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Idaho Conservation League’s TV CAMP Public Hearing Comments

Boise, September 11, 2012

Chairman Uhling, and members of the Water Resource Board, thank you for the
opportunity to speak before you this evening. My name is Marie Callaway Kellner, and I
am the Water Associate at the Idaho Conservation League.

Since 1973, the Idaho Conservation League has worked to protect clean water, clean air,
wilderness, and Idaho’s unique quality of life. As Idaho’s oldest and largest state-based
conservation organization, we represent over 20,000 supporters, most of whom live in the
Treasure Valley. This evening, I stand before you representing myself, the Idaho
Conservation League staff and board of directors, and our Treasure Valley members, in
the shared belief that Idaho’s water is one of our most precious resources, and Idaho’s
future depends on proactive water management.

ICL will file more thorough written comments on the TV CAMP, however, tonight, I'd
like to highlight two aspects of the plan which ICL finds to be of particular importance:
first, the benefits of demand reduction through conservation, and, second, suggested
study & funding priorities.

Demand Reduction Through Conservation

First, ICL strongly supports the CAMP’s suggestion that reducing demand through water
conservation measures should be a primary strategy for meeting future water demand. In
saying this, I'd like to emphasize that I mean for the term “conservation” to mean smart,
timely and efficient use of water. These measures should include financial incentives &
penalties, financial support for diversion upgrades & automation, as well as educational
programs.

Not only would these efforts result in the discovery of water to address anticipated future
water needs, these efforts are cheaper, and more socially and environmentally palatable
than the building of a new storage reservoir in the Boise basin. Additionally, all of these
measures could provide opportunities for growth without requiring more overall water
storage.

Funding & Study Priorities

Our second topic of emphasis is to encourage the Board’s support for the CAMP’s
prioritization of funding for study of the following three areas: the hydraulic connections
between our ground and surface water, the creation of a Treasure Valley Drought Plan,
and an in-depth analysis of future demand based on anticipated population and land use
changes.



As is stated in the CAMP, for our water managers to effectively manage the Treasure

Valley’s water resources, they need a more thorough understanding of the hydraulic
connections of our water resources.

Similarly, in order for our water managers to guide the Treasure Valley through drought
seasons, they need a Drought Plan. As the population center of the state, the Treasure
Valley should not only have a drought plan, but be a leader in formulating one.

Finally, we cannot make fully educated decisions about our future water storage needs
until we have a deeper understanding of what those needs will be. While the CAMP states
that “urbanization has changed some water demand from agricultural irrigation to
residential irrigation and other uses,” it also states that there is no consensus as to the
impact of these changes. The CAMP does not specifically prioritize studies which will help
planners better understand what our future water needs are likely to be in light of land use
changes. Therefore, we suggest that the CAMP prioritize creation of tools that will allow

water managers to better understand future needs as they relate to evolving land use
changes.

Wrap-up

In summary, ICL is pleased to see demand reduction through conservation prominently
featured in the CAMP and we suggest that this concept be supported by financial
incentives and penalties, diversion upgrades and automation, and education. Additionally,
we ask the Board to prioritize the following three areas of study: the hydraulic connection
of our ground and surface water resources, a drought plan, and future demand in relation
to land use changes. ICL believes that the Board’s support for these areas of emphasis will

help to ensure that the Treasure Valley is prepared for the difficult times we will
undoubtedly face.

On behalf of the members, board and staff of the Idaho Conservation League, I want to
thank you again for the opportunity to speak to you this evening.
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September 11, 2012

Terry T. Uhling, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0098

Re: TV CAMP and the need for 50-year municipal planning
Dear Mr. Uhling:

I am writing on behalf of the Idaho Ground Water Appropriators (“IGWA?”) to urge support by
the Idaho Water Resource Board for a 50-year planning horizon for those municipal water
providers that are serving growing Idaho communities.

IGWA is composed of ground water pumpers from across the State of Idaho, including ground
water and irrigation districts, industrial and municipal water users, and eight municipalities.
IGWA has been an active participant in and supporter of the TV CAMP process. IGWA
commends the Idaho Water Resources Board for its commitment of resources and effort to the
goal of better cooperation, understanding, and long term planning that is at the heart of the
CAMP process throughout the State.

1 write today to underscore IGWA’s recognition of the importance of the long-term planning by
its municipal members. The Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996 embodies the vision and
foresight of the Legislature and the people of Idaho in recognizing the vital role played by
municipal water providers within the prior appropriation doctrine. Idaho is growing, but its



water supply is not. We face not only increasing demands from within the state, but growing
pressures from without.

Cities and states across the West are following the lead set by Idaho in adopting the 1996 Act.
They are establishing long term planning horizons for municipal water providers aimed at
securing their future. Idaho must do the same, or risk forfeiting its enviable position as an
upstream statc to out-of-statc interests who covet Idaho’s water.

From its outset, the TV CAMP process has recognized and embraced the need for long term
planning. The Executive Summary of the proposed TV CAMP expresses this recognition:

The Plan describes the overarching goals and actions that can be
implemented to successfully accomplish the stated goals for local
residents and the state of Idaho and to promote productive regional
cooperation to benefit the area over the next 50 years.

dkk

The Treasure Valley CAMP Committee identified several
challenges facing the region over the next 50 years. . . .

shedkesk

Use tools associated with the Municipal Water Rights Act of
1996 (placeholder).

The introduction to the proposed TV CAMP at page 3 continues: “The specific goals of the
statewide Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP) program are to: Provide reliable
sources of water, projecting 50 years into the future.” This is reiterated again at page 21: “A
challenge for the Treasure Valley will be to meet new and on-going water demands over the next
50 years.” The proposed text states at page 25: “Another tool is the Municipal Water Rights
Act of 1996 which provides for growing municipalities to acquire water rights based on future
growth projections.” And again at page 28: “The Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996 is a tool
available to municipal provides to secure water rights for growing municipal water demands
based on anticipated future needs.”

