and AFRD2 (Milner-Gooding canal).

American Falls Reservoir District 2 (AFRD?2) will not be able to participate in fall recharge due to
unforeseen canal operation and maintenance requirements associated with canal lining failures that
occurred during the irrigation season. The manager informed IDWR that work needs to be done in
the canal upstream of Mile Post 31 (MP31) and they will not be able to recharge this fall.

However, after the main gates for AFRD?2 were closed on October 1, while the canal system was
draining, the turnout gates to MP31 were opened allowing for three day of diversion into the basin.
Diversion of the ‘drain’ water into the basin allowed IDWR, with the help of Idaho Power Company,
to perform additional site testing. On October 2, during the three day testing period, Idaho Power
Company provided two staff, one vehicle, and flow measurement equipment to measure the flow
through the turn out structure at MP31 (Figure 5, 6 and 7). At the time of the measurements, a
diversion rate of approximately 94 cfs was reported. Canal ‘drain’ water flowed into the site for
approximately 3 days.
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Figure 5. Idaho Power measuring flow into Mile Post 31 using an acoustic Doppler instrument.






last winter.

Attachments:
1- Lake Walcott Ground Water Recharge Project Conveyance System Alternatives Economic
Analysis (Task 3)
2- Lake Walcott Ground Water Recharge Project: Intake and Pump Station Facility Conceptual
Alternatives (Task 4)
3- Lake Walcott Recharge Slug Injection Test
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Introduction

This technical memorandum documents CH2M HILL’s economic analysis for conveyance system alternatives as
part of the Lake Walcott Ground Water Recharge Project. The work was performed as part of CH2M HILL’s task
order with A&B Irrigation District (Client) to develop a preliminary design and Environmental Assessment for the
project. To provide a basis for decisions regarding conveyance system design criteria by the Client, CH2M HILL
evaluated several pipeline concept alternatives with variations in horizontal alignment, vertical alignment, design
flow rate, and number of pipelines. Included herein are a description of the conceptual level analysis and a
summary of the alternatives that were evaluated. Also included is a summary of relative costs for the various
alternatives.

Cost Estimate

As part of the economic analysis, CH2M HILL prepared a cursory estimate of costs for the major construction
elements relevant to comparison of alternatives. This order-of-magnitude cost estimate includes cost factors for
the following:

® Pipeline material, delivery, and installation including HDPE fusing
® Pumps and pump house

® Excavation costs assuming blasting, as it was determined that rock cutting will be cost prohibitive and rock
appears to be present at or near the ground surface throughout the project site.

Unit rate costs are based on client-supplied information, previous project history, and verbal quotes from a local
HDPE pipeline supplier. This cost estimate does not include any cost associated with the intake/fish screen, nor is
it intended to provide a basis for evaluation of overall project cost or budget. The estimate’s sole intent is to
provide a reasonable basis to compare broad alternatives.

The cost estimate for each of the alternatives has been converted to a ratio of least cost value for ease of
comparative purposes between the alternatives. The least cost alternative has been assigned a value of 1.0. An
alternative estimated to cost 30 percent more than the least cost alternative is assigned a ratio value of 1.3.

Two least cost ratio variations are reported: 1) ratio of least cost irrespective of design flow rate and 2) ratio of
least cost normalized by taking design flow rate into account.

Description of Alternatives
Variables for the pipeline concepts that formulate the alternatives consisted of the following:

® Horizontal Alignments (See Exhibit 1)
o Straight-line alignment minimizes the length of the conveyance route
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o Meandering alignment follows the topography to reduce the volume of excavation required
® Vertical Alignments (See Exhibit 2)

o Constant grade (straight) alignment eliminates the need for pipeline appurtenances such as air
relief valves and blowoff valves

o Constant depth of cover alignment minimizes the volume of excavation required by following the
natural topography and providing air relief valves at high points in the pipeline and blowoff valves
at low points in the pipeline

e Design Flow Rates

o Flow rate of 100 cfs as defined in the Idaho Water Resource Board’s Proposed Lake Walcott
Ground Water Recharge Project Executive Briefing

o Flow rate of 200 cfs which was subsequently identified by Client as a potential option to maximize
groundwater recharge

o For each of these two flow rates, alternatives have also been identified to allow for construction
of all pipelines across federal refuge and terminating a portion of the pipes for future expansion
thus creating an initial design flow rate (Initial Q) and an ultimate flow rate at full build-out
(Ultimate Q).

® Number of Pipelines - For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the flow is split equally between
the pipelines.

o 2 pipelines (2 pumps)

o 3 pipelines (3 pumps)

o 4 pipelines (4 pumps)

® Pipeline Termination Location

o Proposed large recharge injection well site as defined in the Idaho Water Resource Board’s
Proposed Lake Walcott Ground Water Recharge Project Executive Briefing.

o Proposed small recharge injection well site which was subsequently identified by Client as a
potential option to reduce the length of the conveyance route.

o Cap pipeline just beyond the State/USFWS boundary for future use. These alternatives would
minimize the need for future NEPA work associated with future expansion of the project at a later
date as funds are available. For this reason, the initial design flow rate is less than the ultimate
design flow rate and has fewer pumps initially. The cost estimate for the pump house assumes full
build-out as it is on federal land but does not include the additional pump and pipeline beyond
the State/USFWS boundary.

Alternative Comparison

A spreadsheet was used to compare the alternatives, generated from the variables described above, in least cost
ratio terms. Attachment 1 presents the summary of results for all 40 concept alternatives.

Based on analysis of the data presented in Attachment 1, the following conclusions were made relative to the key
concept variables:

* Horizontal Alignments: The horizontal alignment following the topography to reduce excavation costs is
approximately 140 feet longer than a direct, straight horizontal alignment. In general, for constant grade
vertical alignments, it is slightly more cost effective to meander and follow the topography. For variable
vertical alignments with constant depth of cover, it is slightly more cost effective to have a direct, straight
alignment.
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® Vertical Alignments: The alternatives where the pipeline vertical alignment follows the topography to
maintain a constant depth of cover were the least cost alternatives, as the cost of additional excavation to
maintain a constant vertical profile exceeded the cost of pipeline appurtenances such as air relief valves
and blowoff valves. For example, the alternative with a design flow rate of 100 cfs, which maintained a
constant vertical grade and discharged groundwater to both the proposed recharge sites, was 28 percent
more expensive than the least cost alternative (Option 1a compared to Option 1c).

® Design Flow Rate: Increasing the design flow rate from 100 cfs to 200 cfs results in a 35 percent increase
for total project cost (Option 1c compared to Option 3c). Considering project benefits, it should noted
that in terms of cost per design flow rate Option 3c is the least cost alternative.

* Number of Pipelines: In general, the alternatives with fewer pipes are more cost effective than those
which split the design flow to provide operational flexibility. For example, at 100 cfs design flow rate, it is
approximately 17 percent more expensive than the least cost alternative to go from 2 to 3 pipelines
(Option 1c compared to Option 2c).

Attachments 2 and 3 have been sorted according to least total cost ratio (Attachment 2) and to least cost per
initial flow rate (Attachment 3).

Conclusion

CH2M HILL generally recommends that the project proceed with a straight horizontal alignment and a pipeline
profile (grade) that follows the natural topography with constant cover and an appropriate number of air valves.
Further, if total cost takes precedence over cost per cfs of recharge benefit, the design flow rate should be 100 cfs
and the project should include no more than two pipelines and two pumps.

As a follow-up to these recommendations, the project team participated in a teleconference on September 9 to
discuss the initial findings and recommendations of the Conveyance System Alternatives Economic Analysis.
During the teleconference an additional option was identified (Option 3i) which maintains a straight horizontal
alignment, has a pipeline profile that follows the natural topography, has two pipes and pumps, and phases the
project with the initial project delivering 100 cfs to the proposed large recharge location while terminating a
second pipe with a 100 cfs capacity just beyond the State/USFWS boundary. It was determined during this
meeting, and supported by the analysis which showed a relatively low ratio to least cost, that this optionis a
viable alternative to move forward to the predesign phase. For the purposes of the NEPA analysis, CH2M HILL will
evaluate Option 3i for the ultimate design flow rate (200 cfs).





Attachments
Summaries of Alternatives
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Exhibits
Pipeline Horizontal and Vertical Alignments
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Introduction

This technical memorandum documents CH2M HILL’s proposed conceptual alternatives for the intake and pump
station facility associated with the Lake Walcott Ground Water Recharge Project. The work was performed as part
of CH2M HILL's task order with A&B Irrigation District (Client) to develop a preliminary design and Environmental
Assessment for the project. The intent of this technical memorandum is to provide a basis for discussions with the
client, regulatory agencies, and other stakeholders regarding the design approach and criteria in order to obtain
endorsement on the alternative to advance to the preliminary design stage. CH2M HILL developed four facility
alternatives specifically for the lake intake, pump station, and building. Included herein are descriptions of the
design criteria, descriptions of the facility alternatives, and comparison of the facility alternatives.

Design Criteria
Flowrate, Pump Conditions, and Intake Suction Pipe

The pump flowrate to the injection well site(s) at ultimate build-out has been identified to be 200 cubic feet per
second (cfs) with a first phase pump rate of 100 cfs. The decision to provide a degree of pump redundancy in the
facility was made as an outcome of the previous effort associated with the Conveyance System Alternatives
Economic Analysis (Task 3). Therefore, the proposed design approach is to provide a total of four pumps at
ultimate build-out with a rate of 50 cfs each. For the first phase, two of the 50 cfs pumps would be installed to
meet the 100 cfs rate requirement.

Four intake suction pipes, each 48-inches in diameter, are proposed to convey the water from the intake screen(s)
to the pump station wetwell for Alternative Nos. 1, 2, and 3. One intake suction pipe will provide dedicated
conveyance to each individual pump. At a flowrate of 50 cfs, the pipe velocity will be approximately 4 fps.

Alternative 4 relies on a channel, rather than a pipeline, to carry water to the fish screens.
Water Surface Elevations and Submergence Depth

The water surface elevation of the lake during typical high water (full) conditions is 4197.75 (NAVD 88 datum)
based on survey data collected by WH Pacific on June 13, 2013. A Bureau of Reclamation staff knowledgeable of
the Minidoka Dam operations stated that the low level water drawdown reduces the water surface elevation by
7-feet thereby establishing a water surface elevation of 4190.75 (NAVD 88 datum).

The intake concepts have been developed to provide a minimum submergence depth appropriate for each of the
various approaches to reduce the distance that the intakes need to extend into the lake from shore.

Furthermore, the proposed alternative intake depths are based on the low level water surface elevation and allow
for up to 1-ft ice thickness during winter pumping conditions.





Intake Approach Velocity

A proposed intake approach velocity of 0.5 feet per second (fps) has been used as the basis for sizing the intake
screens for the various alternatives developed. This design approach velocity was selected based on the
understanding that protected anadromous fish species are not present in Lake Walcott and that the species of
primary concern are warm water fish such as bass. An intake approach velocity of 0.5 fps is generally considered
adequate to prevent trapping of fingerling and juvenile fish, but this assumption will need to be verified with the
appropriate state/federal agencies.

The slot size for the screens in each of the alternatives is proposed to be 0.25-inch which will provide a through-
slot velocity on the order of 0.5 fps as well.

Description of Alternatives

Alternative No. 1 — Slant Screen Intake with Air Burst Cleaning System

A concrete intake structure is proposed to be placed on the bottom of the lake. The structure will be constructed
to provide an angled face with a 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical slope at the water intake location. The structure will
consist of four bays, each with protective screening. The proposed slant screen is based on an effective water
depth of 6-feet.

Blast excavation of the lake bed will be necessary along the suction pipe alignment to allow for the placement of
the pipe and the screen structure.

An air burst cleaning system will be incorporated into the intake structure with the compressor and reserve tank
located in the pump station building. The air burst system is provided to periodically discharge a volume of air to
each of the screen areas to remove trapped debris. The air burst will result in agitation to the water surface and
pose a potential flip risk to small water craft. Therefore, the intake structure would need to be cordoned off to
prevent boaters from getting close.

Routine maintenance for the intake structure will be achieved by sending a boat and diver to the intake location.
For more intensive maintenance or equipment replacement, dewatering provisions would need to be employed
at low water level.

Alternative No. 2 — Tee Screen Intake with Air Burst Cleaning System

Alternative No. 2 consists of installing four tee screens on the lake floor, each capable of passing 50 cfs of water
while meeting the approach and through-slot velocity objectives. The tee screens will be installed in a staggered
fashion to reduce the footprint width.

Blast excavation of the lake bed will be necessary along the suction pipe alighment to allow for the placement of
the pipe.

An air burst cleaning system will be incorporated into the intake structure with the compressor and reserve tank
located in the pump station building. The air burst system is provided to periodically discharge a volume of air to
each of the screen areas to remove trapped debris. A brush cleaning system can be incorporated instead of air
burst and would be similar technology as that presented for Alternative No. 3.

Similar to Alternative No. 1, the area around the intake structure and exposed suction piping will need to be
cordoned off to prevent boaters from getting close.

Routine maintenance for the intake structure will be achieved by sending a boat, barge, and/or diver to the intake
location. Individual tee screens can be removed and elevated onto a barge for replacement if needed.

Alternative No. 3 — Brush Cone Screen Intake

Four cone screens with brush cleaning systems are proposed with each sized appropriately to draw 50 cfs per
screen. Cone screens require minimal submergence and are proposed to have a top elevation equivalent to the
low lake level with ice allowance.





Blast excavation of the lake bed will be necessary along the suction pipe alignment to allow for the placement of
the pipe.

The brush cleaning system consists of a hydraulically driven motor that periodically rotates three brush arms
across the surface of the screen to remove debris. There cleaning action will not cause a noticeable disturbance
to the water surface.

The cone screens will be oriented in a staggered fashion. The cones will be mounted to platforms that are
secured to the lake bottom through tubular pile anchoring system. The suction pipe will extend vertically from
the bottom of the screen platform and then turn 90-degrees to run horizontally to the pump building.

The area around the intake structure will need to be cordoned off to keep boaters a safe distance away, primarily
to avoid damage to the screens from boat anchors or potential injury to swimmers or divers.

When maintenance is required, access will be achieved through the use of a boat and diver or barge. The brush
motor can be removed or the entire cone screen can be unbolted from the platform and lifted to the deck of a
barge.

Alternative No. 4 — Excavated Intake Channel with Traveling Screen

In this proposed alternative, the pump building site location was changed to place the building in a location along
the shore that provides a shorter distance to achieve the proper intake depth within the lake. The intake consists
of blast excavating and intake channel in the lake bed to bring water to the pump building. Four traveling screens
are located within the pump building in front of each of the four pump approach chambers. The width required
for the traveling screen to meet the approach and through-slot velocity criteria is larger than the width required
for the pump approach chambers. Therefore, a transition zone of concrete wall filler to achieve proper pump
intake hydraulic conditions will be required thus increasing the building footprint for this alternative as compared
to the previous three alternatives. Large-debris trash racks are located at the face of the building where the
building intake openings are present.

The traveling screens allow water to pass through while lifting debris to the ground-level floor of the pump
building and depositing the debris onto a conveyor system. The debris is conveyed to a bin that will require
periodic disposal. A fish selector system and return pipe may be required to reintroduce fish that enter the pump
building and are lifted on the traveling screen.

The exterior building wall on the side of the water intake will extend 2-feet below the low lake level water surface
elevation to provide a “water seal” and prevent ice and some floating debris from entering the pump building (as
well as providing a seal against cold air in the winter). Due to open water being present within the interior of the
building, coating provisions will be required on exposed metal surfaces in the interior of the building to prevent
corrosion.

Building Architectural

The pump building illustrated in the conceptual architectural exhibits is a cast-in-place concrete structure with
steel roof trusses, metal roof deck and metal standing seam roofing. The building incorporates two separate
monorail systems mounted on 24” deep steel beams for the purpose of providing an internal means of pump and
valve removal for periodic maintenance. The overall building dimensions are 89’-0” long x 69’-0” deep. There are
three overhead doors for truck access into the building, and two personnel doors that meet life safety code
requirements (exits must be at least one half the total diagonal distance across the building). To accommodate
the monorail system and minimize the height of the building, the roof slope is the minimum 1:12 pitch. Snow load
considerations will be taken by the structural designer.

The intent of the exterior elevation treatments is to lower the scale of the building using concrete formwork,
textures and staining. This is achieved by providing a heavy base textured and colored to match the native lava
rock (see example image). Lighter colored horizontal banding and translucent wall panels bring the eye down to
human scale. Translucent wall panels (4’x3’) are located 11’-0” above finish floor to provide daylight at the work
level. Translucent wall panels are cost-effective, thermally efficient, and provide evenly distributed daylight with





little heat gain. A dark accent band with vertical texture grounds the building, echoing the surrounding landscape.
It also creates a false roof while the remaining wall and light colored roof above seem to float or disappear.

Alternative Comparison
A summary comparison of the intake facility alternatives is provided in Table 1.





LAKE WALCOTT GROUND WATER RECHARGE PROJECT:

INTAKE AND PUMP STATION FACILITY CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES (TASK 4)

TABLE 1

Intake Facility Alternative Comparison Summary

Alternative Screen Fate of Debris from Building Noise Boating Maintenance Visual
No. Intake Option General Description  Cleaning Type Screen Cleaning Characteristics Considerations Considerations Requirements Considerations
1 Slant Screen Inclined flat plate Air burst Stays in lake, may or ~ Somewhat Occasional Need to close Minimal, Somewhat
screen in concrete may not escape larger blast of air out  off area to outside larger building,
structure at screen suction once footprint to in lake to clean  protect occasional but nothing on
prescribed depth in blown off house air off screen boaters from inspection of the exterior of
lake, connected to receiver & (perhaps air burst or screens by building
four pipelines back compressor several timesa  anchor divers (presuming no
to pump wet well day) damage to access bridge
installed via blasting screens needed to
or rock cutting screen)
2 Tee Screen Four stainless steel Air burst Stays in lake, may or ~ Somewhat Occasional Need to close Minimal, Somewhat
tee screens placed may not escape larger blast of air out  off area to outside larger building,
at prescribed depth screen suction once footprint to in lake to clean  protect occasional but nothing on
in lake, connected blown off house air off screen boaters from inspection of the exterior of
to four pipelines receiver & (perhaps air burst or screens by building
back to pump wet compressor several timesa  anchor divers
well installed via day) damage to
blasting or rock screens
cutting
3 Cone Screen Four stainless steel Rotating Stays in lake, may or ~ Somewhat Minimal Need to close Minimal, Somewhat
conical screens brush arms may not escape smaller (little off area to outside smaller
placed at prescribed  across screen screen suction once or no screen protect anchor  occasional building,
depth in lake, wiped off system damage to inspection of nothing visible
connected to four components screens screens by on exterior of
pipelines back to indoors) divers building
pump wet well
installed via blasting
or rock cutting
4 Traveling Screen  HDPE traveling Wiper/spray Collected in building,  Larger Minimal None Occasional Larger building,
screens housed bar occasional haul-off footprint to need to visible
inside pump by Owner house collect debris platform and
building, with traveling inside building  trashrack on
channel carved out screen, debris and rake off exterior, visible
of lake bottom (via trough, and debris caught blasted
blasting or rock vehicle access on trashrack channel in
cutting) to outside lower water
prescribed depth building






LAKE WALCOTT GROUND WATER RECHARGE PROJECT: INTAKE AND PUMP STATION FACILITY CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES (TASK 4)

Conclusions

The slant screen and tee screen intakes share several common elements in terms of screen cleaning system,
distance from shore and intake pipe centerline elevation relative to the intake (e.g. the pipe exits the intake
structure horizontally). The air burst cleaning system causes a disruption (visual and noise) at the water surface
that may be undesirable in this application setting.

The cone screen intake with brush cleaning system can be located in a shallower water condition thus allowing
the intake to be located closer to shore. Also, the brush cleaning system does not impact the water surface from
a visual or agitation perspective. A tee screen can be provided with a brush cleaning system and thus eliminating
the impacts resultant from an air burst cleaning system. A brush cleaning system does not require ancillary
equipment to be placed in the pump building thus reducing the footprint needed for the pump building. Given
the proprietary nature of the brush cleaning system, the cost for the brush cleaning system will likely be more
than the cost of an air burst cleaning system, excluding the potential building cost difference.

The excavated channel intake, with traveling screens located within the building, reduce the boater recreationist
impacts by avoiding the need to cordon off a portion of the lake. However, at low water level, the face of the
building along the shore will be more visible in terms of overall building height and the excavated channel will be
evident.

Variations exist within the alternatives presented. For example, the concrete slant, tee, or cone screens could be
placed in an excavated channel that would locate the intake structure closer to the building and reduce the intake
suction pipeline construction cost.

The alternatives presented in the technical memorandum along with the variations will be discussed with the
agencies for input with the goal of identifying a preferred alternative to advance to preliminary design.
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Pump Building Exhibits
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Attachment C
Pump Building Color Samples






@I-CRETE®

MOLDS

Colors

White Limestone Harvest Gold

Khaki Bronze Beige Washed Suede Smokey Beige Terra Cotta

Sepia Chestnut Western Cedar Cocoa Brown Dark Walnut

Plum Taupe Brick Red Island Spruce Blue Slate

Charcoal Wrought Iron

Heather Grey Stonewall

Product description, usage and technical data on back
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Verti-Crete Colors

VC*-Stain is a water-based acrylic coating designed for
superior penetration into concrete. It ensures moisture
proofing, color stability, and ultraviolet resistance. When
properly applied it will not discolor, peel, crack, or blister.
Multiple coatings are compatible for color combinations

on concrete and masonry and correction of natural color
imperfections. VC-stains will impart a uniform color on all
forms of concrete: precast, poured, glass-fiber-reinforces,
brick, stucco, and stone surfaces. Its water-based composition
makes it a user-friendly product, which is solvent-free, odor-
free, and safe on interior surfaces. VC-stains comply with all
VOC regulations.