IGWA applauds these statements and encourages the board to set policy clearly recognizing the
need for 50-year planning under the Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996. If other states are
planning for 50 years and beyond — and they are — and Idaho fails to do the same, we may impair
our ability to withstand out of state challenges. Should long term planning by municipal
providers is good policy not just for cities, but for every Idaho water user.

Sincerely,

RANDALL C. BUDGE
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August 14,2012

Department of Water Resources
Attn:  Neeley Miller

PO Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0098

Rex Comments on Praft Report
Treasure Valley CAMP

Dear Mr. Miller;

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the Draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan. In responding, I am of the opinion that
management of the available water supply in this valley, including the aquifer, will
be critical to future growth and success of this valley. In light of that opinion, I read
the report with interest in hopes that it would effectively present a well outlined plan
for management in the future. I feel that this Draft did not accomplish that purpose.

I did appreciate the report’s discussion of the valley’s water budget. On the other
hand, the projections of demand growth going forward were very sketchy and did not
provide a comprehensive breakdown of the elements of that demand growth, or any
basis on which “management” of the aquifer might be justified, or even any
indication of the nature of the conflict or competing interests which surely will
characterize efforts to manage it. The report needs this element to be useful.

I was puzzled that a vision statement was provided which did not cven use the word
“aquifer” as if it was neutral to the entire purpose of the plan. Perhaps that is why
the report seemed to wander back and forth between issues related to surface water
and issues related to the aquifer. The report needs to demonstrate that its purpose is
to present an AQUIFER MANAGEMENT PLAN and to justify a need for that plan.

Finally, the report did not provide adequate foundation or justification for assertions
included within the listed “Challenges”, actions needed or elements of
implementation. Let me give just one example — Challenge #1 in the Executive
Summary includes this phrase: “Predicted future demand cannot be met solely...by
groundwater...”. This sweeping statement might be true but in the report scant
evidence is provided of its veracity, relevance or timing. I expect and need
substance to give such conclusions credibility.



I have no intention of addressing each challenge, action or element. The defect
noted in the preceding paragraph is general throughout the report. I apologize for the
negative tone. I really don’t want to be critical — but as a manager of a municipal
water supply, I do have need that this report serves its useful purpose. Feel free to
contact Gordon Law at 287-1727.

Sincerely,

t/
= sy
Gordon N. Law, P.E.
Kuna City Engineer



Miller, Neeley

From: Diane Jones [sweethomeidaho @yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 5:35 PM

To: Miller, Neeley

Subject: Comment on CAMP

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan. I have not read
the plan, but have seen a synopsis provided by Idaho Rivers United, and there is a point that I would like to
address.

As Iunderstand it (and please correct this impression if it is inaccurate), CAMP does not recommend strong
incentives and/or mandatory measures to convince residents to conserve water in their homes and workplaces.
CAMP relies only on education and encouragement. In my opinion, the residents of the Boise Valley need to
wake up and realize that we live in a desert and that we need to start using water accordingly. This will only
happen when strong incentives--including mandatory conservation measures--are in place. Other cities in the
Rocky Mountain West have long ago realized the truth of this and have enacted strong measures, but in the
Boise Valley we seem to be living in denial.

For the last 10 years I have grown and sold drought-tolerant, including native, plants to the public. I know
that attractive landscapes can be created and maintained using a fraction of “normal” levels of irrigation.
However the change to more sustainable landscaping practices is taking place very slowly despite years of
efforts at education on the part of United Water. The problem is that there are no strong incentives to conserve--
in terms of price of water or regulation. So, our community wastes tremendous amounts of water each year
maintaining landscapes which are simply inappropriate for the region in which we live.

I believe conservation, including mandatory conservation, is a much more realistic and environmentally
benign solution to future water shortages than the construction of another impoundment dam on the upper Boise
River.

Sincerely
Diane M. Jones

Draggin’ Wing Farm
Water-thrifty Plants for Idaho



Miller, Neeley

From: sara rodgers [manifesting_health@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 12:17 PM

To: Miller, Neeley

Subject: Comment Draft Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Plan

ldaho Water Resource Board
c/o Neeley Miller

Please accept the following comments regarding the Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Plan (Plan)
| would like to thank the Board for the work to create the Plan.

My comments are as follows.

1. Prioritization of water management in the following manner.

1. Highest priority: water conservation measures domestically, agriculturally, and industrially. Water
conservation measures in all sectors to include education, incentives, and potentially fines for wasting
water.

2. The concept of water storage, as mentioned in the plan, should include the concept of storage by storm
water, roof rain water, and non-use (ie conservation). Economic incentives do not have to wait for
‘economic feasability' as mentioned in the draft plan.

3. Encourage legislators and industry members to support building and remodeling standards to investigate
safety, efficacy, and use of grey water and built-in water conservation mechanisms.

4. Lowest priority: creation of surface water containment in the forms of dams.

2. Using science to determine the best management procedures should be the basis for all management decisions.

3. The management and protection of ground water water quality should be included in the plan. Although quantity is
an issue, the quality of the ground water may affect future users and should be considered. Current controversy of
fracking and potentially other industrial contamination should not be disregarded in this plan.

4. | agree and support the suggestion of working with multiple partners -state, local, federal, and community.

Sincerely and respectfully submitted,
Sara Rodgers

3021 Grover St

Boise, ID 83705



Miller, Neeley

From: Rosentreter, Roger D [rrosentreter @blm.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 1:45 PM

To: Miller, Neeley

Subject: Boise River Plan

Thanks for your work on the Boise River Plan.

| would like to recommend that some of the invasive exotic trees along the Boise river be targeted for removal to allow
the more wildlife friendly native trees and shrubs to prevail. Exotic trees and shrubs that should be controlled are Salt
cedar, Russian olives, tree of heavens, white mulberry, indigo bushes and poison nightshade.