APPLICATION: As a pre-requisite for all coatings, a clean

surface is a must.

1- Surfaces must be free of dust, oil, and external soils, which
can affect adhesion and color. DO NOT use with form oils
containing SILICON. For best results, any previous coating
must be removed. Sealers/curing compounds containing
silicons or resins must be removed or they will affect the
quality of finish. Extremely smooth surfaces should be
sandblasted. Some previous coatings can be compatible,
however, a test-spot is definitely recommended.

2- VC-stains are water-dilutable, in all proportions. For
best dilution (Base Coat vs. Highlighter) see your rep. All
methods of application can be used: spray, roll, brush or
rag touch up. Size, quantity and quality of your parts will
determine your choice of equipment. For your custom plan
talk to your rep. All paint equipment can be cleaned with
warm-soapy water.

* VC=Verti-Crete

COVERAGE: The following variables will affect your
square foot per gallon coverage: Your choice of application
equipment, your design plan, number of base-coats, high-
lighters, etc. Consult your rep.

VARIATIONS IN COLOR tone/shade/hue are to be expected
between “actual concrete colors” and the color chart. These
differences are mostly due to:

A. Chemical reaction between various concrete mixes
and stains.

B. Reaction to sun’s ultraviolet energy, and local
environmental conditions such as: humidity, salt,
temperature, air quality, etc.

C. Printing inks on paper versus the actual product on
your concrete surface.

WARRANTY & CAUTION: With environmental
considerations, the sealing/moisture protection and quality of
this product is guaranteed for 10 years. However, the same
enviro-conditions (see paragraph “B” above) will affect the
longevity of color within 2-4 years.

Mail
P.0. Box 2347 / Sandy, Utah 84091

Plant
16500 South Pony Express Road / Bluffdale, Utah 84065

Phone  801571-2028

Fax 801 571-3486

E-mail  sales@verti-crete.com
Web WWww.verti-crete.com

B
@I-CRETE

MOLDS






Since 1955

Kalwall CRF

HIGH-PERFORMANCE ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS
Now With Fluoropolymer Resins!

THE BEST OF BOTH WORLDS!

Kalwall Corrosion Resistant Finish (CRF)
is THE high-performance finish for large
and unusual, pre-engineered/prefabricated
fenestration shapes. The spray-applied, air-
dried, two-part system, including the latest
chemically curable fluoropolymer resins,
permits large welded and mechanically
assembled Kalwall components to be fin-
ished as a unit. Touch-ups with the same
coating are easily performed!

* Premium Performance
Meets or Exceeds AAMA
Voluntary Specifications for High-
Performance Organic Coatings on
Architectural Extrusions and Panels

* Proven in Use
On thousands of buildings in every
climate for years

* Factory- and Field-Repairable
Fluoropolymer-fortified Thermoset
Acrylic/Urethane Systems are
extremely “user friendly”

+ 10-Year Limited Warranty
Available with Clear Top Coat

Sample colors appear on
the reverse side...






Kalwall ”"

HIGH-PERFORMANCE ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS
Now With Fluoropolymer!

Standard Colors

Aluminum #79

White #00 Bone White #21B Black #95

Gray #80 Bronze #85 Minuette #03

Blue #15 Coro Blue #48 Hartford Green #75

Brick #88 Banner Red #90 Mountain Green #70

Kalwall standard CRF colors are represented here and custom colors can be supplied. A Clear
Top Coat is optional for additional protection against severe weathering and chemical exposure.

These color samples should be considered approximations of actual colors because of the limitations of color reproduction.
Actual samples on aluminum substrate are available for final color consideration. Best viewed under natural daylight.

Kalwall corrorarion

PO Box 237, Manchester, NH 03105 Phone 800-258-9777 or 603-627-3861 Fax 603-627-7905 www.kalwall.com ©2007 Kalwall Corporation
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Lava Rock Exterior Wall Finish Sample
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Lava Rock Exterior Wall Finish Sample






CHARCOAL GREY

Location

Panel Profile

ROOF: PBR PANEL
WALL: 7.2 PANEL
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JILOR CHAR
- TR

* Final color selection should be made from actual color chips.

* For the most current information available, visit our website at www.mbci.com.

* See product selection chart for gauge and color availability.

* All products available in smooth or embossed finish.

* Trim available in all colors.

* A 40-year limited paint warranty is available upon written request for all colors except for Brite Red, Copper Metallic, Silver
Metallic and Polar White. Please review our sample warranty for complete performance attributes and terms and conditions.

KYNAR 500®, HYLAR 5000%, Low Gloss

SIGNATURE® 300
STANDARD COLORS

HARBOR BLUE * COLONIAL RED * MEDIUM BRONZE * PACIFIC BLUE * NATURAL PATINA *
SR .28 SRI 30 SR .34 SRI37 SR .33 SRI36 SR.29 SRI 31 SR .41 SRl 47

SNOW WHITE * SLATE GRAY * ALMOND * MIDNIGHT BRONZE * CLASSIC GREEN *
SR .65 SRl 79 SR .37 SRIZT SR .63 SRI 76 SR.29 SRI 31 SR .28 SRI 30

EVERGLADE * BROWNSTONE * TUNDRA * SPRUCE * HUNTER GREEN *
SR .33 SRI36 SR .47 SRI54 SR .46 SRl 53 SR .36 SRl 40 SR .35 SRI39

BRITE RED BONE WHITE* *
SR 49 SRl s SR .70 SRISs
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SIGNATURE® 200 Siliconized Polyester

STANDARD COLORS Polar White is a Straight Polyester.

BURNISHED SLATE * POLAR WHITE * CHARCOAL GRAY *

LIGHT STONE * RUSTIC RED *
SR .28 SRl 29 SR .58 SRI 69 SR .28 SRI30

SR .50 SRI 58 SR .36 SRl 40

KOKO BROWN * FERN GREEN * COAL BLACK *
SR .28 SRl 30 SR .28 SRl 29 SR .30 SRI31

HAWAIIAN BLUE * SOLAR WHITE** *
SR .32 SRI35 SR.74 SRIg1

SIGNATURE® 300 KYNAR 500®, HYLAR 5000®, Low Gloss
METALLIC

Metallic coatings are directional. Panels and trim must be installed oriented
in the same direction to prevent perceived shade variances.

COPPER METALLIC * SILVER METALLIC *
SR .45 SRI 51 SR .52 SRl 60

*  Minimum quantities and/or extended lead times may be
required. Please inquire.

Signature® is a registered trademark of NCI Group, Inc. KYNAR
5009 is a registered trademark of Arkema, Inc. HYLAR 5000 is a
registered trademark of Solvay Solexis.

=

ENERGY STAR
PARTNER

* ENERGY STAR® Qualified
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HUNTER GREEN *

SILVER CREST ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Location
HERRIMAN, UT

Panel Profile
ROOF: CRAFTSMAN™ HB

COAL BLACK * ORANGE* ASH GRAY

HARLEY-DAVIDSON SHOP & STORE

Location
GILLETTE, WY

Panel Profile
ROOF: BATTENLOK®HS, PBR PANEL
WALL: PBR PANEL

* Custom Color

BRITE RED CHARCOAL GRAY *

URBAN LOFTS
Location
HOUSTON, TX

Panel Profile
WALL: PBR PANEL, PBC PANEL






DESIGNER® SERIES

1 16" t
16.0 Fluted

12 —T 13,7
L 1

12.0 Flat
SHADOWRIB™
L 16” L
%1 ]
S —
+ 1%” L
5% -k
NUWALL®
#H 12—t
21" 1%
7F

WALL /LINER PANELS

12—t Y
d 11

FW 120-1 (with Bead)
L 247 L

1 171

ILM-240-2 (with Beads)

ARTISAN® SERIES

— 12 —t v
L-12 j

"

=

T» 4"# 4"‘,'«; 4”~,“ 17
J 4
L-12 (with Beads)

8"and 10" also available

CLASSIC® SERIES
1" ﬁ‘_gn
r—,_L
P

16" also available

QWIKLOK™

+
2%” [ f
F—

—rr —+

FLEXLOC®

105"
—_— %

872" and 9%2" also available

CRAFTSMAN™ SERIES

fw z
1 Pl

HB-12

16%%4"also available

STANDING SEAM
Vertical Leg
LOKSEAM®

N 18" N

F o l:
N
| i o

Snap-Together System
12"and 16" also available

BATTENLOK® HS

3 16" N .
r vy %
— I -~
Field Seamed System
12" also available

SUPERLOK®
% 16 %
—k
[y [z

Field Seamed System
12" also available

CURVED BATTENLOK®

\Il\ 16” \Il\
16 | 2
L —- -~

Field Seamed System

Trapezoidal Leg
ULTRA-DEK®

)‘ 24 4‘/
—
"\ Sy

Snap-Together System
12"and 18" also available

DOUBLE-LOK®

4 24 4
—F
AN N

Field Seamed System
12"and 18" also available

SR/SRI CHART

SIGN 300 - KYNAR 500®/HYLAR 5000°

SR # SRI #
HARBOR BLUE .28 30
COLONIAL RED 34 37
MEDIUM BRONZE 33 36
PACIFIC BLUE .29 31
HUNTER GREEN .35 39
SNOW WHITE .65 79
SLATE GRAY 37 41
ALMOND .63 76
MIDNIGHT BRONZE .29 31
CLASSIC GREEN .28 30
EVERGLADE 33 36
BROWNSTONE 47 54
TUNDRA 46 53
SPRUCE 36 40
NATURAL PATINA 41 47
BRITE RED .49 55
BONE WHITE .70 85
SR # SRI #
COPPER METALLIC 45 51
SILVER METALLIC .52 60
SR # SRI #
BURNISHED SLATE .28 29
POLAR WHITE .58 69
CHARCOAL GRAY .28 30
LIGHT STONE .50 58
HAWAIIAN BLUE 32 35
RUSTIC RED 36 40
KOKO BROWN .28 30
FERN GREEN .28 29
COAL BLACK .30 31
SOLAR WHITE 74 91






SOLAR REFLECTIVITY (SR)?
Solar reflectivity or reflectance (SR) is the ability
of a material to reflect solar energy from its surface
back into the atmosphere. The SR wvalue is a
number from 0to 1.0. Avalue of O indicates that the
material absorbs all solar energy and a value of 1.0
indicates it is all reflected. Energy Star requires SR
testing of both new and aged roof products. New
products must have an SR value of 0.25 or higher
for steep slope (above 2:12) roofing and an SR
value of 0.65 or higher for low slope (2:12 or less)
roofing. Aged testing takes 3 years to complete, so
not all products that meet the initial requirements
are qualified. For more information, please
go to www.energystar.gov.

SOLAR REFLECTANCE INDEX (SRI)?

The SRI is used to determine compliance with
LEED requirements and is calculated according
to ASTM E 1980 using values for reflectance
and emissivity. Emissivity is a material’s ability
to release absorbed energy. To meet LEED
requirements, a roofing material must have an
SRI of 29 or higher for steep slope (above 2:12)
roofing and an SRI value of 78 or higher for low
slope (2:12 or less) roofing. For more information,
please go to www.usgbc.org.

CUSTOM COLORS AND ACCESSORIES
If you’re looking for a color that isn’t on our chart, let us know and we’ll work with you to find the
exact color offering you need. MBCI also has a large selection of standard trim and flashing for each
of its metal roof and wall panels. All trim and flashing are available in the same gauge and finish as our
panel systems. Additionally, MBCI can make most any custom trim you require. Gutter systems are
also available and can be ordered to match or in any other color you choose.

For complete performance specifications, product limitations and disclaimers, please consult MBCI’s Paint and Galvalume Plus® warranties. Upon
receipt of payment in full, these warranties are available upon request for all painted or Galvalume Plus®, prime products. Sample copies can be found at
www.mbci.com or contact your local MBCI Sales Representative.

FOR THE MOST CURRENT INFORMATION AVAILABLE, VISIT OUR WEBSITE AT WWW.MBCI.COM

Houston, TX | 877.713.6224 Jackson, MS | 800.622.4136 Phoenix, AZ | 888.533.6224

Adel, GA | 888.446.6224 Lubbock, TX | 800.758.6224 Richmond, VA | 800.729.6224 /\
Atlanta, GA | 877.512.6224 Mattoon, IL | 888.885.0468 Rome, NY | 800.559.6224

Atwater, CA | 800.829.9324 Memphis, TN | 800.206.6224 Salt Lake City, UT | 800.874.2404 ®
Dallas, TX | 800.653.6224 Oklahoma City, OK | 800.597.6224  San Antonio, TX | 800.598.6224 Metal Roof and Wall Systems
Indianapolis, IN | 800.735.6224 Omaha, NE | 800.458.6224
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Attachment D
Representative Facility Graphics






Small Slant Screen Intake Example

Staggered Tee Screen Installation






Rendering of Cone Shaped Intake Screen with Brush Cleaning System prepared by Intake Screens, Inc.

Small Traveling Screen Example — photo from Hydrolox website
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MEMO

State of Idaho

Department of Water Resources
322 E Front Street, P.O. Box 83720, Boise, Idaho 83720-0098
Phone: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700

Date: September 11, 2013

To: Brian Patto . -
From: Allan Wyligand Neal Farmer < 7~ /-
cc: Sean Vincent and Rick Raymondi
Subject: Walcott Recharge Test

Introduction

The water levels in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer have been declining for a
number of reasons (IDWR, 2005a and 2005b). Many entities implement aquifer recharge
in an attempt to mitigate these declines, prompting the Idaho Water Resource Board to
prioritize recharge locations so that recharge water will be put to maximum benefit when
recharge water is scarce. The location of the Lake Walcott Recharge site with respect to
discharge areas (springs and connected river reaches) proved to be an excellent site for
improving aquifer storage and was given a relatively high priority when compared to
other sites in the report by Johnson (2012). The A&B Irrigation District, Magic Valley
Groundwater District, and the Idaho Water Resource Board entered into an agreement to
develop the Lake Walcott Recharge site (IWRB, 2013). The plan calls for an injection
capacity of 100 cubic feet per second (cfs).

Method

Two test wells were drilled on State of Idaho land near Lake Walcott (Figure 1)
and terminated above the water table to test the ability of the unsaturated zone to accept
recharge water. Two water trucks, one holding 2,000 gallons provided by Dean
Stevenson a member of the Magic Valley Groundwater District (2,000 gal truck) and one
holding 1,500 gallons provided by A&B Irrigation District (1,500 gal truck), supplied
potable water for the injection tests. A tremmie pipe was inserted into the test well and
then an In-Situ Level Troll 300 transducer (60 m range) was installed in the tremmie pipe
and suspended six inches above the bottom of the well. The transducer was programmed
to collect readings once every 60 seconds. Injection from the water trucks passed through
an eight foot long section of nominal four-inch diameter PVC before being directed down
the well. The injection rate was measured using a Thyme Flyte polysonic portable flow
meter. Once the transducer and flow meter were programmed and started, injection
commenced until the water truck was empty or the well filled up.
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Two test wells were completed on August 12, 2013 north of Lake Walcott on
State land at Township 8 South, Range 25 East, NW of the SW of Section 36 to
determine if the vadose zone in this area is suitable for injection of recharge water from
Lake Walcott. The first well was positioned west of the US BOR/stock well
approximately 1,100 foot, then the second well further west another 1,100 foot. A&B
Irrigation District provided the drilling equipment and supplies to place 20 feet of 12-inch
diameter casing in a 12-inch diameter hole. The drill rig was a dual reverse air rotary that
advanced casing with a drive shoe at the same time as the drill bit but casing was stopped
at 20 feet and then open hole drilling proceeded to the bottom of the borehole. The first
test well ended at 120 feet below land surface with the goal of stopping just before the
water table which was measured in the BOR well at 132 feet below top of casing. The
second well terminated at a depth of 140 feet but sand was encountered from
approximately 23 feet down to 35 feet and it collapsed as the drill steel was removed and
filled the hole back up to a depth of 120 feet. Onsite observation of the drill cuttings
during the drilling process showed nearly all basalt in the first borehole and then all
basalt in the second borehole except for the fine homogenous sand unit from 23 to 35
feet. An IDWR resource protection staff was on site during the well drilling operation
and oversaw placement of a well cap and temporary seal. Several days later after the
holes had cleared of drilling ‘fog’ they were logged with a downhole camera to confirm
geology, fractures, flow contacts, casing and depth of hole.





Results

Both wells were tested on August 28, 2013. Video logging of Test Well 01
showed a flow contact at 92-102 feet below land surface (bls), or 28-18 feet above the
bottom of the well. Video logging of Test Well 02 showed flow contacts at 88-92 feet bls
and a flow contact at 115-119 feet bls. Test Well 01 was the first well tested, testing of
Test Well 02 followed. The following analyses assume that the injected water is accepted
by the flow contact zones and the remainder of the stratigraphy penetrated accepted
virtually no water and that during injection the flow contact zones became fully saturated.

Test Well 01

Testing of Test Well 01 consisted of injecting about 2,000 gal of water at an
average rate of 121 gal/min (gpm) for about 17 min. The 2,000 gal truck was then empty
so injection was stopped while the 1,500 gal water truck was connected to the four-inch
PVC pipe and then injection resumed at 326 gpm for 4 min and injection was stopped
because the water level in the well was near land surface. After injection stopped and the
water level in Test Well 01 dropped to 92 ft bls (the depth of the flow contact zone
encountered near the bottom of the well) the transducer was pulled from the well and the
tremmie removed and installed in Test Well 02. The transducer was then reinserted into
Test Well 01 to the same depth as before to monitor recovery in the dense basalt below
the flow contact. Figure 2 contains a plot of water level measured relative to the
transducer depth.

Test Well 01
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Figure 2. Plot of depth of water ahove the transducer in Test Well 01.

The data shown in Figure 2 presents two opportunities to calculate the hydraulic
properties of the flow contact 92-102 ft bls, the recession after emptying the 2,000 gal
truck and the recession after injection from the 1,500 gal truck was stopped. Figure 3
contains a plot of log of H(t) vs. time from the first recession resulting from the switch
between the 2,000 gal truck and the 1,500 gal truck. The transition took less time than
anticipated and only two points were collected before injection was resumed, however an
analysis can be conducted using the Bouwer and Rice (1976) technique. The results of
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this analysis indicate a hydraulic conductivity of 17 ft/day for the flow contact at 92-102
ft bls.
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Figure 3. Semilog plot of H(t) vs. time for test one in Test Well 01.

Figure 4 contains a plot of log of H(t) vs. time starting at the end of injection into
Test Well 01. This plot contains four observations with the pressure transducer. Four
observations provide more confidence in the Bouwer and Rice (1976) analysis because
the rate of decline is better constrained. The computed hydraulic conductivity from this
portion of the test is 7 ft/day.
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Figure 4. Semilog plot of H(t) vs. time for test two in Test Well 01.

The recession at the end of the injection in Test Well 01 can be analyzed using the
Theis (1935) recovery method. This analysis technique assumes a constant discharge, but
in practice tends to be relatively insensitive to changes in pumping rate. Figure 5 contains
a plot of residual drawdown (s’) vs log of time since pumping started divided by time
since pumping stopped (log(t/t*)). The computed hydraulic conductivity using this
technique is 7 ft/day. Appendix A contains the calculations from all analyses conducted
for Test Well 01.





Recovery test Test Well 01
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Figu;; 5. Recover analysis for Test Well 01.

Test Well 02

After drilling was completed, the sedimentary interbed at 23 feet bls caved into
Test Well 02. The tremmie was inserted to 120 feet bls and was resting on the material
that caved into the well. A transducer was inserted into the tremmie and suspended six
inches above the bottom of the tremmie and programmed to collect data every 60
seconds. The Thyme Flyte polysonic portable flow meter was installed on the four- inch
PVC and programmed. Both water trucks were refilled from a nearby well, and injection
commenced with the 2,000 gal truck. During injection, the tremmie settled in the well
about 0.7 feet into the sediment and the transducer became stuck. After the test was over,
the tremmie was pulled and the transducer freed. The tremmie was then suspended 5 feet
above the sediment in the bottom of the well and the transducer suspended 5 feet above
the bottom of the tremmie and then the contents of the 1,500 gal truck was injected into
the well. A decision was made to refill both water trucks and inject the contents of both
water trucks at the same time. The 1,500 gal water truck was discharged through the 4
inch PVC pipe and measured with the Thyme Flyte polysonic portable flow meter, and
the 2,000 gal truck was injected directly into the well. The 1,500 gal truck was measured
because the injection rate of the 2,000 gal water truck was more constant, and thus more

accurately estimated. Figure 6 contains a graph of the water level changes recorded in
Test Well 02 with the transducer.
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Figure 6. Plot of depth of water above the transducer in Test Well 02 during testing.

Two basalt flow contact zones were encountered while drilling Test Well 02, one
from 88-92 feet bls and one at 115-119 feet bls. Personnel on site during drilling of the
well did not observe any indication of flow contact zones below 120 feet bls.

The sequence of events outlined above presents three opportunities to estimate the
physical properties of the flow contacts that may accept water.

1) The recession resulting from the injection from the 2,000 gal truck when the
tremmie settled and the transducer became stuck,

2) the recession from the injection of the 1,500 gal truck and

3) the recession from the combined injection of both trucks.

Figure 7 contains a plot of log of H(t) vs. time for the Bouwer and Rice (1976)
analysis from the recession after injecting the contents of the 2,000 gal truck. The first
observation to note in both Figure 6 and Figure 7 is that the flow contact at 88-92 feet bls
(32-28 feet above the transducer) does not appear to accept significant volumes of water
because there is no change in slope after the water level drops below 32 feet above the
transducer, thus all of the water must be discharging through the flow contact observed at
115-119 ft bls. Assuming all the water is discharging through the four-ft flow contact
near the bottom of the well, the computed hydraulic conductivity from this test is 11
ft/day.
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Figure 7. Semilog plot of H(t) vs. time for test one in Test Well 02.

Figure 8 contains the plot of s’ vs log(/t’) for the Thies (1935) recovery analysis
for Test 1 conducted in Test Well 02. This technique provides a hydraulic conductivity of
32 ft/day.
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Figure 8. Recovery test analysis for Test 1 in Test Well 02.

Figure 9 contains a plot of H(t) vs. time of the recession resulting from the
injection of the contents of the 1,500 gal water truck for the Bouwer and Rice (1976)
analysis. This recession plot also does not show any evidence that water discharged into
the flow contact observed 32-28 feet above the bottom of the well, 22-18 feet above the
transducer (the transducer was raised 10 feet for this test). The computed hydraulic
conductivity from this test is 23 ft/day.
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Figure 9. Semilog plot of H(t) vs. time for test two in Test Well 02.
Figure 10 contains the plot of s’ vs log(t/t’) for the Thies (1935) recovery analysis

for Test 2 conducted in Test Well 02. This technique provides a hydraulic conductivity of
42 ft/day.
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Recover Test 2 Test Well 02
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Figure 10. Recovery Test 2 in Test Well 02.

Figure 11 contains a plot of H(t) vs. time of the recession resulting from the
injection of the contents of both the 2,000 gal and 1,500 gal water trucks. This recession
plot also does not show any evidence of the flow contact observed 32-28 feet above the
bottom of the well (22-18 feet above the transducer). The computed hydraulic

conductivity from this test is 5 ft/day. Appendix B contains the calculations from the tests
conducted in Test Well 02.
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Figure 11. Semilog plot of H(t) vs. time for test three in Test Well 02.
Figure 12 contains the plot of s’ vs log(t/t") for the Thies (1935) recovery analysis

for Test 3 conducted in Test Well 02. This technique provides a hydraulic conductivity of
27 ft/day.

12





Recovery Test 3 Test Well 02
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Figure 12. Recovery Test 3 in Test Well 02,

Conclusions

The average hydraulic conductivity for the tests in Test Well 01 was 10 ft/day and
the average hydraulic conductivity for the tests in Test Well 02 was 23 ft/day (Table 1).
The analyses techniques are not ideally suited these conditions, however they yield
similar hydraulic conductivity values. In any case, the key observation is that when the
injection rate exceeded about 250 gpm, the water level never stabilized in either well. All
of these analyses together with this last observation suggest that it would take somewhere
around 200 wells to inject 100 cfs, assuming these tests are representative for the area.
The number of wells can be reduced by drilling the wells deeper to intersect more flow
contact zones.

Table 1. Estimated hydraulic conductivity (ft/day). B&R = Bouwer and Rice (1976) and Thies =
Thies (1935).

Test Well B&R1 B&R 2 B&R3 | Thies1 | Thies2 | Thies3 | Average

=

01 17 7 7 10
02 11 23 5 32 42 27 23
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Appendix A

Calculations from Tests Conducted in Test Well 01
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Test Well 01
testl
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Analysis assumptions
interflow zone 92-102 ft below land surface is aquifer

static water level 10 ft
length of screened interval (L) 10 ft
diameter of casing (Rc) 05 ft
diameter of screen (Rw) 0.5 ft
kh/kv ratio 1
L/Rw 20

A 2.17

B8 0.33

C 1.40

In(Re/Rw) 0.64

t 0.000694

Ho 16.6

Ht 3.88

1/t(In(Ho/Ht) 2093.14

K 16.62
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Test Well 01
test2
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Analysis assumptions
interflow zone 92-102 ft below land surface is aquifer

static water level 10 ft
length of screened interval (L) 10 ft
diameter of casing (Rc) 0.5 ft
diameter of screen (Rw) 0.5 ft
kh/kv ratio 1
L/Rw 20

A 2.17

B 0.33

C 1.40

In(Re/Rw) 0.64

t 0.002083

Ho 78

Ht 13.79

1/t(In(Ho/Ht) 831.73

K 6.61
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Recovery test Test Well 01
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Appendix B

Calculations from Tests Conducted in Test Well 02
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Test Well 02
Testl
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Analysis assumptions
interflow zone 114-118 ft below land surface is aquifer

static water level 10 ft
length of screened interval (L) 4 ft
diameter of casing (Rc) 05 ft
diameter of screen (Rw) 05 ft
kh/kv ratio 1
L/Rw 8

A 1.84

B 0.27

C 0.93

In(Re/Rw) 0.77

Ho 49.64

t 0.002083

Ht 18.55

1/t(In(Ho/Ht) 472.35

K 1141
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Recovery Test 1 Test Well 02
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Test Well 02
test2
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Analysis assumptions
interflow zone 114-118 ft below land surface is aquifer

static water level 10 f
length of screened interval (L) 4 ft
diameter of casing (Rc) 05 ft
diameter of screen (Rw) 0.5 ft
kh/kv ratio 1
L/Rw 8

A 1.84

B 0.27

C 0.93

In(Re/Rw) 0.77

Ho 50.07

t 0.002083

Ht 6.81

1/t(In(Ho/Ht) 957.93

K 23.14
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Recover Test 2 Test Well 02
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Test Well 02
test3
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Analysis assumptions
interflow zone 114-118 ft below land surface is aquifer

static water level 10 ft
length of screened interval (L) 4 ft
diameter of casing (Rc) 05 ft
diameter of screen (Rw) 0.5 ft
kh/kv ratio 1
L/Rw 8

A 1.84

B 0.27

o 0.93

In(Re/Rw) 0.77

Ho 75.00

t 0.003472

Ht 35.22

1/t{In(Ho/Ht) 217.70

K 5.26

24





H U
o O

Residual drawdown {ft)
w
o

Recovery Test 3 Test Well 02

y=35.556In(x) - 24.255

20
10
0 !
1 10
t/t' (day)

t/t' =100 139
t/t'= 10 58
delta s' 82
Q ft**3/d 48895
T ft**2/d 109
K ft/d 27

25











C.L. ""Butch' Otter
Governor

Roger W. Chase
Chairman
Pocatello
District 4

Peter Van Der Meulen
Vice-Chairman

Hailey

At Large

Bob Graham
Secretary
Bonners Ferry
District 1

Charles “Chuck”
Cuddy

Orofino

At Large

Vince Alberdi
Kimberly
At Large

Jeff Raybould
St. Anthony
At Large

Albert Barker
Boise
District 2

John “Bert” Stevenson
Rupert
District 3

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

MEETING MINUTES 10-13

National Oregon/California Trail Center
Allinger Community Theatre
320 North 4™ Street, Montpelier, Idaho 83254

September 19, 2013
Work Session

Chairman Roger Chase called the meeting to order at approximately 9:00
am. Bert Stevenson was absent. All other Board members were present.

During the Work Session the following items were discussed: Bear River
Compact by Jack Barnett and Liz Cresto; Operation of Bear Lake by Connely
Baldwin; and Future of ldaho’s Compact Allocation by Hal Anderson. No
action was taken by the Board during the Work Session.

September 20, 2013
IWRB Meeting

Chairman Roger Chase called the meeting to order at approximately
8:00 am. Bert Stevenson was absent. All other Board members were present.
Agenda Item No. 1, Roll Call
Board Members Present

Roger Chase, Chairman Albert Barker
Peter Van Der Meulen, Vice Chairman Vince Alberdi
Bob Graham, Secretary Chuck Cuddy

Jeff Raybould

Staff Members Present

Brian Patton, Planning Bureau Chief Mat Weaver, Deputy Director
Mandi Pearson, Administrative Assistant ~ Gary Spackman, Director
Harriet Hensley, Deputy Attorney General Cynthia Bridge Clark, Engineer
Helen Harrington, Planning Section Manager

Guests Present

Jack Barnett, Barnett Intermountain Water
Claudia Cottle, Bear Lake Watch

Hal Anderson, Idaho Water Engineering

Kerry Romrell, Bear River Commission

Tim Fleeger, US Army Corps of Engineers

Walt Poole, Idaho Department of Fish and Game

322 East Front Street, Boise, Idaho 83720 Tel: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700





Agenda Item No. 2, Executive Session

At approximately 8:00 am the Board resolved into Executive Session by unanimous consent
pursuant to Idaho Code Section 67-2345 subsection (1)(f), for the purpose of communicating with legal
counsel regarding legal ramifications of and legal options for pending litigation, or controversies not yet
being litigated but imminently likely to be litigated. No action was taken by the Board during the
Executive Session. The Board resolved out of Executive Session and into Regular Session at
approximately 9:15 am.

Agenda Item No. 3, Agenda and Approval of Minutes

There were no additions or deletions from the agenda.

Mr. Van Der Meulen noted an error on the minutes for meeting 9-13, on page 4. The correction will
state “The Air Force Base would then purchase the water as though they are purchasing from a utility.”
Mr. Raybould made a motion that the minutes for meeting 9-13 be approved as corrected. Mr. Cuddy
seconded the motion. VVoice Vote. All were in favor. Motion passed.

Agenda Item No. 4, Public Comment

Chairman Chase opened up the meeting for public comment. Mrs. Claudia Cottle, representing
Bear Lake Watch, addressed the Board. She discussed the importance of Bear Lake to the residents and
businesses that live near it. She expressed her appreciation for the Board’s work and thanked the Board
for visiting the area.

There was discussion among the Board members regarding the time limits on the Public
Comment period.

Agenda Item No. 5, Committee Reports
a. Water Storage Projects (Cynthia Bridge Clark, Staff)

Ms. Clark discussed the Water Storage Projects Committee meeting held in Rexburg on August
8™, She listed the participants of the meeting and the tour of Henrys Fork Basin earlier that day. During
the tour they visited potential surface water storage sites as well as the Egin Lakes recharge site. During
the committee meeting Board members and staff discussed the Henrys Fork Basin Study and the Boise
River Feasibility Study. Mr. Cuddy stated that the tour gave the Board an opportunity to see good short
term and long term storage sites in the area.

b. Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Streamflow (Helen Harrington, Staff)

Ms. Harrington discussed the Lemhi River Basin Tour and Streamflow Committee Meeting held
in Salmon on August 29". During the meeting, Mr. Clive Strong provided an overview and history of
the Water Transactions program efforts in the Lemhi Basin. Mr. Mike Edmondson of the Governor’s
Office of Species Conservation gave a presentation regarding the Office of Species Conservation
programs and their involvement with the efforts in the Lemhi and Upper Salmon basins, and Ms.
Morgan Case spoke to the committee about a recent review of the Water Transactions program by the
Independent Scientific Review Panel. Ms. Case also discussed with the Committee a proposed
adjustment to compensation for power for one of the water transactions that was approved in the past.
Ms. Harrington further discussed the Lemhi River Basin Tour and the positive feedback of landowners
as well as participation from the Governor’s Office, Office of Species Conservation, Office of the
Attorney General, the local water master, as well as Representative Terry Gestrin.

The week following the field tour, Ms. Harrington and Ms. Case gave a tour to members of the
Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program and Bonneville Power Administration in the Lemhi Basin
as well as upstream from Stanley. During the visit, they met with Director Spackman and Idaho
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members of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council. There was discussion among the Board
members regarding the success of the Water Transactions Program and various ways to get this
information out to the public.

Agenda Item No. 6, Recharge Legislation Update (Harriet Hensley, Deputy Attorney General)

Ms. Hensley provided the Board with an update on the status of the recharge legislation. She
discussed the recent version of the draft legislation. The general fundamentals include: the appropriation
of groundwater recharge rights and the promulgation of rules, the deleted provision for subordination,
provisions relating to managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits, as well as a rules governing the
aquifer credit program. The proposed legislation does not address Idaho Code § 42-1737, which gives
the Board approval of projects in excess of 10,000 acre-feet on an average annual basis. There was
discussion among the parties regarding current private recharge applications, language in the legislation
relating to the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), and the importance that the legislation language
makes it clear that it is for statewide use- not just relating to the ESPA. Ms. Hensley also suggested that
the Board should think about how to proceed in terms of recommendations/support for the legislation.
There was further discussion regarding details surrounding the submission of the legislation, as well as
discussion regarding the subordination clause.

Agenda Item No. 7, Financial Program (Brian Patton, Staff)

As of July 1, the Board had approximately $19.9 million in funds committed but not yet
disbursed, about $15.1 million in loan principle outstanding, and a total uncommitted balance of about
$3.7 million. There was discussion among the parties regarding commitments and revenues over the
next 12 months and potential loans and/or bonds, as well as clarification of specific figures in the status
report and funding for the CAMP sub-accounts. There was also discussion regarding the potential
Emmett Irrigation District canal repair.

Mr. Patton brought to the Board’s attention a resolution to approve a supplemental trust
indenture to deal with various concerns in the 2011 Pooled Bond, also known as the Bear River bonds.
This resolution would approve a supplemental indenture that would allow reserve amounts exceeding
10% of the outstanding bonds to be returned back to the borrower districts as those bonds are paid down.
It would also allow for redemptions in any amount where they were previously limited to defined
nominations. There was discussion regarding the Attorney General’s staff’s review of the resolution,
communication with the affected groups, and specific details regarding the supplemental indenture.

Mr. Raybould moved to adopt the resolution regarding the 2011 Pooled Bonds. Mr. VVan Der
Meulen seconded the motion.

Roll Call VVote: Mr. Cuddy: Aye; Mr. Alberdi: Aye; Mr. Stevenson: Absent; Mr. Raybould: Aye; Mr.
Van Der Meulen: Aye; Mr. Graham: Aye; Mr. Barker: Aye; Chairman Chase: Aye. Motion carried.

Mr. Patton stated that Moody’s Investors Service has affirmed the A2 rating on the Board’s
Dworshak Project Bonds.

Agenda Item No. 8, Planning Programs

a. Update (Helen Harrington, Staff)

Ms. Harrington discussed the 2012 Idaho State Water Plan. The Water Resource Planning
Committee will be meeting to review areas which may need amendment. Additionally, the Governor
requested the IWRB develop a policy on Sustainability. Background research and development of a
draft policy for committee review is underway.

Ms. Harrington updated the Board on the status of the Treasure Valley CAMP. Board staff is
reviewing comments received on the plan and will bring a revised draft to the Water Resource Planning
Committee this fall.
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Ms. Harrington discussed Wood River Valley planning activities. The Wood River Valley
Groundwater Flow Model Project was initiated to help provide a scientific foundation for future
planning efforts and management of aquifers underlying the Wood River Valley. A technical advisory
committee has been established to provide the United States Geological Survey and Idaho Department
of Water Resources modeling team with input during model construction. There was discussion among
the parties regarding the priorities of the planning in relation to the Sustainability Initiative.

Ms. Harrington mentioned a news release from the Bureau of Reclamation regarding a
WaterSMART grant awarded to Friends of the Teton River to develop a restoration plan to improve
water quality and ecological resiliency of the Teton River watershed. This is in part a result of the
Board’s guidance to Friends of the Teton River to ensure that the work they do has full public
involvement and support.

Ms. Harrington reported that the Water Supply Bank Coordinator position will soon be filled and
staff is looking forward to advancing the Water Supply Bank program.

Staff recently attended the Colorado Water Congress Summer Conference to discuss the Idaho
State Water Plan. The panel discussion provided an opportunity to learn about state water planning in
other states and assist the state of Colorado with lessons learned through Idaho’s experience.

b. RP CAMP (Helen Harrington, Staff)

Ms. Harrington provided an update on the Rathdrum Prairie CAMP (RP CAMP). The RP CAMP
Advisory Committee met on July 24, 2013 to discuss implementation activities and review several
funding requests. Three funding requests have been received over the past several months. The first is
the Rathdrum/Spokane Aquifer Technology Project, sponsored by the Kootenai-Shoshone Soil and
Water Conservation District. Ms. Harrington provided details regarding this funding request. The
Advisory Committee and staff recommended $20,000 in funding for the Rathdrum/Spokane Aquifer
Technology Project. There was discussion among the parties regarding the duration of the project,
commitment to future funding, and other participants in the project.

Mr. Graham moved to adopt the resolution to fund the recommended RP CAMP project. Mr.
Van Der Meulen seconded the motion.

Roll Call Vote: Mr. Cuddy: Aye; Mr. Alberdi: Aye; Mr. Stevenson: Absent; Mr. Raybould: Aye; Mr.
Van Der Meulen: Aye; Mr. Graham: Aye; Mr. Barker: Aye; Chairman Chase: Aye. Motion carried.

The second funding request is the Evaluation of Alternative Ground-Water Pumping Schemes as
an Approach to Mitigating Problems of Critical Low Flow in the Spokane River at Spokane,
Washington, sponsored by Ralston Hydrologic Services. The Advisory Committee also recommended
funding for the Evaluation of Alternative Ground-Water Pumping Schemes in the amount of $70,000
with efforts to obtain local support for the project. However, the Advisory Committee and applicant
have requested delay in IWRB consideration of this funding request until November to allow for
applicant and RP CAMP Advisory Committee members to be present during the discussion.

The third funding request is the Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer Water Level Water
Quality Response Model, sponsored by the University of Idaho. The Advisory Committee
recommended that the Board not fund this project at this time. The Advisory Committee will be
developing a protocol and framework to work through funding requests. Until this occurs, funding
requests will not be accepted. Should this applicant wish to resubmit the funding request at that time, it
will be reconsidered.

Ms. Harrington addressed the issue of RP CAMP Advisory Committee membership. Stimpson
Lumber Company recently requested that the current appointed representative, Hal Keever, be replaced
with Mr. Ed Squires. Staff recommended this request be delegated to the Planning Committee for
consideration and recommendation. There was discussion regarding others the Board may wish to
appoint to this vacancy.
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Additional Public Comment

At this time, Chairman Chase again opened the meeting for Public Comment, due to a
misunderstanding regarding the earlier Public Comment period. Mr. Kerry Romrell, a member of the
Bear River Commission as well as the Soil and Water Conservation District in Montpelier. He notified
the Board that legal counsel is being sought regarding the Local Improvement District (LID) that was
formed in the Bear River area. There was discussion among the parties regarding communication with
the LID.

Agenda Item No. 9, WD02 WaterSMART Grant Update (Brian Patton, Staff)

Mr. Patton reminded the Board of the creation of Water District 02 and the coordinated effort
among district water users and IDWR and IWRB staff to secure cost share funding through the US
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) WaterSMART program to assist with the installation of measuring
devices and telemetry equipment for diversions in the district. Mr. Patton stated that the agreement with
the BOR has been completed and executed and they will be providing up to $151,425. The installation
of the measuring devices will begin this fall. There was discussion among the parties regarding the
individuals involved.

Agenda Item No. 10, Pristine Springs

Mr. Patton updated the Board on the Blue Lakes pipeline replacement. The work is on track for
November completion. Mr. Alberdi discussed communications with the College of Southern Idaho (CSI)
regarding the acquisition of Pristine Springs. CSI hired an appraiser and the appraisal has been
completed and reviewed, and Mr. Alberdi is expecting negations to begin. He requested that another
Board member be included in these negotiations as well as a member of the Attorney General’s office.
There was discussion among the parties and it was decided that Mr. VVan Der Meulen would participate
and that the Board would request that John Homan from the Attorney General’s office would assist the
Board with the negotiations. There was further discussion among the parties regarding issues with
construction of the pipeline and the Board’s financial participation.

Agenda Item No. 11, Sustainability Initiative (Brian Patton, Staff)

Mr. Patton discussed the Water Sustainability Initiative that has grown out of discussions
between Board members, representatives of the Idaho Water Users Association, and the Governor’s
office. It contains three parts: Proposed Aquifer Recharge/Credit Legislation, State Water Plan
Sustainability Policy, and Proposed Funding Package for Water Sustainability Projects, Monitoring, and
Planning. There was discussion among the parties regarding the funding and several editing suggestions.

Agenda Item No. 12, Storage Studies Update (Cynthia Bridge Clark, Staff)

Ms. Clark updated the Board on the Weiser-Galloway Project. The final report for the Geologic
Investigation is scheduled for completion by the end of September 2013. Results indicate that a safe dam
can be engineered and constructed at the site. The report will document technical issues that should be
considered for final feasibility design and construction. The US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
continues to refine the riverware model for the Weiser River basin. IDWR and Idaho Power are updating
the Snake River Planning Model and coordinating the exchange of input data with the Corps.
Completion of the Operational Analysis is scheduled for spring 2014. There was discussion among the
parties regarding flow augmentation.