Thanks for the opportunity to summit comments.

Roger Rosentreter PhD

State Office Botanist

Bureau of Land Management
1387 S. Vinnell Way

Boise, ID 83709
208-373-3824



Miller, Neeley

From: Laurie K [laurie_kuntz@ hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 3:08 PM
To: Miller, Neeley

Subject: public comment on the draft CAMP
Hello,

I am a biology graduate and am very concerned about Idaho's future water use and how it affects wildlife and
our quality of life. I strongly disagree with the proposal to look into building future dams along the Boise River.
This would have a huge negative impact the environment and would totally transform a naturally flowing river
where people currently go to raft, fish, and otherwise recreate. It would also cost millions of dollars, which is a
very poor use of Idaho's limited monetary resources.

Secondly, we need to implement strong incentives for people and companies to reduce their water use. I have
never understood why new construction continues to be allowed to install green lawns rather than xeroscaped
lawns, which are not only beautiful, but far more suitable to our desert climate. Also, if companies or
individuals use a large portion of our water resources, they should pay for the privilege. We should be moving
toward more sustainable water practices, even for farming. Aquaponics, for example, produces much larger
quantities of food than traditional farming, and yet uses a fraction of the water to grow the crops, all without
using chemical fertilizers or pesticides. There should be rewards for farmers who put these modern, efficient
farming practices into use.

Third, we need to have a better understanding of how the aquifer interfaces with surface water, and therefore
need to fund additional research. We need tools and the understanding of what we're working with to be able to
effectively manage our water.

Thank you,
Laurte Kuntz
Boise ID 83713



September 24, 2012
To: IWRB

Please change the definition of Aquifer in the CAMP document to be consistent with the definition of
Aquifer in the in State Code for Well Drilling.

Thank you

Gary Duspivia



Miller, Neeley

From: Rex Barrie [waterdistrict63 @ qwestoffice.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 8:26 AM

To: TVCAMP

Subject: RE: Proposed Treasure Valley CAMP Public Comments

Idaho Water Resources Board

Gentlemen,

| have reviewed the Treasure Valley Camp as presented at the Public meetings held on September 10 and 11, 2012 and
would like to provide some feedback.

As a member of the TV Camp Committee | was very involved in the development of the current document. Today | am
providing comments as the Watermaster for Basin 63, Boise River.

Throughout the entire Camp process we continually heard about the success of communities like Portland and Seattle
and how they were able to conserve water to meet their needs. It needs to be pointed out that those areas of the
northwest receive annual amounts of rainfall that far exceed our annual amounts. From my perspective as a water
manager for the last 30 years, the only way to ensure a reliable water supply 50 years into the future is to increase our
ability to store the spring flows. This increase in storage would serve a dual purpose. Not only would this help protect us
from a drought by providing additional water during short water years it would also help to prevent potential flooding
that as we all know is not a matter of “if but when” it happens. The current storage study that is underway by the Board
and the Army Corp of Engineers provides an informative look at how best to accomplish these goals.

Thanks you for the opportunity to comment on this issue.
Respectfully,

Rex R. Barrie
Boise River Watermaster



H. SCOTT RHEAD
Director of Engineering

UNITED WATER IDAHO

8248 West Victory Road, Boise, ID 83709
P.0O. Box 190420, Boise, ID 83719-0420
Tel: 208.362.7345 » Fax: 208.362.3858
scott.thead@unitedwater.com

September 26, 2012

Terry T. Uhling, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board
P.0O. Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0098

RE: TV CAMP and the need for 50 year municipal planning
Dear Mr. Uhling:

United Water Idaho is writing to urge support by the Idaho Water Resource Board for a 50-year
planning horizon for those municipal water providers that are serving growing Idaho
communities. United Water Idaho commends the Idaho Water Resources Board for its
commitment of resources and effort to the goal of better cooperation, understanding, and long
term planning that is at the heart of the Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan process
throughout the State.

The Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996 embodies the vision and foresight of the Legislature
and the people of Idaho in recognizing the vital role played by municipal water providers
within the prior appropriation doctrine. Idaho is growing, but its water supply is not. We face
not only increasing demands from within the state, but growing pressures from without.

Cities and states across the West are following the lead set by Idaho in adopting the 1996 Act.
They are establishing long term planning horizons for municipal water providers aimed at
securing their future. Idaho must do the same, or risk forfeiting its enviable position as an
upstream state to out-of-state interests who covet Idaho’s water.

From its outset, the Treaswe Valley CAMP process has recognized and embraced the need for
long term planning. The Plan describes the overarching goals and actions that can be
implemented to successfully accomplish the stated goals for local residents and the state of
Idaho and to promote productive regional cooperation to benefit the area over the next 50 years.

The introduction to the proposed TV CAMP at page 3 states: “The specific goals of the
statewide Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP) program are to: “Provide
reliable sources of water, projecting 50 years into the future.” This is reiterated again at page
21: “A challenge for the Treasure Valley will be to meet new and on-going water demands



over the next 50 years.” The proposed text states at page 25: “Another tool is the Municipal
Water Rights Act of 1996 which provides for growing municipalities to acquire water rights
based on future growth projections.” And again at page 28: “The Municipal Water Rights Act
of 1996 is a tool available to municipal provides to secure water rights for glowmg municipal
water demands based on anticipated future needs.”

United Water Idaho fully supports these statements and encourages the Board to set policy
clearly recognizing the need for 50-year planning under the Municipal Water Rights Act of
1996. If other states are planning for 50 years and beyond (and they are) and if Idaho fails to
do the same, we may impair our ability to withstand out of state challenges. Solid long term
planning by municipal providers is good policy not just for cities, but for every Idaho water
user.