Ms. Clark updated the Board on the Henrys Fork Basin Study. She reminded the Board of the
Water Storage Projects Committee meeting and tour of the Henrys Fork basin on August 8". Over the
course of the study, particular alternatives have been moved forward for evaluation. Technical analysis
is underway at Island Park, Lane Lake, and the Teton site. Ms. Clark provided the Board with a
document titled “Framework for a Path Forward” which outlines a proposal to generate two reports to
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document the study findings, one of which would document the basin study findings while the other
report would provide recommendations. Reclamation hopes to complete the Basin Study report by the
end of the year. Ms. Clark discussed the draft recommendations and prioritization of options. There was
discussion among the parties regarding the importance of the storage components of this study and the
lack of support for the Teton site.

Ms. Clark updated the Board on the Boise River Feasibility Study. The primary objective has
been to revise the federal cost share agreement (FCSA) to meet the Corps’ new feasibility planning
guidelines. Preliminary hydraulic, economic and other technical analyses are currently being performed
to provide additional information about the measures identified for the study. Several Board members
and staff participated in a tour of key locations on the Boise River on August 23, 2013. The Corps
provided a summary of project tasks and discussed the feasibility study process at the Water Storage
Projects Committee meeting on August 8, 2013. She introduced Mr. Tim Fleeger from the Corps to
discuss the FCSA. He provided a summary of proposed amendments to the FCSA. He discussed a
summary of project tasks from the revised Project Management Plan. He discussed deliverables of the
feasibility study, and cost sharing for the Boise River General Investigation project. There was
discussion among the parties regarding the cost sharing provisions. Ms. Clark requested feedback from
the Board regarding the FCSA. Chairman Chase stated the Board would like to move forward with the
project.

Agenda Item No. 13, ESPA Update (Mat Weaver, Staff)

Mr. Weaver updated the Board on AWEP projects. The A&B conversion project will likely
begin construction in the fall of 2014, and is estimated to be in operation by the spring of 2015. A
summary has been requested from NRCS of the status of the AWEP projects and they hope to have
those to us by the end of the fiscal year. The future of AWEP is uncertain; however a list of projects is
being developed that could be put towards an application in the future, if and when that time is
appropriate.

Mr. Weaver provided a summary of 2013 recharge. Both North Side Canal Company and
American Falls Reservoir District 2 (Milner-Gooding Canal) have informed IDWR that they have
maintenance and construction projects and will not be able to assist with recharge this fall. Southwest
Irrigation District indicates they will attempt to recharge. He discussed the need to be able to recharge
during good water years and what components need to be in place for the Board to maximize their
ability to recharge during wet years.

Mr. Weaver discussed the progress of the Walcott Recharge Site. WH Pacific completed the
survey work. CH2M Hill has finalized an economic alternatives analysis. Mr. Weaver described the
alternative that was agreed upon by the parties involved. A&B Irrigation District has drilled two wells
for recharge purposes. IDWR staff were onsite to assist and record information. Mr. Weaver discussed
the results of the test and the next steps. There was discussion among the parties regarding the recharge
wells and water quality issues.

Mr. Weaver provided a status of the Board’s applications for recharge. Staff conducted a tour
with the applicants in July 2013. The water rights have been advertised and a timeline for protest and
interventions has expired. Meetings will be held and/or are ongoing with protestants to address their
concerns.

Agenda Item No. 14, IDWR Director’s Report (Gary Spackman, Director)

Director Spackman discussed the Bear River and Bear Lake and the additional depletions that are
allowed for Idaho and Utah. Utah is moving forward with the development of that allocation and Idaho
has not focused on this yet. Director Spackman stated that Idaho should be considering the development
of the water resources that we have in the basin. He suggested that IDWR had a responsibility to
promote an adjudication in the Bear River basin. There was further discussion among the parties
regarding concerns in the Bear River basin.
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Director Spackman discussed recharge legislation. He discussed the need for the legislation and
how the legislation has changed as those involved have begun to reach compromise.

Agenda Item No. 15, Other Non-Action Items for Discussion

Mr. Barker discussed the status of the Columbia River Treaty. He recommended that staff
develop a resolution for the Board to consider that would express the Board’s opinion on what needs to
be done to protect the water resources and the water supply in Idaho. There was discussion among the
parties regarding the resolution and a letter to the legislators involved.

Mr. Barker also commented on a report by TetraTech regarding issues caused by reduced flows
in the mid-Snake. He discussed the importance that water supply decisions continue to enhance spring
flows that maintain flows in the mid Snake. He also requested that staff contact DEQ to coordinate
efforts. There was further discussion among the parties regarding these issues.

Agenda Item No. 16, Next Meeting and Adjourn

The next regularly scheduled meetings are set for November 19-20, 2013 in Boise, and January
23-24, 2014 in Boise. Both of these meetings are scheduled to coordinate with the Idaho Water Users
Association seminars. Mr. Cuddy made a motion to Adjourn, and Mr. Van Der Meulen seconded the
motion. Voice Vote. All were in favor. Motion Carried.

The IWRB Meeting 10-13 adjourned at approximately 12:30 pm.

Respectfully submitted this day of November, 2013.

Bob Graham, Secretary

Mandi Pearson, Administrative Assistant Il

Board Actions:

1. Mr. Raybould made a motion that the corrected minutes for meetings 9-13 be approved. Mr.
Cuddy seconded the motion. Voice Vote. All were in favor. Motion carried.

2. Mr. Raybould moved to accept the resolution approving a Supplemental Indenture and
authorizing various matters in connection with the Board’s Pooled Loan Program Revenue
Bonds 2011 Series A. Mr. Van Der Meulen seconded the motion. Roll Call Vote. All were in
favor. Motion carried.

3. Mr. Graham made a motion to approve the resolution to allocate funds for RP CAMP projects.
Mr. Alberdi seconded the motion. Roll Call VVote. All were in favor. Motion carried.
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Corps Policy:

Natural Flows and the State Primacy of Water

By Tony Willardson

he U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently

pursuing rulemaking intended to clarify

definitions in its water supply policies and to
specify the policies and methodology it will use to
determine prices for surplus water contracts pursuant
to section 6 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (FCA).
The Corps is also conducting a system-wide analysis
of storage water reallocation in the Missouri River
Mainstem Reservoir System. The Corps’ efforts should
recognize state authority over surface water allocation and
properly interpret stored water and storage capacity.

State Primacy

Wiater belongs to the states, which have exclusive
authority over the allocation and administration of rights
to the use of surface water within their borders. State-
granted water-use permits, once put to beneficial use, also
become property rights with constitutional protections,
including due process and compensation if taken through
government action.

The basis of the states’ primary and exclusive authority
over their water resources is rooted in the Equal Footing
Doctrine in Article IV of the U.S. Constitution, under
which states take title to the navigable waters within
their borders upon admission to the Union. As the U.S.
Supreme Court has noted in California v. U.S., 438 U.S.
645, 653-664 (1978), Congress has also demonstrated a
“consistent thread of purposeful and continued deference
to state water law” through such laws and provisions as
the Mining Acts of 1866 and 1870, the Desert Lands
Act of 1877, the Federal Water Power Act of 1920,
section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902, and others.

Congress was well aware of this deference when it
enacted the laws that govern the use of surplus water
and storage at Corps’ reservoirs, namely the FCA and
the Water Supply Act of 1958 (WSA). For example, it
specified in the first sentence of the FCA in section 1
that it is “the policy of the Congress to recognize the
interests and rights of the States in determining the
development of the watersheds within their borders and
likewise their interests and rights in water utilization and
control....”33 U.S.C. § 701-1.

Similarly, Congress specified in section 301(a) of the
WSA that it is the policy of Congress to:

[Rlecognize the primary responsibilities of the
States and local interests in developing water
supplies . . . and that the Federal Government

should participate and cooperate with States
and local interests in developing such water
supplies in connection with the construction,
maintenance, and operation of Federal
navigation, flood control, irrigation, or multiple
purpose projects. 43 U.S.C. § 390b.

Section 301(c) of the WSA further specifies that
the law’s water supply section “shall not be construed
to modify the provisions” of section 1 of the FCA or
the provisions of section 8 of the Reclamation Act of
1902. Id.

Distinguishing Storage Capacity from Stored Water

There is a difference between a reservoir’s storage
capacity and stored water. Stored water does not
encompass all of the water in a reservoir. To the contrary,
it represents the difference between water flowing into
a reservoir and the water flowing out of the reservoir.
Stated another way, if more water flows into the reservoir
than leaves the reservoir, this water is captured as stored
water. If less water flows into the reservoir than leaves
the reservoir, this water supply represents the release of
stored water. In either event, the natural flows that would
exist absent the Corps’ dams and reservoirs should not be
considered stored water.

Section 6 of the FCA states that the Corps “is
authorized to make contracts . . . at such prices and on
such terms as [it] may deem reasonable, for domestic and
industrial uses for surplus water that may be available at
any reservoir” under the Corps’ control. 33 U.S.C. § 708.
The Corps has interpreted surplus water to mean, in part,
any water in a Corps reservoir that is not required for
federally authorized purposes “because the authorized
use for the water never developed or the need was
reduced by changes that occurred since authorization
or construction.” Engineer Regulation 1105-2-100,
Planning Guidance Notebook at E-214 (Apr. 22, 2000).
Corps officials in the Missouri River Basin have further
indicated that once water reaches a reservoir, all water
within the boundaries of that reservoir is subject to the
Corps’ authority and can be evaluated to determine
whether it is surplus under the above definition, including
the natural flows belonging to the states.

This interpretation ignores the distinction between
storage capacity and stored water by improperly viewing
the Missouri River as a series of reservoirs connected
by free-flowing rivers. The more correct view is that
there are reservoirs sitting on top of portions of the river.
The Corps can evaluate the reservoir pool to determine
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whether there is water surplus for authorized needs and uses,
but the natural flowing-river volumes that run beneath the
reservoir system should not be considered stored water and
may be permitted by the respective states without Corps
interference or contract and fee requirements.

Reasoning otherwise would be contrary to the protection
of state “interests and rights in water utilization and
control” provided under section 1 of the FCA, as well as
requirements under section 6 that storage contracts for
surplus water must not “adversely affect then existing lawful
uses of such water.” 33 U.S.C. §§ 701-1, 708. The states’ use
of natural flows was an existing lawful use prior to the act’s
enactment and is therefore protected.

Section 301(b) of the WSA authorizes the Corps to
include storage at any planned or existing Corps reservoir
for municipal and industrial water supply, provided that
“State or local interests shall agree to pay for the cost of
such provisions. . ..” 43 U.S.C. § 390b. While the Corps
has authority under the WSA to require a contractual
commitment to repay a portion of the cost of providing
storage, the amount of water stored in a reservoir does not
include all of the water flowing through its boundaries.
Requiring a fee to access natural flows that would otherwise
be available absent the Corps’ facilities conflicts with the
recognition of state primacy over water utilization and
control found in sections 301(a) and 301(c) of the WSA.

Such a requirement also runs counter to section 301(b)’s
stated purpose of recouping expenses the Corps incurs in
providing storage.

Conclusion

In sum, the Corps’ surplus water rulemaking and storage
water reallocation study should (1) be developed with
robust and meaningful state participation, (2) recognize and
defer to the states’ primary and exclusive authority over the
allocation of surface water, (3) properly distinguish between
stored water and storage capacity, and (4) ensure that natural
flows are not considered to be surplus or stored water.

Tony Willardson is executive director

of the Western States Water Council
(WSWC), representing the governors of
18 western states on water policy issues.
You can reach Tony at (801) 685-2555

or twillardson@wswe. utab.gov.

This article was adapted from an
August 13 letter from WSWC to
Jo-Ellen Darcy, assistant secretary
of the Army (Civil Works).
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Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From:  Helen Harrington

Re: Water Resource Planning Committee Update
Date: November 6, 2013

Information; no action necessary

The Water Resource Planning Committee held a meeting on October 17, 2013. The following summarizes the topics
discussed and recommendations resulting from the discussions.

Idaho State Water Plan

The Committee discussed the commitment to the legislative committees made by Chairman Chase to review the areas
in the State Water Plan which raised concerns during the legislative session. Additionally, the Committee discussed
Governor Otter’s direction to develop a sustainability policy. The Committee directed staff to arrange for presentations
from various perspectives and approaches to provide the Committee with background on how sustainability is defined
and integrated into business practices and corporate goals. A committee meeting is scheduled for Nov. 18 to
accomplish this. | anticipate that this will be the first of several Committee meetings dedicated to this effort.

Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Advisory Committee Membership

The IWRB received a request to replace a current member with a consultant to act on the behalf of Stimpson Lumber
Co. The Committee has recommended that the timber interests in the area can be adequately represented by current
Advisory Committee Member Kermit Keibert and that the consultant be invited to participate as a member of the Ad
Hoc Resource Network. This group is an ad hoc group of technical experts and agencies who are called upon when
specific information is needed to assist the RP CAMP AC and implementation efforts. Stimpson Lumber Co. will be
notified that the resignation of the current member will be accepted and that Mr. Keibert can be used as a conduit to
share specific comments or information that Stimpson Lumber Co. would like transmitted to the RP CAMP AC.

CAMP Implementation Funding

The WRP Committee discussed the IWRB policy regarding cost-share requirements for CAMP implementation
projects. A proposal to undertake a technical study has been received by the IWRB which is fully supported and
recommended for funding by the RP CAMP AC. The Committee recommended that the researcher proposing the
study make a presentation at the IWRB Work Session on Nov. 19 to allow the IWRB to discuss the aspects of the study
and funding protocol. Additionally, the IDWR Technical Bureau staff has been apprised of the study and will be
available at the work session to discuss the value of the study.






Memorandum

To: IWRB - Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Streamflow
Committee
From:  Morgan Case

Date: November 18, 2013
Re: Water Transactions Program — 2013 Update

Annual Summary

September 31%, 2013 marked the end of the Federal fiscal year, the end of the FY 2013 contract with the
Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program (CBWTP), and the end of the FY 2012 & FY 2013 Idaho
Fish Accords (IFA) contract. With the support of the CBWTP and the IFA, the Board’s 2013 water
transactions added 29.4 cfs to the previously secured 107.6 cfs in tributaries in the Upper Salmon River
and Teton River Basins.

The Board’s partnership with Friends of the Teton River was successful, in the fact that FTR was able to
complete 4 transactions. Using an adaptive approach, we will improve communication to ensure that the
partnership continues to be beneficial to flow restoration efforts.

The 2013 irrigation season was an extremely dry one. In the Lemhi River basin, the watermaster was
regulating to maintain the minimum flow targets for 86 days. That is the longest on record, with the

previous maximum being 62 days and the previous average 19 days.

Transaction Name Type Term (Yr) | Flow (cfs) AF/Yr Price
Lower Lemhi 2013 Minimum Flow 1 16.21 822 $33,431.86
Agreement
Lemhi - Big Springs Source Switch 20 4.64 1620.9 $69,438.50
Kenney Creek Source Source Switch 20 0.14 41.7 $28,106.06
Switch
Pole Creek 2013 Minimum Flow 1 6 893 $50,000.00
Agreement
Lower Lemhi Permanent Subordination Permanent 06 119 $58.500.00
-JP Easement
Spring Creek - RE Beard Lease 5 0.17 29.75 $3,725.15
Spring Creek - L Beard Lease 5 0.11 20.3 $2,541.85
Spring Creek - City of Lease 5 15 262.5 $0.00
Tetonia
Spring Creek - Smaellie Lease 5 0.07 12.25 $0.00
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Upcoming Activity for 2014

The Board has secured programmatic funding in the form of a $209,127 contract through the CBWTP
for FY 2014 and a $234,844 contract through the Idaho Fish Accords for FY 2014 and FY 2015. Efforts
will once again be focused on the Lemhi and Pahsimeroi River Basins, with some increased focus on the
Stanley basin.

Upper Salmon Position

The State of lIdaho has committed to spending over $7 million on water transactions in the Lemhi and
Pahsimeroi River basins as part of the Idaho Fish Accords. With only one staff person spending time in
the Upper Salmon Basin developing transactions, it is difficult to assess and pursue all transaction
opportunities. With the encouragement of the Northwest Power and Conservation Council, staff has
proposed amending the CBWTP contract to add an additional staff position to the budget. The proposed
position would be based in Salmon, and the primary purpose would be to develop water transactions in
the Upper Salmon Basin. We hope to have someone hired by the end of the calendar year.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Stream Flow Committee

From: Sarah Rupp
Date: November 7, 2013

Re: Teton River Basin — Annual Summary and Program Overview

Annual Summary

In 2013 Friends of the Teton River worked in partnership with the Idaho Water Resource Board to
advance four water transactions on Spring Creek. These were the first formal (i.e. — paid) water
transactions implemented in the Teton Basin. Spring Creek was selected because the legal and social
hurdles which have made it challenging to work on restoring flow in other tributaries are not present on
Spring Creek. Additionally, there is broad based support for the deal and, by consequence, Friends of the
Teton River believed that the deals presented the perfect opportunity — improved biologic conditions for
Yellowstone cutthroat trout, low cost, and positive public perception.

As you will recall, two of the water right owners — the City of Tetonia and Mitchell Smaellie — donated
their rights to the IWRB to put into the Water Supply Bank for a term of five years. The other two water
right owners — Richard LaVere Beard and Richard & Ella Beard — leased their rights into the Water
Supply Bank for a term of five years. All of the water rights are diverted at a single headgate referred to
as the Tetonia Canal. In total, the leases secured an additional 4.35 cfs instream.

In 2013, the four water transactions were monitored for compliance. The headgate associated with the
point of diversion for these water rights was be-monitored on a weekly basis by Friends of the Teton
River, in its capacity as hydrographer, to ensure that the water rights remained instream. Further, all other
diversions on the source were monitored on a weekly basis as well, to ensure that the water was not
simply re-appropriated by another user. In addition, occasional site visits were conducted by Friends of
the Teton River. The water right owners were found to be in compliance at all times. Funding has been
requested from the Columbia Basin Water Transactions Program and payments to certain water right
holders are expected to be distributed in early December.

However, monitoring efforts revealed some interesting issues which were not previously anticipated.
There are seven diversions on Spring Creek which do not have functional headgates or staff gages.
Additionally, it appears that some of the water right owners on Spring Creek have engaged in the
practices of marshaling water when not permitted to do so under their water rights. Both of these issues
made it challenging to shepherd leased water to the mouth of Spring Creek for delivery to the Teton River
minimum streamflow reach. Both of these issues have been raised with Water District 01 and efforts are
being made to remedy the situation.





Some individuals expressed concern for what happen to the ground when the leases were implemented.
Positively, two of the four water right owners chose to produce a dryland hay crop, thereby serving to
keep the land in production and reduce the risk of invasive weed issues. The other two water right owner
fallowed their ground, occasionally grazing a few horses and 4-H animals.

2013 was an extremely dry year. The impacts to Spring Creek, as with all tributaries in the region, were
significant. For the first time ever Spring Creek was deemed futile by Water District 01. The result was a
series of approximately 30 days with sporadic stream connectivity, including an approximate two week
time period in which Spring Creek was completely disconnected from the Teton River. However, it is
plausible that the lack of seven headgates, and associated staff gages, and the unauthorized marshaling of
water contributed to the futile call determination.

Overall, it appears that the water transactions were successful. From an ecological perspective, additional
water was kept instream during a very dry summer, serving to decrease stream temperatures and increase
valuable habitat for fish and wildlife. Additionally, conversations with participating water right holders
indicate overall satisfaction with the program and, in many cases, gratitude for the opportunity to
participate. Further, implementation of these leases in the Teton Basin has helped address and assuage
the concerns many water users expressed about the program, ultimately served to catalyze interest in the
program and help generate additional opportunity.

Program Overview and 2014 Planning
A. Teton Basin Program Overview

Over the past year Friends of the Teton River has been working diligently to identify other tributaries in
the Teton Basin which may be appropriate for flow restoration. As an outgrowth of that work, | began to
realize just how unique the Teton Basin really is, and how its unique characteristics dictate the type of
flow restoration work which will be achieved.

i.  Development Trends and the Associated Impact on Water
Teton County’s economy has historically been based on agriculture. However, it has transitioned over the
past 10 to 15 years toward more of a “New West” economy driven by real estate, recreation, and quality
of life. The high quality of life in the Teton Valley is strongly tied to its rich natural resources. The
nearby national parks, wilderness areas, and clear mountain rivers are all magnets for new development.
The qualities that make it an attractive place to live are also sensitive to the impacts of growth and
development. This, in turn, creates a delicate balancing act for the region as it plans for the future.

Teton County’s population has more than doubled over the past 15 years and now stands at over 7,600
people. Most of the growth has been in the formerly agricultural areas of the county. While Victor has
grown by nearly 1,000 people and Driggs has grown by roughly 300, over 4,000 people have moved into
unincorporated areas throughout the county since 1990.

The impact of an increased population has translated to a reduction in the number of working farms and
ranches in the region. Throughout Teton County, significant parcels of previously irrigated agricultural
land have been developed to make way for residential housing. And the water rights appurtenant to those
lands have, by consequence, been split and fragmented as well. On South Leigh, for example, there are
approximately 200 irrigation water rights. The result is a series of many, small water rights on a stream.
On the other hand, on some streams the most senior water rights are controlled by large canal companies.
This presents a unique set of challenges.

ii.  Teton Basin Hydrology





At the start of the twentieth century Teton River tributaries flowed from high-elevation headwaters to the
Teton River in all but the driest years and supported both fluvial and resident life history forms of
Yellowstone cutthroat trout. As organized agriculture developed in the Teton Valley, irrigation canals
and ditches were built throughout the valley to divert and distribute streamflow according to agricultural
needs. Over the past century land use has dramatically changed both the landscape and hydroscape of
the Teton Valley (Van Kirk and Jenkins 2005). Tributary streams now have three distinct hydrological
regimes: an unaltered snowmelt-driven hydrology in the headwater portions above diversions on U.S.
Forest Service land; the middle portions are dewatered eight months of the year due to irrigation
diversions; and the lower streams that flow perennially and are augmented by groundwater return flows
and have a spring creek hydrology (attenuated peak flows and higher winter flows).

Friends of the Teton River
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The tributaries of the Teton River are large, snow melt dominated systems. This means they are large,
flashy systems. It is routine to see tributary flows ranging between 650 cfs to 30 cfs in a single year. By
consequence, flow restoration of these systems requires working with significant quantities of water.





Initial flow targets on many of these systems range from 25-35 cfs. Attaining such flow targets requires a
long-term commitment.

iii.  Water Delivery Constraints

The historic practice of futile call presents challenges to flow restoration in the Teton Basin. Irrigators in
Teton Valley rely heavily on the practice of Futile Call. When the flow in a tributary drops so low that the
tributary does not flow to the main stem river, the tributary is deemed “futile.” The water users on that
tributary are then permitted to divert the water, when they would not otherwise be entitled to it. The practice
of Futile Call serves to exacerbate stream dewatering problems. Understandably, irrigators perceive stream
flow restoration efforts as jeopardizing their Futile Call practice, since the goal of these efforts is to keep
tributaries connected to the Teton River.

iv.  Working for a Non-Listed Fish Species

Yellowstone cutthroat trout (YCT) are considered a species of special concern in the State of Idaho and
the condition of YCT populations are often an indication of the overall health of the watershed. Between
1999 and 2003, Idaho Fish and Game observed a 95% decline in Yellowstone cutthroat trout populations,
while both brook trout and rainbow trout populations increased by 300%. Historically, YCT occupied
much of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE), which encompasses parts of ldaho, Montana,
Wyoming, and small regions of Nevada and Utah. Currently, YCT exist in just 27% of their historic
range. The Teton River Watershed is one of three remaining stronghold systems for YCT in the entire
GYE. Given the range-wide decline in YCT abundance and distribution, experts believe it is likely that
the species will be petitioned for listing under the ESA in the future unless significant progress is made
towards stabilizing and increasing populations throughout the region.

V.  Summary

Given the unique challenges discussed above, it is likely that the flow restoration strategy in the Teton
Basin will look a bit different than other places. Specifically:

o ltis likely that several small water right deals will be advanced in any given year, as there are
very few large agricultural operations in the region. By intentionally targeting water rights
appurtenant to small ranchettes, it is possible to restore stream flow in many streams without
impacting working family farms.

e On those streams with organized canal companies, energy will be invested in developing flow
restoration strategies which work for the unique needs of the specific company. Development of
such strategies may take many years to finalize.

e Flow restoration must be coordinated closely with IDF&G to ensure that the work is positively
impacting fish populations.

o Due to the large flow targets associated with many streams, the flow restoration effort in the
Teton Basin must be couched in the long-term.

e Energy will be invested in determining how the practice of futile call can be harmonized with the
flow restoration program, and | welcome input as to how that may achieved.

B. 2014 Planning - Bureau of Reclamation Watershed Planning Grant

Friends of the Teton River was awarded a sizable Bureau of Reclamation WaterSMART 2013, Watershed
Planning grant. Through this grant FTR will form a diverse working group, called the Teton River
Advisory Council (TRAC), which will identify, review, vet, prioritize, and endorse watershed restoration
activities in the Teton River watershed. The goal of the TRAC is to: (1) engage diverse stakeholders in a





process (2) to develop a comprehensive watershed restoration plan (3) which can be implemented to
improve stream conditions, water quality, and flows in the Teton River Watershed (4) while also meeting
the needs of agricultural, residential, and municipal interests, thereby reducing conflicts over water. It is
FTR’s intention that this group will help guide the development of flow restoration work in the Teton
River Basin, thereby ensuring that the various water transactions developed in the Basin are aligned with
community goals and needs, and are thereby supported by the community as a whole.

Over the next several months FTR will be working to identify appropriate workgroup members to
participate in the TRAC. FTR is committed to recruiting a broad range of workgroup members to
participate in this effort, including a significant number of individuals from the irrigation community,
including representatives from the major canal companies in the region (Grand Teton Canal Company,
Fox Creek Canal Company, Trail Creek Sprinkler and Irrigation Company), as well as individual
ranchers, farmers and landowners with water rights.

Once work group members have been recruited, FTR will be working with each individual workgroup
member to clearly define and understand the unique water related needs and challenges facing him or her.
This will be done through a series of interviews with each workgroup member or group so as to
characterize current water use and develop specific water management related goals.

You may recall that the DWR--IWRB provided a letter of support for this grant application. Thank you
very much for your support, and for helping to make this possible.
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IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

Bonneville Power Administration
PO Box 3621
Portland OR 97208-3621

Re: Columbia River Treaty

The Idaho Water Resource Board was established by the Idaho
Constitution and the Idaho legislature to formulate, adopt and implement a
comprehensive state water plan for conservation, development, management
and optimum us of all unappropriated water resources and water ways in the
state of Idaho to support the public interest. Article XV, section 7, IDAHO
CONSTITUTION, and Idaho Code section 42-1734A. The Idaho Water
Resource Board is charged with protecting existing water rights and the
relative priorities of water use in the state as described by the Idaho
constitution.

The Idaho Water Resource Board is very concerned by the direction that
certain parties are taking with respect to the draft recommendations that are
being suggested for potential modifications to the Columbia River Treaty
post-2014. The Board’s concerns are amplified as a result of the “Draft
Regional Recommendation” and the comments of various entities at the
Legislative Council on River Governance, held October 3 and 4" in
Boardman, Oregon on that Draft.

It appears that there is a significant effort to fundamentally change the
Columbia River Treaty from a pact dealing with the impacts of flood control
and power generation to a document that will or potentially could be used as a
mechanism to govern all water use in the Pacific Northwest, or at least in the
Columbia River drainage. The scope of the expansion being advocated is
potentially broad enough to reach into the day to day decisions on how water
is allocated throughout the region. As the Snake River and its tributaries are
potentially subject to this expansion of the Columbia River Treaty, the Idaho
Water Resource Board is very concerned about impact of this expansion of
authority might have on the water resources of the State of Idaho.

First and foremost, the Columbia River Treaty is a flood control and
power treaty. Previous discussions about the modification of the treaty were
focused on those topics. Recently the discussion has changed. Certain
entities have advocated that the Treaty be fundamentally modified to take on
the role of ecosystem-based function. Exactly what that function is and how it
will be implemented are left vague, seemingly intentionally, in discussions of
modifications of the treaty. How this new function will be paid and who will
pay for it is not addressed. At present there are water laws, water resource
management laws, and environmental laws in both the United States and
Canada governing how water is used and how the ecosystem is to be protected
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and maintained. The recommendations about modernizing the treaty to incorporate these ecosystem
functions are not spelled out. BPA’s current recommendations seem to acknowledge that the Treaty
modifications will be subject to all existing environmental laws in the United States. But, the
recommendations do not acknowledge the obligation to defer to existing state water law as required by
current federal law. There is no explanation for why it is necessary to provide for a new layer of
ecosystem restoration functions and obligations or how the new ecosystem restoration Treaty obligations
will be created without potentially contradictory directives on the Region. In the view of the Idaho
Water Resource Board, elevating ecosystem restoration to the status of a third “primary purpose” of the
Treaty has the potential to infringe on the sovereignty of the countries and the states and provinces. As
currently proposed the Water Resource Board does not support the fundamental reconstitution of this
treaty that would result from elevating “ecosystem restoration” to stand on equal footing with flood
control and power.

Comments on the modification of the Treaty have suggested that the Treaty is a mechanism to
reintroduce anadromous fish into the Snake River above Hells Canyon dam and into Canada. The BPA
recommendation is limited on its face to Canada, “to investigate and, if warranted, implement restored
fish passage and reintroduction of anadromous fish on the main stem Columbia to Canadian spawning
grounds”. But it goes on to suggest that the Treaty could be used for other reintroduction opportunities.
Indeed, certain parties have specifically called on the Treaty to provide for reintroduction in the Snake
River above Hells Canyon dam. Reintroduction of anadromous species is and should remain beyond the
scope of this Treaty. Idaho has laws and the Board has policies in place dealing with reintroduction of
species that could conflict with the objectives of other interest groups. The Treaty should not be seen as
a mechanism to over-ride or place at risk Idaho’s sovereignty over its water recourses including its
authority over reintroduction and management of aquatic species within the State.

The recommendations from BPA suggest that a modernized Treaty should find ways to increase
flow augmentation as part of the ecosystem restoration function. The recommendations do not specify a
source of this increased flow augmentation, but suggest it be from Canada. The Nez Perce Tribe, the
State of Idaho and the water users in the State of Idaho have resolved the need for additional flow
augmentation from the Snake River in Idaho. The Idaho Water Resource Board does not support any
effort to reopen that agreement, and particularly not by way of a modified Columbia River Treaty.

The Treaty was intended to provide the Region certainty as to how and for what flows would be
shaped. Adding a third purpose will insert uncertainty into the Region as regional, state and local
entities have for years been addressing ecosystem issues on a local basis as required by law. More
conflict will result and as a consequence more litigation.

Some entities have advocated another fundamental shift in how the Columbia River and its
tributaries are managed. Specifically, some interests have advocated that every dam on every tributary
to the Columbia be used in the first instance for system-wide flood control. As a matter of
Congressional authorization, the projects in the Snake River and North Idaho tributaries were neither
authorized for or designed for system-wide flood control. Rather they variously serve storage, flood
control, wildlife and recreational purposes. Changing how all these facilities operate to make thern take
on that new burden of system-wide flood control is bad policy. Changing the very purpose of the
operations undoubtedly will harm existing uses, including local flood control, water supply and local
ecosystems which rely on those projects. There will also be indirect consequences to local economies
based upon water supply and local ecosystems.

Some entities have advocated using the Treaty modification to create a “natural hydrograph” on
the Columbia. A natural hydrograph necessarily means more spring flooding by restoring a “spring





freshet” and less flood control. Using a flood control Treaty to create greater spring flooding is
inconsistent with using the reservoirs for flood control. Yet the recommendations suggest that the
current level of flood control must be maintained. This tension in approaches cannot be left unresolved
in moving to modify the Treaty.

The recommendations proceed to discuss domestic matters to be addressed post 2013. Here the
agencies suggest in item no 2 that the federal and tribal interests will take on the task of water re-
allocation. Specifically, the recommendation states:

Pacific Northwest States, Tribes, and appropriate Federal agencies will design and initiate a
process to allocate and manage any additional spring or summer flows for in-stream and out-of-
stream purposes derived through post-2024 Treaty operations.

Idaho initiated a process in 1984 to define and adjudicate all water rights in the State. Idaho is
progressing through basin adjudications and is about to complete the process for the Snake River. In the
main stem Snake River and tributaries upstream from Hells Canyon dam, water availability is extremely
limited and intermittent. It is a matter of state law and state process to allocate flows. This process is
already in place and cannot be overridden by an ad hoc federal/tribal/multi-state process to allocate
flows in Idaho, as suggested in this recommendation.

The Idaho Water Resource Board appreciates the opportunity to provide its comments and to
express its concerns about the proposal to modify the Columbia River Treaty.

Sincerely,

gee— [hpe

Roger Chase, Chairman

ce: Governor Otter
Jim Yost
Idaho Congressional delegation
Idaho representatives to Legislative Council on River Governance
Idaho Water Resource Board members
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House of Representatives
State of Idaho

November 12, 2013

Governor C.L. “Butch” Otter
Office of the Governor

State Capitol

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

Dear Governor Otter:

On October 3™ and 4™, | was one of Idaho’s representatives at the Legislative Council on River
Governance in Boardman, Oregon. Our Committee was briefed on the Columbia River Treaty (CRT).
Perspectives were given by Steve Oliver and Matt Rae representing the U.S. Entity, Kathy Eichenberger
from the Government of British Columbia (B.C.), Paul Lumley with Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission (CRITFC) and Brandon Hignite from Central Lincoln PUD. Prior to the meeting | received
briefings from Idaho stakeholders including Jim Yost the State of Idaho Representative on the Sovereign
Review Team (SRT), John Anderson from Idaho Power Company, Norm Semanko with Idaho Water
Users Association, Will Hart representing Idaho Consumer Owned Utilities and Al Barker with the Idaho
Water Resource Board.

| wanted to bring to your attention one very important matter that came to light during the
meeting. The sixty year old CRT was created to address two issues, power and flood control. The
proposed recommendation for a modernized treaty is now including a third and very controversial issue,
ecosystem based function. Ms. Eichenberger, from B.C., told the committee that B.C. “does not see why
ecosystem based functions should be a 3 pillar,” of the Treaty. Eichenberger explained that members of
the treaty are not precluded from taking up environmental issues under the current treaty, and went on
further to say that each country has its own set of laws to deal with the environment. | re-confirmed B.C’s
position via a telephone conversation on October 17" with Ms. Eichenberger. She confirmed the stance of
B.C. is to maintain the Treaty’s focus on power and flood control. Eichenberger went on to say the
following:

1) So much money has been invested to meet environmental requirements. B.C. does not
understand the need to elevate the issue of ecosystem based functions in the treaty when
work is already occurring. The environmental work also has to be scientifically based and
measurable.

2) Salmon passage in not a treaty issue. Each Country is responsible for its own infrastructure.

B.C. does not know if fish passage is biologically beneficial at Grand Coulee Dam.
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3) There is a lot of flexibility in the current Treaty and entities are not precluded from
addressing environmental issues. Changes have already occurred under the current Treaty
regarding flows for salmon.

4) B.C. does not agree with mimicking the natural hydrograph. There is no science to prove
flows that mimic the natural hydrograph will help anything, all the while losing power and
flood control.

Idaho stakeholders have consistently provided comments stating the addition of an environmental
component is unacceptable, and if the treaty goes forward it should remain focused on power and flood
control. The question the State of Idaho should be asking the U.S. Entity is “Why include ecosystem
based function in the CRT recommendation to the State Department?” If Canada does not want a third
pillar to be ecosystem based function, then is it the 9 U.S. Federal agencies on the SRT pushing the issue?
Is it CRITFC who referenced the Treaty as the “best opportunity in our lifetime to affect the way the
Columbia River is managed,” pushing the issue? Simply said, U.S. stakeholders are fighting among
ourselves to include a controversial environmental component to the Treaty. My plea to you is to make
the U.S. Entity answer this simple question, “Why are ecosystem based functions being included in the
recommendation to the State Department, if B.C. does not want it included?”

Hopefully the U.S. Entity will learn that legitimate stakeholder participation is critical in getting
collaboration. Please know that | am glad to answer any questions or provide greater detail of the
meeting. | appreciate you defending the interests of Idaho’s water right holders, power producers,
landowners and rate payers who have been left out of these important discussions.

Respectfully submitted,

Gayle L. Batt
Representative, District 11A

cc:

Jim Yost, SRT Idaho Representative

John Anderson, Idaho Power Company

Will Hart, Idaho Consumer Owned Utilities

Norm Semanko, Idaho Water Users Association

Al Barker, Idaho Water Resource Board

John Chatburn, Idaho Office of Energy Resources

Speaker Scott Bedke, Idaho House of Representatives

Representative Lawrence Denney, Chairman House Natural Resources Committee

Senator Monte Pearce, Chairman Senate Resources Committee

Representative Dell Raybould, Chairman Natural Resources Interim Committee
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Via online submittal at: www.bpa.gov/comment
United States Entity

Columbia River Treaty

P.O. Box 14428%

Portland, OR 97293

Re: Comments on Columbia River Treaty Review Draft Regional Recommendation

To Whom it May Concern:

These comments are provided on behalf of the Idaho Water Users Association (“TWUA”) and the
Committee of Nine (collectively, “Idaho Water Users™), regarding the U.S. Entity’s Draft Regional
Recommendation on the future of the Columbia River Treaty (“Draft Regional Recommendation™).
Idaho Water Users previously submitted comments on the U.S. Entity’s Working Draft on August 16,
2013. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments on the September 20, 2013 Draft
Regional Recommendation,

IWUA is a non-profit corporation representing irrigation districts, canal companies, ground water
districts, water districts, public water suppliers, municipalities, hydroelectric companies, aquaculture
interests, agri-businesses, professional firms and individuals, dedicated to the wise and efficient use of our
water resources. IWUA members provide water to approximately 2.5 million acres of irrigated farmland
in Idaho. They own the right to use water from private irrigation reservoirs and those that were built by
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, as well as natural flow water rights diverted from Idaho’s rivers and
streams, within the Columbia River Basin. TWUA has followed the Columbia River Treaty Review
process with great interest and has participated in several of the public hearings and open houses that have
been held across the region,

The Committee of Nine is the official advisory committee for Water District 1, the largest water district in
the State of Idaho. Water District 1 is responsible for the distribution of water among appropriators within
the water district from the natural flow of the Snake River and storage from U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
reservoirs on the Snake River above Milner Dam. The Committee of Nine is also a designated rental pool
committee that has facilitated the rental of stored water to the Bureau of Reclamation to provide water for
flow augmentation pursuant to various biological opinions issued for salmon and steethead species listed
under the Endangered Species Act. The Committee of Nine has also been engaged in the Treaty Review
process.

Idaho Water Users limited their comments on the Working Draft largely to general issues. In these
comments, we provide more specific comments on the particular language in the Draft Regional
Recommendation.

Idaho Water Users urge the U.S. Entity to make the following changes to the Draft Regional
Recommendation, for inclusion in the final recommendation to the U.S, Department of State, For ease of
reference, we have included our comments under the applicable titles included in the Draft Regional
Recommendation. We have also attached a marked-up copy of the Draft Regional Recommendation,
which includes our specific language changes in a strike-and-add, red-lined format.

l1]Page






Regional Goals for the Columbia River Treaty

The putpose of the Columbia River Treaty is to reduce impacts from flooding and to increase power
production, The U.S. has proposed “modernizing” the Treaty to include ecosystem-based function as a
third primary purpose of the Treaty, while recognizing other additionat elements such as future water
supply, recreation and navigation needs. Irrigation is another important, authorized purpose, which
should be expressly recognized in the final Regional Recommendation to the U.S. Department of State.
This includes recognition of the Reclamation Act of 1902, amendments thereto, and deference and
adherence to State water law in the allocation and management of water, as required by Section 8 of the
Reclamation Act and U.S. Supreme Court precedent.

The obvious lack of any regional consensus regarding the inclusion of ecosystem-based function as a
third primary purpose of the Treaty suggests strongly that flood control and power production should
remain the primary purposes of the Treaty. At the same time, it is appropriate to recognize ecosystem-
based function as one of the “important elements of a modernized Treaty”, or additional purposes
authorized in the Columbia River Basin, as evidenced by the ongoing implementation of the Endangered
Species Act and other environmental laws. However, ecosystem-based function should not receive
greater recognition or statute under the Treaty than, or adversely impact, the other long-authorized
purposes in the basin, including irrigation, water supply, recreation and navigation.

As noted in the Draft Regional Recommendation, the United States has been able to cooperate with
Canada to provide ecosystem-based function benefits under the current Treaty without formally elevating
this purpose above the other authorized purposes in the basin, Idaho Water Users see no need to make the
dramatic change proposed in the Draft Regional Recommendation and elevate ecosystem-based function
above all of the other authorized purposes in the basin. There is certainly no regional consensus on that
point.

(eneral Principles

The key principles underlying the recommendation should be revised to reflect the comments above.
Specifically, irrigation should be added as a recognized authorized purpose and ecosystem-based function
should be recognized as an authorized (rather than ptimary) purpose. These specific language changes
are included in the attached mark-up of the Draft Regional Recommendation.

Recommendation Details
Ecosystem-based Function

While ecosystem-based function is a recognized purpose in the Columbia River Basin, pursuant to
implementation of the Endangered Species Act and other environmental laws, the Treaty should not be
used as an independent mechanism to provide for additional environmental regulations or requirements.
Flow augmentation and other forms of ecosystem-based function are currently provided for pursuant to
very specific and rigorous adherence to environmental and conservation laws, including extensive federal
court litigation. The Treaty should not frustrate or contradict those efforts, but it also should not be used
to expand current requirements. Such an “end-run” would be inappropriate and unfair to those in the
basin who are impacted by and pay the costs of those efforts.

The Treaty should not place any additional burdens on U.S. water and storage projects, .S,
environmental laws, including the Endangered Species Act, have been implemented extensively in the
Columbia River Basin as the result of numerous listing of salmon and other species. Various biological
opinions tssued by the National Marine Fisheries Service have placed considerable constraints on federal
water project operations, including spill and flow augmentation, Agreements have been entered into
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between various parties in the region, including States, Tribes and those who operate or benefits directly
from the federal water projects. The Treaty should not be used as a vehicle to place additional restrictions
or limitations on these U.S. projects.

In particular, Idaho Water Users, the Nez Perce Tribe, the State of Idaho and the federal government are
all parties to the historic Nez Perce Water Rights Agreement of 2004, also referred to as the Snake River
Water Rights Settlement Agreement. The Agreement was approved by Congress in 2004, as well as the
State of Idaho and the Nez Perce Tribe during 2005. The Agreement, which has since been the basis for
the proposed actions of the federal agencies in the Upper Snake River Basin above Brownlee Reservoir,
provides the amount and method for obtaining water for flow augmentation from federal water storage
projects in the area.