Sincerely,

Scott Rhead, P.E.
Director of Engineering

cc: Gary Spackman, Director, IDWR
Greg Wyatt, Vice President, UWID
Roger Dittus, Hydrologist, UWID
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September 27, 2012

Dear Chairman Uhling and Idaho Water Resource Board Members,

The Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan will have a significant
impact on management of surface and groundwater in the Treasure Valley. If the Plan is to
meet its important goals of providing water security for 50 years while reducing conflicts
and determining future investment, it must have the overarching goal of protecting the
Boise River.

The future of the Boise River, the river that flows in the blood of all residents of the
Treasure Valley, is in the balance as our population grows, land use evolves and the
climate changes. The Plan offers us the opportunity to adopt management goals that
protect and even improve the health and function of the Boise River as it flows above and
below ground. Our highest priority must be to protect the Boise River as nothing can
replace it and the tremendous wealth it provides us.

Idaho Rivers United is a statewide river conservation organization. We have helped shape
Idaho water policy for over twenty years, and our comments on the Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan reflect our oft-demonstrated belief in the
importance of public planning. We want the Plan to be grounded in scientifically accurate
information and ecologically sound principals and include clear direction for future action.

Thank you for your dedication to the water resources of Idaho and this opportunity to
comment.

Sincerely,

Liz Paul
Boise River Campaign Coordinator



COMMENTS OF IDAHO RIVERS UNITED
Introduction

After observing the meetings of the Citizen Advisory Committee and reviewing the Proposed
Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan, Idaho Rivers United sees the
potential for this document to serve as a positive framework for protection of the Boise River
ecosystem, for providing water security for 50 years, for reducing conflicts and for determining
future investment.

The Board needs to eliminate Plan language supporting the continued study of new water storage
as a means to supply water. This will ensure that the long list of much more viable options are
considered with the limited resources at hand.

The Board should expand the Plan’s emphasis on the creation and support of water conservation
and efficiency programs. These programs will provide immediate benefits for water supply
throughout the Treasure Valley, reducing demand and stress on the aquifer.

The Board should put high priority on the acquisition of complete information concerning the
ecological and hydrological function of the aquifer system. Existing gaps in knowledge now
prevent the completion of a scientifically sound management plan.

Finally, the Board should revise the Plan to ensure that it is accurate and provides clear direction.
The adoption of a factually correct and easy-to-understand document is a crucial step in meeting
the goals of the Plan. Our suggested revisions, various in nature, are listed in the second section
of this document.

Section One

1. Consideration of new storage will not meet Plan goals
The language used throughout the draft TV CAMP assumes there will be unmet
water demand by 2050 and that new surface water storage is a viable option to meet that
demand.

Idaho Rivers United doesn’t support the conclusion that current available supplies
of water will be inadequate to meet future demand. With the exception of drought,
existing natural flow and storage meet the current needs of the Treasure Valley as
demonstrated, in part, by quantities of carryover water in reservoirs and unused water
rights that are available in the Rental Pool and Water Supply Bank annually.

Predicted population growth will increase the number of water users, but growing
cities around the world have decreased per capita water use and lowered total water
demand. The Treasure Valley’s current water use rate of 160 gallons per person per day
is far above the national average. To meet Plan goals, the Plan must highlight the large
role that demand reduction can play in meeting water supply needs and reducing the
potential for conflict at a very economical price. The Plan should recommend strategies
to achieve demand reduction.
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There are many steps that can be easily taken to reduce water demand right away
and “bank” those water supplies to meet future demand. Some examples include:
conservation and efficiency programs supported by incentives, water infrastructure
modernization, and increasing the coordination between land use planning and water
resource planning so that growth occurs in areas with ample water supply. All of these
options extend the existing water supply to meet future demand and most, if not all, will
provide desired water security more reliably and at lower cost than new surface water
storage. These same steps will create a buffer to deal with water supply variability
resulting from climate change.

The Plan can and should lay out clear steps to make better use of the water we
already have.

Additionally, Idaho Rivers United does not believe that additional storage
capacity will necessarily lead to additional affordable and reliable water supply. While
feasibility studies have begun, there has yet to be a conclusion that additional storage is a
viable option for increasing supply. In a normal year, most of the water in the upper
Boise River where a new storage project is being considered is spoken for. Water above
and beyond what is already appropriated is unpredictable and unreliable and not an
appropriate source of drinking water, the only sector predicted to demand more water in
the future.

Creation of new storage capacity will not create more water. Dams are costly to
build and have continued costs of operation and maintenance, which often make them the
most expensive alternative.

Finally, the environmental impacts associated with the creation of new storage
capacity are too high for the Treasure Valley to accept. Diverting more water from the
Boise River or its headwater streams or blocking flow with a new water storage dam
would have a negative impact on fish, wildlife, recreation, water quality and other values
of the Boise River all the way to its mouth with the Snake River and beyond. People will
let their lawns go brown in short water years rather than sacrifice the Boise River.

The notion that there is excess water in the Boise River in some years is absurd. It
has no basis in ecology or science or local economics. No one will like what will become
of the Boise River if high winter, spring and summer flows are reduced or eliminated.
Unless the Board has a hidden agenda to meet future water demands by making the
Treasure Valley an unappealing place to live and work thereby decreasing population and
water demand, the consideration of new water storage in the Plan is a poor choice. All
other options to meet the goals of the Plan should be given investigation, implementation
and funding priority.

2. High priority for funding should be given to water conservation and efficiency
programs, including incentive based programs.
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Based on the availability of current information, the best possible option for
moving towards greater water security is to create programs encouraging agricultural,
domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial waster conservation and efficiency.
Conservation programs encourage the saving of water through restriction of uses, while
efficiency programs aim to reduce the waste of water.