The Agreement has specifically been approved by Congress and must be adhered to by the United States.
There is no basis for adding to, changing or adversely impacting the Agreement as part of the Treaty or
the review process. Any modification of Upper Snake River operations may jeopardize the delicate
balance struck between the parties in 2004, as part of a 30-year agreement, which includes an option to
renew for an additional 30 years. This is of utmost importance to Idaho Water Users and we urge the
U.S. Entity to affirmatively recognize the Agreement and its provisions in the final Regional
Recommendation to the U.S. Department of State,

Idaho Water Users believe that specific changes to the recommendation details for ecosystem-based
function must be included in the final Regional Recommendation in order to ensure that there are no
adverse impacts to the Nez Perce Agreement, irrigation or any of the other authorized purposes in the
basin. These specific language changes are included in the attached mark-up to the Draft Regional
Recommendation.

Flood Risk Management

Idaho Water Users continue to support the U.S. Entity position regarding flood control and suggest only
one small clarifying change to the recommendation for Flood Risk Management.

The Canadian Entity has taken the position that, beginning in 2024, all U.S. storage projects in the
Columbia River Basin must be utilized for system-wide flood control to demonstrate “effective use”,
before Canadian reservoirs can be “called upon” to provide any flood control space.

The U.S. Entity previcusly prepared a white paper, identifying storage that would be available for system-
wide flood control in the event of a “called upon™ scenario post-2024. As part of this analysis,
appropriate consideration was given to the Congressionally authorized purposes of the respective storage
projects,

In particular, storage projects in the Upper Snake River Basin above Brownlee Reservoir are not
authorized for system-wide flood conirol. They are authorized almost exclusively for irrigation, with
some hydroelectric, local flood control and other considerations included in the various Congressional
authorizations, as documented in the U.S. Entity’s white paper.

The U.S. Entity is correct to limit system-wide flood control activities to those eight identified projects
within the Columbia River Basin that are specifically authorized for such purposes. On this point, we
believe there is a strong regional consensus. This limitation should be expressly recognized and included
in the U.S. Entity’s final recommendation to the U.S. Department of State. The attached mark-up of the
Draft Regional Recommendation includes one small clarifying change to the Flood Risk Management
recommendation.
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Water Supply

While Idaho Water Users certainly believe it is appropriate to recognize Water Supply as an authorized
purpose in the basin, irrigation should be specifically included, as well. Irrigation for crop production and
other purposes has a long history throughout the basin, supported by federal laws and water storage
projects. Idaho Water Users have included specific language to recognize “Irrigation” in the attached
mark-up to the Draft Regional Recommendation.

Domestic Matters to be Addressed Post-2013

On the matter of water supply allecation, the final recommendation should include additional detail to
make clear that water allocation is a matter of state, not federal or international, law. The federal
government has a long and purposeful history of deferring to the states on water allocation and
management. This should be specifically recognized and adhered to in the final recommendation. Idaho
Water Users have provided suggested language on this point in the attached mark-up to the Draft
Regional Recommendation.

Idaho Water Users appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments, and the attached language
changes, for the U.S. Entity’s consideration in drafling its final recommendation to the U.S. Department
of State.

Respectfully submitted by,

L]

/-_-—_—.

Norm Semanko, Executive Director & General Counsel
Idaho Water Users Association

1010 W, Jefferson St., Suite 101

Boise, ID 83702

K. Simpson

Barkér, Rosholt & Simpson

P.0, Box 2139

Boise, ID 83701-2139

On behalf of the Committee of Nine

Attachment

cc: Governor C. L. “Butch” Otter
Idaho Congressional Delegation
Attorney General Lawrence Wasden _
Bill Booth and Jim Yost, Idaho Northwest Power and Conservation Council Members
Lori Lee, Northwest Regional Director, U.S, Bureau of Reclamation
Dustin Miller, Administrator, Idaho Office of Species Conservation
Idaho Water Resource Board
House Resources & Conservation Committee, Idaho State Legislature
Senate Resources & Environment Committee, Idaho State Legislature
Idaho Members of CSG-West Legiglative Committee on River Governance
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Columbia River Treaty Review
Draft Regional Recommendation

September 20, 2013

IDAHO WATER USERS’ MARKED UP DRAFT — OCTOBER 25, 2013

Introduction

The Pacific Northwest depends on a healthy Columbia River system to provide environmental
sustainability, national energy independence, protection of public safety and infrastructure, and economic
well-being. The Columbia River Treaty has provisions that could be improved to address this region’s
long-term ability to meet these objectives. Consequently, the region’s Sovereigns and stakeholders
believe that modernization of the Treaty is in the best interest of the United States.

This draft recommendation identifies potential modifications to the Columbia River Treaty (Treaty) post-
2024. It begins by identifying regional goals for the future of the Treaty post-2024. It includes a set of
general principles underlying this recommendation, followed by more specific recommendations related
to a number of Treaty elements. Finally, it identifies a number of matters related to possible post-2024
Treaty implementation for consideration by domestic interests.

This draft recommendation was developed by the United States Entity with input from sovereigns and
stakeholders through an extensive, multi-year process known as the Columbia River Treaty Review. Key
to that process has been collaboration with the Sovereign Review Team (SRT), comprised of designated
representatives of the states of Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Montana, 10 federal agencies, and 15
Native American Tribes. This group, supported by the Sovereign Technical Team, has met at least
monthly to provide recommendations on every aspect of Treaty Review. In addition, the Entity has had
government-to-government meetings with the 15 Tribes represented on the SRT, as well as with the
Grand Ronde Tribe.

Equally critical to the Treaty Review and development of the draft recommendation has been the extensive
involvement and input of the region’s stakeholders. Stakeholders have provided perspectives and
comments in individual meetings, workshop sessions, panel discussions, and presentations, as well as
through the public comment period held on the working draft recommendation in July and August 2013,

Regional Goals for the Columbia River Treaty

The Pacific Northwest recognizes the value of the Columbia River Treaty in facilitating shared water
resource management in the Basin to maximize benefits to both countries. When the Treaty was originally
drafted in the 1960s, it was designed to optimize hydropower production and coordinate flood risk
management as its two primary benefits. In terms of those purposes, the Treaty has served the people of
the region well. The assured streamflows under the Treaty support the region’s hydropower system,
which serves as a crucial backbone of the Pacific Northwest economy. The Treaty also has assisted in
effectively managing floed risk to ensure public safety and facilitate regional development. These should
remain the primary purposes of the Treaty.

Since the original Treaty was negotiated in the 1960s, the region has come to increasingly recognize and
value the importance of the Basin’s ecosystem. Significant efforts to address ecosystem concerns began in






the 1980s, and the region, principally through its electric utility ratepayers, has invested hundreds of
millions of dollars annually to achieve ecosystem improvements throughout the Basin over the
intervening decades. In addition, in 1993 the United States and Canadian entities began using the
flexibilities in the Treaty to assist in meeting Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements and to address
ecosystem considerations on an annual basis through actions such as flow augmentation agreements.
While-it is recognized that significant ecological improvements are being implemented and realized in a

number of cr1t1ca1 areas and are ant101pated to continue over time,; %hefe—ie—aﬂ—eppemﬂﬁty—feﬁﬁeb&ﬁeﬂ
mtestmeﬂt—&as—pa&ef—the—pest—%@%—lﬂﬁe&ty— Therefore ecosvstem—based functlon should be recogmzed

as one of the important elements of a modernized Treaty, along with irrigation, water supply, recreation
and navigation needs.

There is also increasing awareness in the region that an imbalance has developed in the equitable sharing
of the downstream power benefits resulting from the Treaty. When the Treaty was ratified, the United
States and Canada structured Canada’s share of these benefits as one-half of the downstream power
benefits with the Canadian Treaty projects as compared to without those projects. An equitable sharing of
these benefits should instead be based on the more realistic measure of the power value of coordinated
operations as compared to non-coordinated operations, Based on the present formula developed in the
1960s, the estimated value of the Canadian sharc of the downstream benefits in 2024 is significantly
greater than anticipated, and far exceeds the value of coordinated power operations under the Treaty.

Flood risk management continues to be a vitally important aspect of coordinated operations with Canada,
with recent high water events in 1996/1997 in the Portland/Vancouver area and in the Kootenai River
Basin in 2012, After the first 60 years of assured flood risk management operations in Canadian
reservoirs, the Treaty shifts to “called upon” procedures for post-2024 flood risk management operations.
As the nation and region develop a better understanding of the potential inoplications of climate change,
future flood risk management procedures need to be resilient to provide for public safety,

Ha’vﬁkgafe}eﬂ—neeécs—hl addltlon the Treaty should 1nelude both short- and 10ng~term meehamsms that allow
for adapting the Treaty to build in flexibility of operations as conditions change, ¢.g., climate change,
ESA listings or de-listings, or as new information and technology become available-, without adversely
impacting the other important elements of a modernized Treaty, as identified above.

Accordingly, the region’s goal is for the Umted States a.nd Canada to develop a modemtzed framework
for the Treaty that en ,
@elmbw—lhveﬂ%asm—whﬂemmtamsmg an acceptable level of ﬂood nsk and assuresmg rehable and
economle hydropower benefits—hes achieves

primary purposes, whlle also recognizing the add1t10na1 authonzed purposes of ccosystermn-based function,
irrigation, water supply, recreation and mwgdtlon.3

*There are a number of domestic actions that have contributed, and will contribute, to ecological impravements in
the Basin. These include the Federal Columbia River Power System Biological Opinion requirements under the
Endangered Species Act, the Nez Perce Water Rights Agreements of 2004, actions under the Northwest Power and
Conservation Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, actions under the Clean Water Act to
improve water quality, and implementation of the Columbia Basin Fish Accords. [n addition, there are numerous






habltat and conservation programs and FERC license requirements associated with non-federal dams on the
Columbia.

* Throughout this document, "acceptable” flood risk is defined as "similar to the current level” of flood risk;
howevet, as noted in item one listed in the Domestic Matters to be Addressed Post-2013 Section, the "acceptable”
level of flood risk may change pending the outcome of the recommended regional flood risk review process post-
2013.

> In this document, the “primary purposes” refers to the “benefits” to be achieved through the Treaty. Where
noted, “authorized purposes” is used to connote those purposes that have been authorized in the Basin through
the United States Congress.

; - : i e A A very 1mp0rtant
combination of water management uses has been estabhshed in the Basin and its tributaries over the past
50 years. This recommendation respects the importance, complexity, and trade-offs of each of these many
uses and the benefits that the region has strived to achieve.

In summary, this recommendation seeks to formalize, provide certainty, and build on the many ecosystem
actions already undertaken through anmual or seasonal mutual agreements between the countries and
recognize the other authorized purposes in the basin, while also providing a net increase in United States
power benefits based on the actual value of coordinated operations with Canada, and preserving an
acceptable level of flood risk to the people of the Basin.

In this document the term “modernization” of the Treaty refers to the construct of a post-2024
arrangement. These constructs could include amendments or revisions to the existing Treaty, diplomatic
notes or protocols, or other means resulting in a modemized Treaty.

{(zeneral Principles

Eight key principles underlie this recommendation and a modern approach to the Columbia River Treaty:

1. Treaty provisions should enable the greatest possible shared benefits in the United States and
Canada from the coordinated operation of Treaty reservoirs for ecesystem; hydropower, and flood
risk management, as well as ecosystem, irrigation, water supply, recteation, navigation and other
pertinent benefits and uses, as compared to no longer coordinating Treaty storage operations.

2. The health of the Columbia River ccosystem should be a shared benefit of the United States and
Canada.

3. The minimum duration of the Treaty post-2024 should be long enough to allow cach country
to rely on the Treaty’s planned operations and benefits for purposes of managing their long-
range budgets, resource plans and investments, but adaptable enough to allow integration of
best available science and social knowledge, with rebalancing of the purposes and benefits if
necessary.

4. United States Federal reservoirs/projects will continue to meet authorized uses consistent with
applicable legislation and other United States laws such as Treaty and Trust Responsibilities to
the Columbia Basin Tribes, the Clean Water Act, and the Endangered Species Act, the
Reclamation Act, the Snake River Water Rights Act (Nez Perce Water Rights Agreement) and
State water law. Non-federal United States projects will continue to meet their responsibilities
pursuant to their Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license plans.






The United States and Canada should integrate both Treaty and Canadian non-Treaty storage
into the Treaty to increase the flexibility to, and benefits of, meeting ecosystem-based function,
power, flood risk management and other authorized water management purposes in both
countries.

The region. anticipates impacts from climate change to all of the elements described in this
document. The strategy for adapting the Treaty to future changes in climate should be
resilient, adaptable, flexible, and timely as conditions warrant.

It is recognized that modifications to the Treaty could result in new benefits, and/or costs, to both
Canada and the United States. United States” interests should ensure that costs associated with any
Treaty operation are aligned with the appropriate party. As an example, any payments for
Columbia River flood risk management should be consistent with the national flood risk funding
policy of federal funding with applicable local beneficiaries sharing those costs as appropriate.

nelasion Recognition of ecosystem-based functions as one of the important elements of a
modernized Treaty, along with jrrigation, water supply, recreation and navigation, in-the Treaty;
and the implementation of these functions, should not prevent the region from achieving its
objective of reducing U.S, power costs. In order to accomplish this, funding for additional
ecosystem-based function operations should come from a rebalancing of the power benefits
between the two countries or from other sources.

Recommendation Details

Consistent with the intent of the general goals and principles, the following sections provide more specific
recommendations for a modernized Treaty.

Ecosystem-based Function

In order to achieve the goal of modernizing the Treaty to further ensure a more comprehensive
ecosystem-based function approach throughout the Columbia Basin watershed, the region
recommends the following:

1.

A modernized Treaty should provide streamflows from Canada with appropriate timing, quantity
and water quality to promote productive populations of anadromous and resident fish, and
provide reservoir conditions to promote productive populations of native fish and wildlife,
within the limits of existing or future biological opinions and without adversely impacting the
other important elements of a modernized Treaty.

A modernized Treaty should recognize and minimize adverse effects to Tribal, First Nations and
other cultural resources in Canada and the United States. To the extent there are adverse effects to
United States cultural resource interests, such changes should be addressed under the Federal
Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) Cultural Resources Program. This Program has the
ability to be amended and expanded as needed if there are effects on cultural resources resulting
from changes due to future operations in a modernized Treaty.

A modetnized Treaty should seek to expand en firm up present Treaty agrecments to: a) further
augment flows _from Canada for spring and summer, with the recognition that these increased
flows come from less fall and winter drafts in Canadian reservoirs; b) incorporate a dry-year
strategy for Cahadian reservoirs; ¢) gain long-term assurance of ecosystem-based functions from
Canada rather than negotiating for these functions on an annual basis.






A modernized Treaty should be designed to be adaptable to meeting ecosystem-based function
requirements as new information becomes available or conditions change (e.g., climate change)
based on the management priorities of both countries, without adversely impacting the other
important elements of a modernized Treaty (irrigation, water supply, recreation and

navigation).

The United States should pursue a joint program with Canada, with shared costs, to investigate
and, if warranted and consistent with U.S. federal law, implement restored fish passage and
reintroduction of anadromous fish on the main stem Columbia to Canadian spawning grounds.
This joint program would proceed on an incremental basis, beginning with a reconnaissance-
level investigation. Modernized Treaty operations should not interfereswith include consideration
of other opportunities to restore fish passage and reintroduction of anadromous fish in other
blocked areas of the Columbia River Basin.

The United States should continue to coordinate United States’ operation of Libby Dam with
Canada, with the goal of achieving mutually desirable ecosystem benefits on both sides of the
border. Var(} at Libby and Hungry Horse Dams, including any modifications to VarQ,
balances the multiple uses of the dams and incorporates ecosystem-based function.

Hydropower

In order to maintain coordinated hydropower operations, and a reliable, economically sustainable
hydropower system in a modernized Treaty, the region recommends the following:

1.

The United States should pursue rebalancing the power benefits between the two countries to
reflect the actual value of coordinated operations. This rebalancing is necessary because the
present Treaty power benefits are not equitably shared and Canada is deriving substantially
greater value from coordinated power operations than the United States. Accordingly, for the
Treaty to be sustainable after 2024, the United States should only provide benefits to Canada
equivalent to one-half of the actual United States downstream power benefits received from
coordinated operations as compared to a non-coordinated operation.

The United States should renegotiate for the replacement of the present "Aspects of Delivery
Agreement" to create the least-cost transmission strategy for both countries to return the Canadian
Entitlement to Canada. This includes reconsidering the flexibility of the return.

A modernized Treaty should retain the ability for both the United States and Canada to maintain
an economical and reliable power supply post-2024, This requires consideration of the
implications of any reductions in generation capability for either country, including lost
revenue, system reliability, substantial increases in loss-of- load probability, carbon emissions,
renewable resource integration, energy efficiency and conservation, and shifts in streamflow
quantity and timing due to climate change.

A modernized Treaty should avoid substantial changes in power generation during peak load
periods that results in lower system reliability.

Flood Risk Management

In order to maintain coordinated flood risk management, and to protect public safety and the region’s
economy, the region recommends the following:






1. The United States should pursue post-2024 Treaty flood risk management through a coordinated
operation plan that provides for an acceptable level of flood risk. Unless modified based upon
future review of flood risk management policy for the Columbia River, the level of risk will be
similar to the level of risk existing prior to 2024. (see Domestic Matters to be Addressed Post-
2013 section)

2. 'The United States should pursue an assessment with Canada of potential alternatives for post-
2024 operations to meet flood risk management objectives, including the possibility of using
planned or assured Canadian Storage.

3. The United States and Canada should establish a common understanding of the methods and
procedures for post-2024 “called upon,” which should reflect the following principles based
on the United States Entity White Paper: Columbia River Post-2024 Flood Risk Management
Procedure, September 2011,

A. Called upon should be considered only if coordinated Canadian power, flood control and
other operations do not provide sufficient storage in conjunction with the use of United
States system flood storage or when needed during refill season to modify planned
Canadian releases,

B. Draft the eight authorized United States projects according to their storage
reservation diagrams (SRDs). Future flood risk management studies may evaluate
alternative SRDs to include incorporation of ecosystem-based function.

C. Define “effective use” as applying to the eight United States reservoirs authorized for
gystem flood control.

4. The United States and Canada should identify reasonable compensation to Canada for economic
losses and operating costs associated with called upon.

5. A modernized Treaty should enable the necessary flexibility to adapt to changing flood risk
management objectives in the United States and Canada and to climate change (such as the
potential for more frequent and intense winter flood events) to avoid additional risks to authorized
purposes.

Irrigation

The Treaty Review process has revealed the importance and long history of irrigation in
the Columbia River Basin, including United States reservoirs, for crop production and
other purposes. The need for irrigation will only increase as the region continues to grow
and as food supply and security increase in importance. Modernized Treaty operations
should recognize and protect irrigatien as one of the important elements and anthorized
purposes in the basin.

Water Supply

Treaty Review studies indicate a potential for a modernized Treaty to allow for additional storage of
water in Canada during the fall and winter, and release in the spring and summer. The Treaty should
allow the storage and release of water from Canada in the spring and summer for additional in-stream and
out-of-stream uses. Such allocations should be subject to the requirement that they not adversely affect
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the operation of upstream reservoirs, such as VarQ. Any such allocation decisions should be made
through a future domestic process and be consistent with water rights, including tribal reserved water
rights and ecosystem-based function. (see Domestic Matters to be Addressed Post-2013 section).

Navigation

A modernized Treaty should provide for minimum and maximum flows/water levels to support
navigation system operations on the Columbia River and its tributaries, and where appropriate, United
States reservoirs. This will facilitate the economic value of port and transportation facilities, including
commercial import and export of agricultural, bulk and manufactured goods.

Recreation

The region recognizes and supports the recreational and cultural opportunities that are a significant
outcome of the Columbia River watershed management processes. Modernized Treaty operations
should strive toward the protection of these resources.

Climate Change

A modernized Treaty should consider impacts from climate change to all elements described above, and
create new terms in the post-2024 Treaty to allow the adaptive management of coordinated Treaty
operations to better mitigate any impacts associated with climate change. The United States and Canadian
Entities’ Hydro-meteorological Team should continue to collaborate and share the best available climate
change data and information.

Recommendation Timeframe

The region recommends that the United States government make a decision by mid-2014 to proceed with
a renegotiation of the Treaty with Canada in order to modernize the Treaty by incorporating the objectives
in this regional recommendation. Further, the region recommends the United States government seek to
complete that effort by no later than 2015.

Domestic Matters te be Addressed Post-2013

The following identifies domestic matters related to possible post-2024 modernized Treaty
implementation for consideration by domestic interests. Some of these are appropriate for consideration
once the United States Entity makes its recommendation to the Department of State in 2013 and others
arc more appropriate for consideration once the United States government has a better understanding of
post-2024 circumstances.

1. United States Columbia River Basin Flood Risk Policy Review: Pacific Northwest States
and Tribes support the pursuit of Congressional authorization and appropriations for a region-
wide public process to assess potential changes to the current level of flood risk protection in
the Columbia River Basin to enhance spring and summer flows. Any such process should
occur between 2014 and 2024. Post-2024 Treaty provisions, including called upon, will be
designed to adapt to any such changes that may be authorized. If a process is initiated, it will be
a comprehensive approach, subject to public input, that addresses all opportunities to manage
high flow events, including floodplain management, Columbia Basin reservoir operations, and
strategic improvements to existing levees and the need for additional levees.