Water conservation and efficiency programs should be given priority in
implementation and funding. Conservation and efficiency are proven to be effective and
predictable. As the Treasure Valley plans for population growth, there are several
opportunities for aquifer and surface water management that can provide secure water
supply and reduce water conflict. Investing in programs that research shows can meet the
water challenges of the Treasure Valley offers the best possible option for
implementation now. The best thing is that the cost is low and federal dollars from the
Department of Energy, Bureau of Reclamation, EPA and others is available to match
state dollars.

3. Effects on the Boise River ecosystem should be fully determined.

As indicated in the Plan, there are many gaps in current knowledge that prevent
the implementation of the best, or even adequate, management of the aquifer and surface
water. In order to meet the goals of the Plan and the goal of protecting the Boise River,
the Plan should prioritize improving our understanding of the Boise River ecosystem.

Currently there is limited understanding of the full wealth provided by the Boise
River and its companion aquifer, the provision of clean water for agriculture being a rare
exception. The Boise River ecosystem provides us with many other things — many of
which have no replacement. Here is a partial list.
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Ecosystem Services

Provisioning Services

Cultural Services

Regulating and Supporting Services

Hydroelectric Power
Commercial/Industrial Uses
Drinking Water (Fresh Water)

Irrigation water (Food, Timber, Fiber)
New biodiversity products
Recreation and Ecotourism

Cultural Diversity
Spiritual & Religious Values
Educational Values

Inspiration

Knowledge Systems
Aesthetic Values

Social Relations

Sense of Place

Cultural Heritage Values

Avoided Sedimentation
Water capture function
Erosion prevention

Biological regulation
Climate Regulation

Air Quality Regulation
Natural Hazard regulation
Disease Regulation
Cabon Sequestration
Pollination

Nutrient cycling (dispersal and cycling)
Water cycling

Habitat creation

Soil Formation
Photosynthesis

Primary production

Ecosystem regulation of infectious diseases

Waste processing, detoxification, purification

Without the necessary information about the ecosystem services of the Boise
River and aquifer, we are at risk of unknowingly diminishing these often irreplaceable
services. The Board must recognize all uses of the Boise River and adopt a Plan that
ensures our communities will continue to enjoy this tremendous wealth.
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Section Two

Executive Summary

- Page 2, Bullet #2: “Investigate and-suppest additional storage and supply”

o Indicating “support” for additional storage is unfounded based on the content of
the Plan and the presentation of Actions Needed on page 26. The Executive
Summary must accurately represent the full Plan.

o New storage is a costly and ecologically destructive means to seek water security,
in addition to the fact that current options for additional storage have yet to be
determined feasible.

1. Introduction

- We support your “commitment to ongoing research, data collection, and analysis” of the
hydrological functions of our water basin. Without this base of knowledge, a complete,
accurate and effective management plan is impossible.

2. Background and Current Condition
Hydrology and Water Supply

Indicating what the source of the 10% of water supply which does not come from the
upper basin would increase understanding of this section. The paragraph is about surface
water, so it’s to be understood that 90% of surface water comes from the upper basin and

10% of the surface water comes from somewhere else.

- It would increase understanding for the Plan to include the location of the Boise River
gaging station, explain why the stream flow is “near” the station and not at the station,
and specify whether the flows are controlled or natural. The Boise River at Boise
commonly refers to the Glenwood Bridge gaging station. It is important that the Plan
clearly indicates the nature of figures included.

o Hydrogeology

Page | 5

The Plan should provide more detail about the nature of varying
“hydraulic communication between the various aquifers” to communicate
the current understanding of the interaction between aquifer levels. [How
does it differ from location to location? What interactions exist that are
understood?]

The Plan should emphasize the uncertainty of interaction between surface
water and aquifers and recognize further investigation into aquifer
characteristics is necessary to meet Plan long-term management goals.
To avoid confusion, don’t use the term “deeper aquifer.” Stick to the term
“deep aquifer.”

The Plan should emphasize that existing models of the Treasure Valley
aquifer are not adequate to address management needs and goals of the
Plan. The Plan should state that there is a need for further research and
investigation before management action can be scientifically justified.

o TVAS Ground Water Budget

The Plan would promote a better understanding of the hydrology if stated
clearly that the source of the stunning amount of groundwater (881,600

acre-feet ) that flows directly or indirectly into the Boise River (primarily
below Middleton) starts as clean cold water that’s diverted from the river
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(primarily above Middleton), travels miles through unlined irrigation
ditches to be poured onto fields all the while picking up pollution and
soaking into the ground before re-entering the Boise River.

o Surface Water Flows

For preciseness, augment the first paragraph by indicating that 925,900
acre-feet flows into the aquifer each year and only 675,000 acre-feet are
used for agriculture each year.

For accuracy, make it clear that of the 1.1 MAF of annual basin outflow,
881,600 AF come from aquifer discharge.

The Plan should make it clear that a massive aquifer charging program is
currently in place, but very little of the aquifer water is pumped out and
used before it re-enters the Boise River or a surface tributary.

Page 9, the top paragraph needs to be rewritten for accuracy and clarity.
Natural flow commonly means the flow that would be available without
storage. Given the current irrigation delivery system, there is not enough
natural flow to meet irrigation demands from Lucky Peak all the way to
Parma, not just to Middleton. The water that enters the Boise River below
Middleton through drains and seepage is not natural flow — it’s a result of
the diversion of both natural and stored water.

While the Plan indicates that “310,000 acre-feet” of flow enter the river
between Middleton and Parma, for a complete understanding it should be
noted where the 881,600 acre-feet of aquifer discharge enters the river and
how much surface water that wasn’t groundwater enters the river and
where.

To increase reader understanding, the terms “base flow” and “return flow”
need to be defined, and their relationship to the groundwater needs to be
explained.

o Climate Variability

It would be helpful if the Plan provided the location for where the “lower
summer stream base flows” discussed on page 9 occur.

o Drought

To avoid confusion, the definition of drought should be provided. Is a
drought a dry year or period of years or a supply shortfall? With good
management a drought should not cause a supply shortfall. The sentence
would make more sense written as follows, “The most severe supply
shortfalls occur when there are two or three consecutive dry years...”