2. Water Supply Allocation: Pacific Northwest States, Tribes, and appropriate Federal agencies
will design and initiate a process to allocate and manage any additional spring or summer flows
for in-stream and out-of-stream purposes derived through post-2024 Treaty operations. The






United States Entity will incorporate decisions from this process into their post-2024 Treaty
planning and operations._It is recognized that the states have authority to allocate and manage
water pursuant to State law.

Assessment of Canadian Entitlement: BPA will host a public process in which States, Tribes,
Federal agencies and stakeholders can participate. This process will take place between 2014
and 2024 to assess the expected potential changes to its annual revenue requirements and rates
due to any redesign of the Treaty post-2024, and discuss with the region how to manage those
costs and benefits consistent with BPA's statutory authorities.

Plan for Post-2024 Treaty Implementation: Following the conclusion of the United States
and Canadian negotiations of the terms of the post-2024 Treaty, and subject to funding, the
United States Entity will lead an effort in consultation with regional Sovereigns and
stakeholders to develop a plan identifying the steps necessary to implement the modern Treaty
post-2024. This plan will define the appropriate work needed to incorporate and implement any
new ecosystent-based function, flood risk management, hydropower and any other expected
new operational objectives under the Treaty.

United States Flood Plain Reconnection: Tribal, Federal and State Sovereigns will work with
the Northwest Power & Conservation Council Fish and Wildlife Program and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/National Marine Fisheries Recovery Planning
process (particularly estuary actions) or any other identified process throughout the Basin to
advance selective flood plain reconnection for the purpose of achieving additional benefits
from a modernized Treaty.

United States domestic advisory mechanism: The Department of State should establish and
resource a structured domestic advisory mechanism to assist, inform, and advise the
Department of State in the negotiations phase of this process. The Department of State should
seek to involve a broad cross-section of regional parties in this mechanism, This mechanism
may also be used to provide advice regarding additional work needed to address ecosystem-
based function, hydropower, flood risk management, and other beneficial water uses.

Composition of United States Entity: At an appropriate time, membership of the United
States Entity should be reviewed by the Administration, with consideration given to assuring a
composition and membership that is best suited to effectively and efficiently implement the
Treaty post-2024,
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Talking Points: Idaho-BPA Agreement regarding Albeni Falls Operations

* The State of Idaho has entered into a five-year agreement with the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA) to monitor and evaluate the effects of operations at Albeni Falls Dam,
including a new Flexible Winter Power Operation. The new power operation may result in
greater fluctuation of the surface elevation of Lake Pend Oreille during the winter months.

* An independent 3" party consultant acceptable to both parties will be retained to evaluate
shoreline erosion impacts. A study evaluating shoreline gravel placement to enhance kokanee
spawning will also be completed. A new ice management and monitoring plan has already been
implemented. Funding for the erosion study ($150,000) will come from BPA.

* A major component of the agreement provides $3 million in BPA funds over the next three
years to initiate an extensive river delta erosion mitigation project where ongoing bank erosion is
a concern.

* During the five-year test period, Idaho will not make any legal challenges to current
operations of Albeni Falls Dam. Instead of seeking court involvement, Idaho and BPA have
committed to work together cooperatively to resolve any concerns or disputes.

* In the agreement, the State of Idaho and BPA committed to work closely with other parties in
the region, including local elected officials, affected tribes, the Pend Oreille Basin Commission
and the public.

Background info: BPA is reallocating funds from its land acquisition budget over the next three
years to support Idaho’s higher priority for erosion management.





OFFICE OF ENERGY RESOURCES

304 N. 8" Street, Suite 250, P.O. Box 83720
Boise, Idaho 83720-0199

C.L.“BUTCH” OTTER

Governor

(208) 332-1660
FAX (208) 332-1661

JOHN CHATBURN

Interim Administrator

June 1, 2012

Ms. F. Lorraine Bodi

Vice President, Environment, Fish and Wildlife
Bonneville Power Administration

P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

Dear Ms. Bodi:

Idaho reaffirms its support for the concept of using the existing hydroelectric system to generate
additional energy for the region. The Columbia Basin’s economy and families need the low-cost,
clean, renewable power hydroelectric provides. Idaho also remains committed to protecting Lake
Pend Oreille and rebuilding the lake’s fishery. To date, BPA and the State have collaborated on
numerous monitoring and mitigation efforts that have benefited natural resources of the Pend
Oreille basin. This letter of agreement is intended to further our mutual commitment to addressing
monitoring and mitigation efforts in the Lake Pend Oreille basin associated with the operation of
Albeni Falls Dam consistent with BPA’s legal authorities under the Northwest Power Act.

On behalf of the State of Idaho, we concur with the terms of agreement, as described in your
October 28", 2011 letter and subsequent discussions, restated as follows.

BPA makes the following commitments pertaining to the effect of the existing operations of
Albeni Falls Dam:

e Through federal fiscal year 2014, BPA will provide IDFG a total of $3,000,000 in funding
($1,000,000 per year for 3 years) for erosion management actions. This funding would use
$1,000,000 per year for 3 years of the approximately $1,500,000 BPA currently provides to
IDFG for mitigation of wildlife impacts from the construction and inundation (C/I) of
Albeni Falls Dam, but this $3,000,000 would not “count” or be credited against wildlife
mitigation. The remaining $500k/year will remain available for continued mitigation of C/I
losses, or upon mutual agreement between BPA and IDFG, applied to erosion control and
habitat restoration without being credited against mitigation for C/I losses. The shape and
timing of this spending will be negotiated and mutually agreed upon by BPA and IDFG.

e BPA will provide IDFG an additional $150,000 ($50,000 per year, for three years) to the
existing monitoring efforts by IDFG. This funding will be used to hire an independent
third party to examine erosion impacts and study gravel placement for spawning at lower
elevation. BPA and ldaho will work together to ensure coordination with parties in the
Basin, including the Kalispel Tribe.





e BPA agrees to negotiate in good faith to reach a mutually agreed upon long-term settlement
for mitigation of construction, inundation, and any operational impacts on fish and wildlife
resources attributed to the Albeni Falls project.

In consideration of these commitments, Idaho agrees to the following:

e Idaho will recommend and support drafting Lake Pend Oreille to elevation 2,051 in fall
2011 (already recommended); to 2,055 feet in the fall of 2012; and to elevation 2,051 in the
fall of 2013. BPA and IDFG will work cooperatively on lake-level management during
these three winter operation periods to implement erosion control and habitat restoration
actions as outlined in BPA bullet 1, above. After 2013, Idaho’s recommendation for the
appropriate elevation management of Lake Pend Oreille will be determined, after mutual
discussion, based on the latest information available on the needs of kokanee, the fishery,
and other resources. Additional information governing appropriate lake levels may also
come from the provisions of any new bull trout Biological Opinions.

e Idaho agrees that dollars spent on erosion control and restoration will be counted against
mitigation for operational losses if a loss assessment determines mitigation needs exist
(consistent with BPA mitigation responsibilities under the Northwest Power Act).

e Idaho supports using the existing hydroelectric system to meet regional power needs,
including Flexible Winter Power Operations (FWPO). Based on discussions with you and
Administrator Wright after your October 28 letter, Idaho and BPA have agreed to meet as
necessary to discuss any significant new information from this monitoring or significant
changed circumstances related to Albeni Falls operations. BPA will determine the
appropriate next steps in coordination with Idaho and other interested entities, which could
include adjustments in monitoring or mitigation.

e Through May 31, 2017, Idaho will not initiate or participate in a capacity as plaintiff or
petitioner in any administrative or legal challenges to the EA, the FWPO, or current
operations of Albeni Falls, and will not object to the filing of this letter of agreement in any
such proceedings initiated by other entities.

Prior to expiration of this commitment, Idaho and BPA will discuss appropriate extension
of this commitment.

e In addition, it is Idaho’s intent, consistent with our past practice and the provisions of
Idaho’s various mitigation agreements and accords with BPA, to seek resolution of any
disputes that may arise through good faith and candid discussion without resorting to
administrative, judicial, or other formal dispute resolution procedures. Should such
discussion not resolve a dispute on this issue, Idaho would propose non-binding mediation
before initiating any legal or administrative proceeding.

e Idaho agrees to negotiate in good faith to reach a mutually agreed upon long-term
settlement for mitigation of construction, inundation, and any operational impacts on fish
and wildlife resources attributed to the Albeni Falls project.





As a separate matter, regarding issues of icing under FWPO, Idaho appreciates the fact that the
Corps and BPA are implementing a new standard operating procedure (SOP) to help minimize the
risk of damage to structures around Lake Pend Oreille. We understand that the SOP entails
monitoring ice conditions around structures on Lake Pend Oreille and actively fluctuating the lake
during the winter when power operations are not occurring, and that the purpose of the SOP is to
maintain some minimum lake fluctuation sufficient to maintain the active cracks around structures
(e.g., piles) and a hinge crack along the shoreline of the lake. This was an important concern for
citizens of Idaho who live and recreate on the lake, and we are encouraged that the SOP may over
the long term decrease the overall risk of damage to structures.

Finally, we affirm that nothing in this letter of agreement is intended to change the respective legal
authorities of BPA, the state of Idaho, the Kalispel Tribe, or other sovereigns involved in the Pend
Oreille Basin.

We look forward to working with BPA to carry out the mutual commitments described in this
exchange of letters.

Sincerely,

John Chatburn
Interim Administrator
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HOUSE BILL NO.
BY RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

AN ACT

RELATING TO WATER RIGHTS; AMENDING SECTION 42-201, IDAHO CODE, TO
PROVIDE AN EXCEPTION FROM WATER RIGHTS REQUIREMENTS FOR
REMEDIATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR PETROLEUM FROM
WATER, TO REQUIRE NOTICE BE PROVIDED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
WATER RESOURCES, TO PROVIDE THAT NOTICE SHALL BE ON FORMS
FURNISHED BY THE DEPARTMENT AND TO PROVIDE FOR INCLUSION OF
ALL REQUIRED INFORMATION, TO PROVIDE THAT THE DIRECTOR MAY
ORDER THE OPERATOR OF A REMEDIATION DIVERSION TO SHOW CAUSE
WHY THE DIVERSION WILL NOT INJURE OR IS NOT INJURING AN EXISTING
WATER RIGHT, TO PROVIDE THAT THE DIRECTOR MAY, AFTER
CONSULTATION WITH THE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, ISSUE AN ORDER REQUIRING THAT THE
REMEDIATION NOT COMMENCE OR THAT REMEDIATION CEASE UNLESS
CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED BY THE DIRECTOR OR MITIGATION APPROVED
BY THE DIRECTOR CAN PREVENT INJURY; AND AMENDING SECTION 42-221,
IDAHO CODE, TO PROVIDE A FEE FOR FILING NOTICE.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Idaho:

SECTION 1. That Section 42-201, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby amended to
read as follows:

42-201. Water rights acquired under chapter -- lllegal diversion and application of water -
- Uses for which water right not required -- Exclusive authority of department. (1) All rights to
divert and use the waters of this state for beneficial purposes shall hereafter be acquired and
confirmed under the provisions of this chapter and not otherwise. And after the passage of this
title all the waters of this state shall be controlled and administered in the manner herein
provided. Such appropriation shall be perfected only by means of the application, permit and
license procedure as provided in this title; provided, however, that in the event an appropriation
has been commenced by diversion and application to beneficial use prior to the effective date of
this act it may be perfected under such method of appropriation.





(2) No person shall use the public waters of the state of Idaho except in accordance with
the laws of the state of Idaho. No person shall divert any water from a natural watercourse or
apply water to land without having obtained a valid water right to do so, or apply it to purposes
for which no valid water right exists.

(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (2) of this section, water may be
diverted from a natural watercourse and used at any time, with or without a water right:

(a) To extinguish an existing fire on private or public lands, structures, or equipment, or
to prevent an existing fire from spreading to private or public lands, structures, or equipment
endangered by an existing fire;

(b) For forest practices as defined in section 38-1303(1), Idaho Code, and forest dust
abatement. Such forest practices and forest dust abatement use is limited to two-tenths (0.2) acre-
feet per day from a single watercourse.

(c) For the sole purpose of removing a hazardous substance or petroleum, as those terms
are_defined in section 39-7203, ldaho Code, from water or preventing the migration of a
hazardous substance or petroleum through water, in response to requlatory requirements
governing the clean up or removal of released hazardous substances or petroleum and in
conjunction with an approved remediation plan. A notice of remediation diversion shall be filed
with the director of the department of water resources prior to diverting water. The notice shall
provide a general description of the proposed remediation activity including the location of the
diversion, the guantity of water to be diverted, the plan for the water once it is remediated and
the anticipated term of the remediation activity. The notice shall be upon forms furnished by the
department of water resources and shall provide all required information. A copy of the
approved remediation plan shall accompany the notice. The director may give such notice to
other potentially affected water users as the director deems appropriate. Upon receipt of the
notice of remediation diversion, or anytime after commencement of the remediation diversion, if
the director determines the diversion may injure or may be injuring an existing water right, the
director may issue an order requiring the operator of the remediation diversion to show cause
why the diversion will not injure or is not injuring an existing water right. If the director
determines that injury will occur or is occurring, the director, after consultation with the director
of the department of environmental quality, may issue an order requiring that remediation not
commence or that remediation cease, unless conditions identified by the director or mitigation
approved by the director can prevent injury.

(4) For purposes of subsection (3)(b) of this section, no person shall divert water from a
canal or other irrigation facility while the water is lawfully diverted, captured, conveyed, used or
otherwise physically controlled by the appropriator.

(5) If water is to be diverted from a natural watercourse within a water district, or from a
natural watercourse from which an irrigation delivery entity diverts water, a person diverting
water pursuant to subsection (3)(b) of this section shall give notice to the watermaster of the
intent to divert water for the purposes set forth in said subsection. In the event that the water to
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be diverted pursuant to subsection (3)(b) of this section is not within a water district, but an
irrigation delivery entity diverts water from the same natural watercourse, the required notices
shall be given to said irrigation delivery entity. For uses authorized in subsection (3)(a) of this
section, notice shall not be required but may be provided when it is reasonable to do so.

(6) A water right holder, who determines that a use set forth in subsection (3) of this
section is causing a water right to which the holder is entitled to be deprived of water to which it
may be otherwise entitled, may petition the director of the department of water resources to order
cessation of or modification of the use to prevent injury to a water right. Upon such a petition,
the director shall cause an investigation to be made and may hold hearings or gather information
in some other manner. In the event that the director finds that an injury is occurring to a water
right, he may require the use to cease or be modified to ensure that no injury to other water rights
occurs. A water right holder feeling aggrieved by a decision or action of the director shall be
entitled to contest the action of the director pursuant to section 42-1701A(3), Idaho Code.

(7) This title delegates to the department of water resources exclusive authority over the
appropriation of the public surface and ground waters of the state. No other agency, department,
county, city, municipal corporation or other instrumentality or political subdivision of the state
shall enact any rule or ordinance or take any other action to prohibit, restrict or regulate the
appropriation of the public surface or ground waters of the state, and any such action shall be
null and void.

(8) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (2) of this section, a municipality or
municipal provider as defined in section 42-202B, Idaho Code, a sewer district as defined in
section 42-3202, Idaho Code, or a regional public entity operating a publicly owned treatment
works shall not be required to obtain a water right for the collection, treatment, storage or
disposal of effluent from a publicly owned treatment works or other system for the collection of
sewage or stormwater where such collection, treatment, storage or disposal, including land
application, is employed in response to state or federal regulatory requirements. If land
application is to take place on lands not identified as a place of use for an existing irrigation
water right, the municipal provider or sewer district shall provide the department of water
resources with notice describing the location of the land application, or any change therein, prior
to land application taking place. The notice shall be upon forms furnished by the department of
water resources and shall provide all required information.

SECTION 2. That Section 42-221, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby amended to
read as follows:

42-221. Fees of department. The department of water resources shall collect the
following fees which shall constitute a fund to pay for legal advertising, the publication of public
notices and for investigations, research, and providing public data as required of the department
in the performance of its statutory duties:





A. For filing an application for a permit to appropriate the public waters of this state:
1. For a quantity of 0.2 c.f.s. or less or for a storage volume of 20 acre feet or less  $100
2. For a quantity greater than 0.2 c.f.s. but not exceeding 1.0 c.f.s. or for a storage
volume greater than 20 acre feet but not exceeding 100 acre feet $250
3. For a quantity greater than 1.0 c.f.s. but not exceeding 20 c.f.s., or for a storage
volume greater than 100 acre feet but not exceeding 2,000 acre feet  $250
plus $40.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over
the first 1.0 c.f.s. or 100 acre feet.
4. For a quantity greater than 20.0 c.f.s. but not exceeding 100 c.f.s. or for a storage
volume greater than 2,000 acre feet but not exceeding 10,000 acre feet $1,010
plus $20.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over
the first 20.0 c.f.s. or 2,000 acre feet.
5. For a quantity greater than 100.0 c.f.s. but not exceeding 500.0 c.f.s., or for a storage
volume greater than 10,000 acre feet but not exceeding 50,000 acre feet  $2,610
plus $10.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over
the first 100 c.f.s. or 10,000 acre feet.
6. For a quantity greater than 500 c.f.s., or for a storage volume greater than 50,000 acre
feet $6,610
plus $2.00 for each additional 1.0 c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof
over the first 500.0 c.f.s. or 50,000 acre feet.
B. For filing an application for an extension of time within which to resume the use of
water under a vested water right $100
C. For filing application for amendment of permit $100
D. 1. For filing claim to use right under section 42-243, ldaho Code ~ $100
2. For filing a late claim to use a water right under section 42-243, Idaho Code, where
the date filed with the department of water resources or, the postmark if mailed to the
department of water resources, is:
i. After June 30,1998 $250
ii. After June 30, 2005 $500
iii. For every ten (10) years after June 30, 2005, an additional ~ $500
E. For filing an assignment of permit  $25.00
F. For readvertising application for permit, change, exchange, or extension to resume use
$50.00
G. For certification, each document $1.00
H. For making photo copies [photocopies] of office records, maps and documents for
public use A reasonable charge as determined by the department.
I. For filing request for extension of time within which to submit proof of beneficial use
on a water right permit  $50.00





J. For tasks requiring in excess of one (1) hour research or for computerized data

provided for public use
A reasonable charge as determined by the department.

K. For filing proof of beneficial use of water and requests for water right license
examinations, a fee based upon the rate of diversion claimed in the proof of beneficial use:

1. For a quantity of 0.2 c.f.s. or less, or for a storage volume of 20 acre feet or less

$50.00

except no fee shall be charged for domestic use for which a permit is not required.

2. For a quantity greater than 0.2 c.f.s. but not exceeding 1.0 c.f.s., or for a storage

volume greater than 20 acre feet, but not exceeding 100 acre feet $100

3. For a quantity greater than 1.0 c.f.s., or for a storage volume greater than 100 acre

feet $100

plus $25.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof, or 100 acre feet or part thereof, over

the first 1.0 c.f.s. or 100 acre feet with a maximum fee not to exceed $600.

L. For filing a protest or request to intervene in a protested matter $25.00

M. For filing an application to alter a stream channel pursuant to chapter 38, title 42,
Idaho Code:

1. Application for recreational dredge permits by residents of the state $10.00

2. Application for recreational dredge permits by nonresidents of the state $30.00

3. Other applications $20.00

N. For receipt of all notices of application within a designated area, a reasonable annual
charge as determined by the department.

O. For filing an application to change the point of diversion, place, period or nature of
use of water under a vested water right:

1. For a quantity of 0.2 c.f.s. or less, or for a storage volume of 20 acre feet or less $200

2. For a quantity greater than 0.2 c.f.s. but not exceeding 1.0 c.f.s., or for a storage

volume greater than 20 acre feet but not exceeding 100 acre feet $500

3. For a quantity greater than 1.0 c.f.s. but not exceeding 20 c.f.s., or for a storage

volume greater than 100 acre feet but not exceeding 2,000 acre feet $500

plus $80.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over

the first 1.0 c.f.s. or 100 acre feet.

4. For a quantity greater than 20.0 c.f.s. but not exceeding 100 c.f.s., or for a storage

volume greater than 2,000 acre feet but not exceeding 10,000 acre feet $2,020

plus $40.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over

the first 20.0 c.f.s. or 2,000 acre feet.

5. For a quantity greater than 100 c.f.s. but not exceeding 500 c.f.s., or for a storage

volume greater than 10,000 acre feet but not exceeding 50,000 acre feet $5,220

plus $20.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over

the first 100 c.f.s. or 10,000 acre feet.





6. For a quantity greater than 500 c.f.s., or for a storage volume greater than 50,000 acre

feet $13,220

plus $4.00 for each additional c.f.s. or part thereof or 100 acre feet or part thereof over

the first 500 c.f.s. or 50,000 acre feet.

7. For any application to change the nature of use of water under one (1) or more vested

water right(s), an additional fee of $250 shall apply.

P. For filing a notice of land application of effluent as required by section 42-201(8),
Idaho Code $150

Q. For filing a notice of remediation diversion as required by section 42-201(3)(c), ldaho
Code $150

All fees received by the department of water resources under the provisions of this
chapter shall be transmitted to the state treasurer for deposit in the water administration account.
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

RS

Water remediation projects help protect public health and the environment by removing
hazardous substances or petroleum from contaminated water. Although water remediation
projects are clearly beneficial, there has been legal uncertainty surrounding whether a water right
is required to divert water for remediation projects. This legislation clarifies that an operator of a
remediation project does not need to go through the water right application process with the
Idaho Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) if the sole purpose of the diversion of water is
to remove a hazardous substance or petroleum in response to state or federal regulatory
requirements. A notice of remediation diversion would be required to be filed with IDWR prior
to diverting water. The director of IDWR retains jurisdiction over any diversion of water and
may require that the diversion cease unless injury can be addressed through conditions or
mitigation.

FISCAL NOTE

The notice process includes a filing fee of $150 so IDWR can enter and maintain records of
remediation diversions. No impact to the General Fund or any other fund.

Contact:
Name:  Jeff Peppersack
Office:  Idaho Department of Water Resources

Phone:  (208) 287-4948

Statement of Purpose/Fiscal Impact
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42-234. Managed &ground water recharge -- Authority of department to grant permits and
licenses -- Promulgation of rules.

(1) It is the policy of the state of Idaho to promote and encourage the optimum
development and augmentation of the water resources of this state. The legislature deems it
essential, therefore, that water projects designed to advance this policy be given maximum
support. The legislature finds that the use of water to recharge ground water basins in accordance
with ldaho law and the state water plan may enhance the full realization of our water resource
potential by furthering water conservation and increasing the water available for beneficial use.

(2) The legislature hereby declares that the appropriation of water for purposes of
managed ground water recharge shall constitute a beneficial use of water. The director of the
department of water resources is authorized to issue permits and licenses for the purpose of
managed ground water recharge, which is defined as the intentional diversion and use of water
for the sete-purpose of recharging ground water basins, pursuant to the provisions of this chapter
and in compliance with other applicable Idaho law and the state water plan.

(3) The Idaho water resource board is authorized to promulgate state-wide and basin-
specific rules governing the use of water rights for managed ground water recharge designed to
protect, sustain and enhance the water resources of the state of Idaho, while ensuring the
optimum development and-augmentation-of the water resources of this state.

(a) The board shall promulgate rules governing the use of water rights for
managed ground water recharge to the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA). The rules
shall provide standards for prioritizing projects that enhance and augment the ESPA and
improve water supplies in furtherance of the ESPA comprehensive aquifer management
plan (CAMP) hydrologic goals identified in policy 4D (conjunctive management of the
ESPA and Snake River) of the 2012 state water plan. In promulgating managed ground
water recharge rules for the ESPA, the board shall consider the following: i. the optimum
use and development of unappropriated stream flows and the optimum augmentation of
the ground water resource; ii. the ESPA CAMP goal of sustaining and enhancing the
ESPA and hydraulically connected reaches of the Snake River; iii. the State minimum
flows at Murphy gage; and iv. managed ground water recharge not interfering with the
optimal storage of water in the Snake River reservoir system.

(b) Rules developed by the board pursuant to this section shall be administered by
the director of the department of water resources and shall be consistent with rules
developed pursuant to section 42-1762B, Idaho Code, for the creation of an aquifer credit
program related to ground water recharge.

(34)_The director of the department of water resources may regulate the amount of water
which may be diverted for recharge purposes and may reduce such amount, even though there is
sufficient water to supply the entire amount originally authorized by permit or license. Fo
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(45) To ensure that other water rights are not injured by the operations of an aguifer
managed ground water recharge project, the director of the department of water resources shall

have the authority to approve, disapprove or require alterations in the methods employed to
achieve managed ground water recharge. In the event that the director determines that the
methods of operation are adversely affecting existing water rights or are creating conditions
adverse to the beneficial use of water under existing water rights, the director shall order the
cessation of operations until such alterations as may be ordered by the director have been
accomplished or such adverse effects otherwise have been corrected.

(56) The legislature further recognizes that incidental ground water recharge benefits are
often obtained from the diversion and use of water for various beneficial purposes. However,
such incidental recharge may not be used as the basis for claim of a separate or expanded water
right. Incidental recharge of aquifers which occurs as a result of water diversion and use that
does not exceed the vested water right of water right holders is in the public interest. The values
of such incidental recharge shall be considered in the management of the state's water resources.

(7) Managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits from managed ground water
recharge shall not be the basis for approval of an application for permit for a new water right
unless: (a) the application satisfies the criteria of chapter 2, title 42, Idaho Code, and is consistent
with rules promulgated pursuant to section 42-234(3), if such rules have been promulgated; (b)
there is reasonable certainty the managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits will provide a
sufficient supply of water to sustain the diversion and use of water proposed by the permit
application; and (c) the proposed diversion and use of water is in furtherance of any applicable
comprehensive aquifer management plan and consistent with any applicable aquifer credit
program.

(8) Nothing contained in this section shall prevent a water user from using a water right
for a mitigation plan as provided under the department’s conjunctive management rules or from
using a water right as mitigation in conjunction with a new water right application or transfer.

(9) If the use of the diversion works or irrigation system is represented by shares of stock
in a corporation or if such works or system is owned or managed by an irrigation district, no
application for managed ground water recharge may be approved by the director of the
department of water resources without the consent of such corporation or irrigation district.

Page 2
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42-1762B. Aquifer credit defined -- Aquifer credit program authorized — Rules authorized.

(1) Aquifer credit is defined as credit for that portion of water that accrues from managed
ground water recharge that may be used for mitigation for either existing water rights or new
appropriations of water.

(2) The Idaho water resource board is authorized to develop an aquifer credit program to
be managed as part of the board’s water supply bank established pursuant to section 42-1761,
Idaho Code. As part of the aquifer credit program, the board is authorized to establish and
maintain methods to calculate and track the accrual of aquifer credits, to track expenditures of
aquifer credits to mitigate for existing water rights or new appropriations of water as the
mitigation may be approved by the director of the department of water resources, and to
compensate the contributors of the aquifer credits from the proceeds of the sale of their credits.
The board is authorized to adopt fee rules necessary to provide a source of revenue to operate the
aquifer credit program.

(3) The board is authorized to adopt state-wide and basin-specific rules governing the
accrual of aquifer credits under the aquifer credit program in compliance with chapter 52, title
67, Idaho Code, and consistent with the rules developed pursuant to section 42-234(3), ldaho
Code. The rules shall be consistent with any approved comprehensive aquifer management plan
(CAMP) or plans for the basin or basins covered by the rules.

(a) The board shall adopt rules governing the accrual of aquifer credits on the Eastern

Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA). For credit in the ESPA, whether using natural flow or

stored water, the managed ground water recharge must further the ESPA CAMP

hydrologic goals identified in policy 4D (conjunctive management of the ESPA and

Snake River) of the 2012 state water plan.

(4) For purposes of the board’s aquifer credit program, the allocation of the benefits of
managed ground water recharge identified and confirmed through modeling and measurements
shall be determined by the board.

(5) The board shall not allow aquifer credits for incidental recharge.

(6) The board may enter into contracts with others to exercise the board’s managed
ground water recharge rights and participate in the aquifer credit program. The board may
provide a preference to those parties who help achieve the board’s hydrologic goals identified in
an approved comprehensive aquifer management plan for the basin.

(7) Nothing contained in this section shall prevent a water user from using a water right
for a mitigation plan as provided under the department’s conjunctive management rules or from
using a water right as mitigation in conjunction with a new water right application or transfer.
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The legislation addresses three main topics. First, the legislation authorizes the Idaho
Water Resource Board (“Board”) to promulgate rules governing managed ground water
recharge. Promulgation of the rules is discretionary for all parts of the state except for the
Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (“ESPA”). The legislation guides the Board on the appropriate
scope of the rules. Second, the legislation provides direction to the Director of Idaho
Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) by clarifying that a new application for permit based
on managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits must show that there is a reasonable
certainty the managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits will provide a sufficient supply of
water to sustain the new water use into the future. Lastly, the legislation authorizes the Board to
create an aquifer credit program as part of the Board’s currently existing water supply bank and
to promulgate rules related to the aquifer credit program. The aquifer credit program is
discretionary for all parts of the state except for the ESPA. The program will allow water users
to seek aquifer credits for conducting managed ground water recharge which will also benefit
Idaho’s aquifers. Aquifer credits will be confirmed through modeling and measurements. The
determination of how credits will accrue will be established by the Board through rulemaking
initiated after passage of the authorizing legislation.

The legislation does not prevent someone from using an existing water right for
mitigation purposes. Water users can still use: 1) an existing water right as part of a mitigation
plan submitted under the conjunctive management rules; 2) an existing water right as mitigation
for a new application for permit; 3) an existing water right as mitigation in a transfer. If a water
user wants to try to use credits or an existing recharge right as mitigation for a new water right,
they may but will be required to show that there is reasonable certainty the recharge will provide
a supply sufficient to sustain the new application.

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no immediate fiscal impact from this legislation. The legislation vests authority in the
Idaho Water Resource Board to promulgate rules to establish fees to finance the operation of the
aquifer credit program.





HOUSE BILL NO.
BY RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

AN ACT
RELATING TO A REVISION IN THE DEFINITION OF AN INJECTION WELL,
AMENDING CHAPTER 39, TITLE 42, IDAHO CODE, TO CLARIFY THAT AN
INJECTION WELL DOES INCLUDE WELLS THAT HAVE BEEN USED FOR THE
PRODUCTION OF OIL, GAS OR GEOTHERMAL PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Idaho:

SECTION 1. That Chapter 39, Title 42, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby
amended to read as follows:

42-3902. DEFINITIONS. Whenever used in this chapter:

(1) "Aquifer" means any geologic formation that will yield water to a well in sufficient
quantities to make production of water from the formation feasible for beneficial use, except
when the water in such formation results solely from injection through a deep or shallow
injection well.

(2) "Class Il injection well™ means a deep injection well used to inject fluids:

(&) Which are brought to the surface in connection with natural gas storage operations, or

conventional oil or natural gas production and may be commingled with waste waters

from gas plants, dehydration stations, or compressor stations which are an integral part of
production operations, unless those waters are classified as a hazardous waste at the time
of injection;

(b) For enhanced recovery of oil or natural gas; or

(c) For storage of hydrocarbons which are liquid at standard temperature and pressure.

(3) "Deep injection well” means an injection well which is more than eighteen (18) feet

in vertical depth below land surface.

(4) "Director" means the director of the department of water resources.

(5) "Drinking water source™ means an aquifer which contains water having less than ten
thousand (10,000) mg/l total dissolved solids and has not been exempted from this designation
by the director of the department of water resources.

(6) "Fluid" means any material or substance which flows or moves whether in a
semisolid, liquid, sludge, gaseous or any other form or state.

(7) "Formation” means a body of consolidated or unconsolidated rock characterized by a
degree of lithologic homogeneity which is mappable at the earth's surface or traceable in the
subsurface.

(8) "Hazardous waste™ means any fluid or combination of fluids, excluding radioactive
wastes, which because of quantity, concentration or characteristics (physical, chemical or
biological) may:





(a) Cause or significantly contribute to an increase in deaths or an increase in serious,

irreversible or incapacitating reversible illness; or

(b) Pose a substantial threat to human health or to the environment if improperly treated,

stored, disposed of, or managed. Such wastes include, but are not limited to, materials

which are toxic, corrosive, ignitable, or reactive, or materials which may have mutagenic,
teratogenic, or carcinogenic properties, but do not include solid or dissolved material in
domestic sewage or solid or dissolved material in irrigation return flows.

(9) "Injection™ means the subsurface emplacement of fluids through an injection well,
but excludes the following:

(@) The underground injection of natural gas for purposes of storage; and

(b) The underground injection of fluids or propping agents, other than diesel fuels,
pursuant to hydraulic fracturing operations related to oil, gas or geothermal production activities.

(10) "Injection well" means any feature that is operated to allow injection which also
meets at least one (1) of the following criteria:

(@) A bored, drilled or driven shaft whose depth is greater than the largest surface

dimension;

(b) A dug hole whose depth is greater than the largest surface dimension;

(c) An improved sinkhole; or

(d) A subsurface fluid distribution system.

Provided however, that "injection well" does not mean or include any well driHedused for oil,
gas or geothermal production activities, other than one into which diesel fuels are injected
pursuant to hydraulic fracturing operations.

(11) "Irrigation waste water" means excess surface water from agricultural fields
generated during any agricultural operation, including runoff of irrigation tailwater, as well as
natural drainage resulting from precipitation, snowmelt and floodwaters.

(12) "Licensed driller" means any person holding a valid license to drill water wells in
Idaho as provided and defined in section 42-238, Idaho Code.

(13) "Operate™ means to allow fluids to enter an injection well by action or by inaction of
the operator.

(14) "Operator” means any individual, group of individuals, partnership, company,
corporation, municipality, county, state agency, taxing district or federal agency who operates or
proposes to operate any injection well.

(15) "Owner" means any individual, group of individuals, partnership, company,
corporation, municipality, county, state agency, taxing district, or federal agency owning land on
which any injection well exists or is proposed to be constructed.

(16) "Radioactive material” means any material, solid, liquid or gas which emits radiation
spontaneously.

(17) "Radioactive waste™ means any fluid which contains radioactive material in
concentrations which exceed those established for discharges to water by 10 CFR 20.

(18) "Shallow injection well" means an injection well which is less than or equal to
eighteen (18) feet in vertical depth below land surface.

(19) "Sanitary waste" means any fluid generated through residential (domestic) activities,
such as food preparation, cleaning and personal hygiene. The term does not include industrial,
municipal, commercial or other nonresidential process fluids.

(20) "Surface runoff water" means runoff water from the natural ground surface and
cropland. Runoff from urbanized areas, such as streets, parking lots, airports, and runoff from
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animal feedlots, agricultural processing facilities and similar facilities are not included within the
scope of this term.





STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

RS 22393

The Idaho Department of Water Resources ("IDWR") is amending Idaho Code, Section 42-3902
(10) to clarify the definition of an "injection well" by replacing the term "drilled" with "used."
The change is necessary to clarify IDWR's authority to regulate underground oil and gas
production wells that are converted to injection wells and used for the injection of waste fluids.
The EPA has advised IDWR that EPA approval of Idaho’s Underground Injection Well Rules
may be at risk unless the definition is clarified.

FISCAL NOTE

There is no impact on the General Fund or other accounts.

Contact:
Tim Luke
Water Resources, Dept. of
287-4959

Statement of Purpose / Fiscal Note





HOUSE BILL NO.
BY RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

AN ACT

RELATING TO THE RETURN OF APPLICATIONS TO APPROPRIATE WATER IN
MORATORIUM AREAS; AMENDING CHAPTER 18, TITLE 42, IDAHO CODE, TO
PROVIDE THE DIRECTOR WITH THE AUTHORITY TO RETURN PENDING
APPLICATIONS BACK TO THE APPLICANTS IF DIRECTOR DETERMINES
THAT THE WATER SUPPLY IN A MORATORIUM AREA IS FULLY
APPROPRIATED OR INSUFFICIENT FOR THE PURPOSES FOR WHICH THE
APPLICATIONS ARE SOUGHT TO BE APPROPRIATED.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Idaho:

SECTION 1. That Chapter 18, Title 42, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby
amended to read as follows:

42-1805. Additional duties. In addition to other duties prescribed by law, the director of
the department of water resources shall have the following powers and duties:

(1) To represent the state in all matters pertaining to interstate and international water
rights affecting Idaho water resources; and to cooperate with all agencies, now existing or
hereafter to be formed, within the state or within other jurisdictions, in matters affecting the
development of the water resources of this state.

(2) To prepare a present and continuing inventory of the water resources of this state,
ascertain means and methods of conserving and augmenting these and determine as accurately as
possible the most effective means by which these water resources may be applied for the benefit
of the people of this state.

(3) To conduct surveys, tests, investigations, research, examinations, studies, and
estimates of cost relating to availability of unappropriated water, effective use of existing supply,
conservation, storage, distribution and use of water.

(4) To prepare and compile information and data obtained and to make the same
available to interested individuals or agencies.

(5) To cooperate with and coordinate activities with the director of the department of
environmental quality as such activities relate to the functions of either or both departments
concerning water quality. Such cooperation and coordination shall specifically require that:

(@) The director meet at least quarterly with the director of the department of

environmental quality and his staff to discuss water quality programs. A copy of the

minutes of such meeting shall be transmitted to the governor.





(b) The director transmit to the director of the department of environmental quality
reports and information prepared by him pertaining to water quality programs, and
proposed rules pertaining to water quality programs.
(c) The director shall make available to the director of the department of environmental
quality and the director of the department of environmental quality shall make available
to the director all notices of hearings relating to the promulgation of rules relating to
water quality, waste discharge permits, and stream channel alteration, as such directly
affect water quality, and notices of any other hearings and meetings which relate to water
quality.

(6) To perform administrative duties and such other functions as the board may from
time to time assign to the director to enable the board to carry out its powers and duties.

(7) After notice, to suspend the issuance or further action on permits or applications as
necessary to protect existing vested water rights or to ensure compliance with the provisions of
chapter 2, title 42, Idaho Code, or to prevent violation of minimum flow provisions of the state
water plan. The director may order that pending applications submitted prior to and after the
effective date of a moratorium order should be returned to the applicant without processing if the
director determines that the water supply in the moratorium area is fully appropriated or
insufficient for the purposes for which the applications are sought to be appropriated.

(8) To promulgate, adopt, modify, repeal and enforce rules implementing or effectuating
the powers and duties of the department.

(9) To seek a preliminary or permanent injunction, or both, or a temporary restraining
order restraining any person from violating or attempting to violate (a) those provisions of law
relating to all aspects of the appropriation of water, distribution of water, headgates and
measuring devices; or (b) the administrative or judicial orders entered in accordance with the
provisions of law.

(10) To develop, coordinate and provide, through contract or by other means, for weather
modification projects involving cloud seeding that are designed to increase the water supplies of
the state by enhancing natural precipitation and which conform to state water planning
objectives. To accomplish these purposes the director is authorized to accept and use funds
acquired through legislative appropriation or by gift, grant, contribution or funding received from
any private or public individual or entity. All funds accepted under this provision shall be
transmitted to the state treasurer for deposit in the water administration fund and shall be
reserved and made available until expended as ordered by the director for weather modification
purposes determined by the director to be beneficial.

(11) To develop and implement a plan for data gathering to determine any effect of the
weather modification efforts in which the department is involved.






STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
RS

The Idaho Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) is amending Idaho Code Section 42-1805
(7) to provide the Director of IDWR with the authority to return pending applications to
appropriate water back to the applicants when the applications seek to divert water in an area
where a moratorium order has been issued. This change is necessary to reduce the number of
applications held by IDWR in fully appropriated areas and to avoid holding unprocessed
applications in areas that become fully appropriated in the future. Presently, IDWR is holding
approximately 640 applications in the moratorium area of the Eastern Snake River Plain and it is
unlikely that the moratorium order will be withdrawn.

FISCAL NOTE

Returning applications may include a refund of the application fee. Most of the 640 applications
held in the Eastern Snake River Plain have not incurred advertising or other costs associated with
processing of the applications. Refunds would likely total approximately $50,000 from the
Water Management fee account. Processing the returned applications and associated refunds
could be accomplished over multiple years to reduce the fiscal impact in any given year.

Contact:
Name:  Jeff Peppersack
Office:  Idaho Department of Water Resources

Phone:  (208) 287-4948

Statement of Purpose/Fiscal Impact






AGENDA

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
MEETING NO. 11-13

November 20, 2013 at 8:00 am

Idaho Water Center
Conference Rooms 602 B,C,D
322 East Front St, Boise, ID 83702

C.L. ""Butch' Otter
Governor

Roger W. Chase

Chairman
Pocatello 1. Roll Call
District 4 2. Executive Session — Board will meet pursuant to Idaho Code § 67-2345

Peter Van Der Meulen

Vice-Chairman

subsection (1)(f), for the purpose of communicating with legal counsel regarding

legal ramifications of and legal options for pending litigation, or controversies not yet

being litigated but imminently likely to be litigated. Executive Session is closed to

E?Ii_ley the public.
arge
g 3. Agenda and Approval of Minutes 10-13
Bob Graham 4. Public Comment
Secretary 5. Western States Water Council
Bonners Ferry .
District 1 6 Committee Reports
a. Water Resource Planning
ghggles “Chuck” b. Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Streamflow
OLrjofir)qo c. Upper Snake Advisory
At Large 7. Columbia River Treaty
8. Albeni Falls Flexible Winter Operations- Idaho’s Position
Vince Alberd 9 Proposed Legislation
Kimberly ' P 9
At Large 10. Financial Program
a. Status Update
Jeff Raybould :
St. Anthony b.- Water Transactions Program
At Large 11. Planning Programs
a. RP CAMP
g‘:)ti’sgt Barker 12. Pristine Springs
District 2 13. Water District 02 WaterSMART Grant Update
14. ESPA Update
‘éﬂhgr‘t‘Bert" Stevenson 15.  IDWR Director’s Report
Disﬂrict 3 16. Other Non-Action Items for Discussion
17. Next Meetings and Adjourn

Americans with Disabilities

The meeting will be held in facilities that meet the accessibility requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. If you require special accommodations
to attend, participate in, or understand the meeting, please make advance arrangements by contacting Department staff by email

Mandi.Pearson@idwr.idaho.gov or by phone at (208) 287-4800.

322 East Front Street, Boise, Idaho 83720 Tel: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700
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