If the Plan included a description of the “major impact” the 1987-1992
drought had on water users and the Boise River ecosystem, the reader
would have a much better understanding of drought-associated risks. What
were the conflicts? Where were the shortages? Etc. As the Plan aims to
analyze challenges, it requires that quantifiable impact analysis be
included.

The Plan needs to address why no drought plan exists and make fully
visible the challenges associated with establishing one.

It would help if the Plan explained how “additional stress on ground water
supplies” occurs during drought years through surface water irrigation



supplementation. Clarify what the existing stress is and how and why and
to what extent this this stress increases during drought. Provide as much
detail as possible on reduced groundwater levels, reduced aquifer
charging, groundwater contamination, reduced return flows to the Boise
River, reduced ecological function of the Boise River, etc.

o Challenges Associated with Water Supply

Distribution
o Reservoir System
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o Drains

As previously noted, because “supplies in some areas” may not meet
future demand, a key component of water management planning should be
development restrictions in areas where water availability cannot meet
demand. The role of water management in growth planning should be
highlighted and advocated in the Plan, realizing that water security is
inextricably tied to growth and development.

In order the preserve reservoir carryover, more groundwater pumping can
be used to offset reduced natural flow in the many areas that have excess
groundwater.

Demand reduction actions/incentives should be discussed in this section as
a potential means to make existing water supplies go further and protect
reservoir carryover. Not doing so misses the opportunity to provide clear
roadmaps to effective action.

Drought planning should be the highest priority of the Plan. A drought
plan needs to be more than demand reduction because that doesn’t address
the comprehensive needs of the ecosystem and economy.

The Boise River ecosystem relies upon natural flow fluctuations that are
hampered by the current reservoir system and will be further compromised
with additional water storage. Please discuss this important issue in the
Plan.
Page 13, bottom left paragraph: “Presently, the flood control objective is
to limit fleed flows to 6,500 cfs at the Glenwood Bridge.”

o The draft language inaccurately interprets the listed flow level as a

flood.

Page 15, top paragraph: The term “low lying area” is vague. Drains
capture water in Meridian and it’s not low lying. The value of this section
would be improved if it was more specific such as “Approximately 195
miles of drains channel water out of lew-lying-areas areas with excess
groundwater and 11 principle drain systems discharge into the Boise
River.”

o Challenges Associated with Distribution

The “mechanisms to protect existing infrastructure” indicated in the first
paragraph need to be explained fully to justify this comment.

Wells aren’t mentioned in the delivery background information section.
Wells serve as an important component of water use in the Treasure



Valley. If they are part of the distribution challenge, the document would
be improved if the specific challenges associated with wells are explained.

= Please expand upon the challenges associated with future management of
water sources based on the interconnection between ground and surface
water. Without expansion, the document does little to increase
understanding of the future challenges associated with distribution,
especially when no current challenges apparently exist. This challenge
highlights the need for research on the interconnection as a crucial
component for “effective management” of the aquifer.

Water Use and Needs

The Plan would be more helpful and truthful if the term “aquifer recharge” wasn’t used to
describe incidental loss of water from the irrigation system into the groundwater. Water
that is diverted for agricultural irrigation does flow into the aquifer, but it’s more like
putting water in an overflowing bathtub than like filling an empty bathtub. As already
pointed out in the Plan, an incredible 881,600 AF flow through the aquifer and back to
the river. Very little water is pumped from the aquifer for use, and only a fraction of
pumped water comes from the shallow aquifer. Recharge means to replenish or renew, so
the use of that word infers there is a shortage when just the opposite is true.
The Plan would be improved if it listed the municipal and industrial systems currently
implementing aquifer storage and recovery techniques currently? The use of the modifier,
“some” is too vague for this important piece of information.
The inclusion of “low-cost” as a modifier for hydropower electricity is undue
editorializing. There are numerous costs of hydropower plants not reflected in consumer
pricing, including the ecologically destruction caused by the facilities and operations.
o Water Quality
* The brief description of water quality is not sufficient and suggests that
water quality is of low importance. The Plan would be a better framework
for smart management if it included the results of the monitoring program,
at least in summation, to inform the reader of the current state of water
quality.
o Fisheries and Biological Flows
* How was it determined that the largest constraint on fish populations is
stream flows? What about the impacts associated with water temperature
and pollutants? A more comprehensive discussion is important to defining
thresholds for species impacts meeting the goals of the Plan.
=  Page 19, bottom left paragraph: “The Boise River is generally a gaining
reach from Star to its confluence with the Snake River and therefore has
good stream flows year round, but poor water quality conditions can only
seasonally support a cold-water fishery.”
e These edits present a more accurate accounting of the river
conditions that support a cold-water fishery.
o Hydropower
*  Who is the Arrowrock Dam (18,000kW) power contracted with?
o Anticipated Changes in Water Use
= Increased coordination between water and land managers would lessen the
water supply challenges predicted to occur with growth on undeveloped
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lands. To meet its goals, the Plan should promote growth that will produce
the least stress on the aquifer.
o Challenges Associated with Water Use and Needs
= The quality of life discussion is excellent.
= The “difficulty in assessing” the impacts of water use is overstated. It does
require funding for investigation but it is not extremely difficult to assess,
as entire fields of research are dedicated to assessing these exact types of
impacts. Assessing the impacts of water use on the natural environment
should be emphasized in the implementation of the Plan as a means to
ensure scientifically sound management of the aquifer.
=  Again, the challenge of “uncertain” future water demands can be lessened
through land use planning and growth restrictions.
Management and Administration
o State Law Associated with Requiring Continued Use of Irrigation Water for
Landscaping
» This discussion is incomplete without a discussion of the problems that
arise with the mandatory use of canal or ditch water on organic farms,
organic homes and for other users for whom water contamination from
pesticides, herbicides, sediment, nutrients and weeds is a problem.
o Water Markets
= The fact that only 9% of Water Supply Bank rights were rented indicates
that currently there is an excess of water supply. As drought (supply
shortfall) is often emphasized in other parts of the Plan, this section should
be expanded to point out that currently an excess of water exists that
would help avoid shortfalls. This would increase balance in terms of the
way issues are framed.
= The Plan would be more helpful if the amount of water leased into the
Rental Pool was provided in addition to the volume that is rented out. It
should be made clear that an average of 6,236 AF is rented annually from
the Pool.
o Challenges Associated with Management and Administration
* The phrases “organizational structure for groundwater users” and
“collaborative efforts,” are too vague. The Plan would be improved if
some details about the problem that the structure is intended to remedy
were included as well as an explanation of why this lack currently exists.
=  What “technical capabilities” are needed to meet management challenges?
Idaho Rivers United would argue that increased knowledge and
understanding is the key challenge and research should be prioritized. If
development and funding is allocated to technology while incomplete
knowledge exists, the goals of the Plan will not be met.

3. Actions Needed
Enhance Water Data Collection, Analysis, and Planning
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2" Bullet: Water demand is at the center of water management and should be closely
monitored and carefully modeled. The Plan will not meet its goals without a much better
understanding of water demand (meaning water that is needed, not water that is wasted).
Suggested edit: “Support water demand and supply modeling and stream flow
monitoring;”

4" Bullet: In this critical area, the Plan should recommend actions for the Board,
Department and other to take to ensure development of a drought management plan.
Position taking isn’t enough. Suggested edit: “Initiate drought planning to increase the
resiliency of the water supply.”

5™ Bullet: This is an important action, but the effects of water management on quality of
life, livability, must also be assessed to meet Plan goals. Suggested edit: “Support efforts
at assessing potential effects of water management on the natural environment and
quality of life.”

7" Bullet: This action is too vague and there is no discussion of this issue or challenge in
the Plan. What is the challenge? What planning process does the Plan refer to? What does
“increased transparency” look like? Who is responsible for accomplishing this?

Additional Storage and Supply

Paragraph: The first sentence as drafted implies that additional storage or other sources of
water supply are viable when this has not been established. Suggested edit: “Additional
storage or other sources of water supply may or may not be able to offset the increased
variability of water supply and additional water demand.

A very short lead time is required for water supply projects based on conservation and
efficiency, so that sentence should be amended to read, “...for initiating some storage and
water supply projects...”

1* Bullet: No further study of potential surface water storage projects should be
recommended because they are too expensive and environmentally damaging and
because the U.S. Congress holds the purse strings.

2" Bullet: Suggested clarification: “Investigate the feasibility of utilizing managed
ground water recharge for meeting future water demands”

3 Bullet: It is premature to support exchange of salmon flow augmentation space
without understanding the full consequences to the Boise River ecosystem.

Reducing Demand through Water Conservation

Water efficiency must be used to extend existing supplies of water as well as water
conservation. Water conservation is a behavior that results in less water use and is often
associated with less output or a sacrifice. For example, a shorter shower or less acres in
production. Water efficiency means getting the same job done with less water, usually
with the application of technology. For example using a low flow shower head or a
buried drip irrigation system. The inclusion of efficiency as well as conservation is
important for developing actions to extend existing water supplies. Language throughout
this section should be changed to include both focuses.

1* Bullet: This action is too vague, and it’s unclear who should do the educating, whom
they should be educating, what the education will focus on, and how this will occur. The
Plan should recommend action(s) for the Board, Department and others to take to provide
sufficient direction for implementation.

3" Bullet: The limits put on this action pander to a special interest, are prejudicial and
will make it unnecessarily difficult to implement this action. We have to assume that the
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Board, the Department, the State, and other players will only pursue viable opportunities
for surface water conservation and efficiency and that all consequences will be
considered. Suggested edit: “Encourage conservation and efficient use of surface water.”

- 6™ Bullet: This is crucial and should be strengthened by including water efficiency.

- 8" Bullet: This is a good recommended action, and the positive impact will be increased
by considering conservation and efficiency requirements for new water appropriations,
and for modifications, transfers and rentals.

Potential Conversion of Water Use from Agriculture to Other Uses

- This needs to be edited to read clearly and accurately, and additional information is
needed. Suggested edit: “In many areas, urbanization has occurred on irrigated farm land
resulting in a change of water use from agricultural irrigation to residential irrigation and
other DCMI uses. This trend is expected to continue. The intent of these actions is to
ensure low cost surface water is available for residential and other uses. Residential
irrigation from surface water also reduces the amount of water that municipal and private
drinking water systems need to provide and therefore reduces groundwater withdrawals.
Significant concern has been expressed about the poor quality of some surface water and
its use on organic food crops and in other sensitive areas. The following actions should be
undertaken to ensure the transition of water use from agriculture to DCMI.”

Preserve and Protect Water Delivery Infrastructure

- 1* Bullet: To meet Plan goals, the Plan should recommend actions to eliminate
contamination from irrigation water that is being used for residential irrigation systems.

- 2" Bullet: This action must be clarified to specific exactly what the funding is for and
explain why the Board would be seeking funding. This issue wasn’t discussed in the
background information.

- 4" Bullet: The inclusion of water quality is terrific. Due to the costs that water
contamination poses for the Treasure Valley, water quality protection should be given
more weight and priority in implementation and funding.

- 5™ Bullet: IRU supports this.

- 6" Bullet: IRU supports this.
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September 10, 2012

Idaho Rivers United Comments on the
DRAFT Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan

My name is Liz Paul. I’'m the Boise River Campaign Coordinator for Idaho Rivers United. Idaho
Rivers United is a statewide river conservation organization and we’ve been helping citizens
protect Idaho’s rivers and fish for over 20 years.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak this evening. I'd like to commend the Idaho Water
Resource Board for tackling the challenge of planning for the future of the Boise River. There is
nothing more important to the Treasure Valley than the Boise River and its companion aquifer.
Recommendations and actions in this plan will shape the future of every community in the
Treasure Valley.

I'd also like to commend the staff of the Idaho Department of Water Resources and all the
citizen advisory committee members who worked on this draft plan. Thank you.

The Plan has three good goals, to provide water security, reduce water conflict and to

determine future investment priorities, but a fourth goal is needed, protection of the Boise
River.

Protection of the Boise River must be at the heart of the Plan because the Boise River is the
heart of the Treasure Valley.

To protect the Boise River, the Plan’s recommendations regarding drought planning, research,
and water conservation need to be strengthened.

Dry years happen. Consecutive dry years happen. Climate science tells us that dry years are
getting drier.

Dry years affect the river and water users. Lower stream flows and more groundwater pumping
directly impact the river’s water quality, the fishery, recreation, and habitat. Conflicts between
water users are more likely to occur and economic impacts escalate during a drought. The



negative impacts of drought can be minimized or eliminated with good planning based on good
science.

Drought planning should be the highest priority of the Plan. The Plan should recommend that
a drought plan be developed within 1 year. It should recommend that research be undertaken
to increase the understanding of how drought impacts the Boise River. And it should
recommend establishment of monitoring that will allow IDWR to determine if the drought plan
works as predicted.

More research on water need is also required for the Plan to meet its goals and protect the
Boise River. Of particular note is the absence of local data about how much clean surface water
is lost through leaking irrigation delivery and where that water resurfaces and how much water
is needed for lawn irrigation when a farm is converted to a subdivision.

The Plan will not achieve any of its goals without a big investment in research and data
collection.

The third area that needs to be strengthened to meet Plan goals and protect the Boise River is
water conservation. IRU fully supports water conservation and water efficiency. We believe
that wise use of water by all users is the key to water security in 2050.

Water conservation and efficiency programs are effective and predictable and they need to be
given priority in implementation and funding. The Plan should recommend development of
development of incentives for water conservation and efficiency and adoption of penalties for
wasting water.

Finally, consideration of new water storage will waste limited State tax revenue and without
meeting Plan goals or protecting the Boise River.

IRU doesn’t believe there will be a water shortage in 2050 and we don’t believe that new
surface water storage will solve any water problems. With the exception of drought, existing
supplies are more than enough to meet needs. Modern water planning and management can
decrease water use and meet the goals of the Plan.

New surface water storage will not provide a reliable or an affordable supply of water.



It's a waste of money to plan for something we won’t need and can’t afford.

Diverting more water from the Boise River or its headwaters or blocking more flow with a new
or higher dam will be bad for the river, and those impacts will be felt all the way to the Snake
River and beyond. No one will like what happens to the Boise River if we decrease flows,
including the fish. They’d be here tonight to tell you themselves if they could.

Let me take a few liberties with Kevin Richert’s Sunday editorial in the Idaho Statesman about
the potential mine in the Boise River headwaters.

The Boise River is invaluable and irreplaceable.
It is not subject to compromise.
It is not for sale.

When the Idaho Water Resource Board touts the economic impact of building a new dam on
the Boise River, we're left with a very simple question.

At what cost?

For all the economic stakes — the environmental stakes are higher. They take precedent on the
Boise River.

On Boise’s river.

Submitted by Liz Paul, Idaho Rivers United, PO Box 633, Boise ID 83701
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June 27,2012

Liz Paul
PO Box 633
Boise, ID 83701

RE: Hydrologic Review of Lower Boise River Studies

Dear Liz,

We have completed a hydrologic review of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (“Corps”) Lower Boise
River Interim Feasibility Study Water Storage Screening Analysis report (“Screening Analysis”,
Corps, 2010) and Preliminary Evaluation of Arrowrock Site ("Arrowrock Evaluation”, Corps, 2011).
We are providing general comments on the work that has been performed so far with emphasis on
the potential expansion of Arrowrock Reservoir and recommendations for additional analyses that
should be performed as part of the Feasibility Study for the Arrowrock Dam site or other sites that
are considered for further study. We are also providing comments regarding the project screening
process used in the Screening Analysis report. Additional documents reviewed as part of this effort
included the following:

o Final Boise/Payette Water Storage Assessment (“Water Storage Assessment”, Reclamation,
2006)

e Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of the Army and the Department of
the Interior for Flood Control of the Boise River Reservoirs, Idaho (“MOA”, 1953),

e Memorandum of Understanding for Confirmation, Ratification, and Adoption of Water
Control Manual Boise River Reservoirs, Boise River, Idaho (“MOU”, 1985).

e Telephone and E-mail Correspondence with Idaho Department of Water Resources
(“IDWR”") staff

e E-mail Correspondence with Bureau of Reclamation (“Bureau”) staff
E-mail Correspondence with Corps staff

The Maximum Use Doctrine and its Relevance to Water Rights Administration in Idaho’s
Lower Boise River Basin (“Maximum Use Doctrine”, 2010).
e Treasure Valley Future Water Demand Report (IDWR, 2010)

Hydrologic Analysis to Date:

Based on our review, two efforts have been made to quantify the amount of water that could be
stored in an Arrowrock Reservoir expansion. These include MODSIM modeling that was performed
by the Bureau of Reclamation for its Water Storage Assessment and modeling using historical data
from a water rights accounting tool that was performed by IDWR and was summarized in the
Screening Analysis.
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An initial analysis for the full site list, which included over 200 sites in the Boise and Payette Basins
in the Water Storage Assessment, included estimates of natural flow to determine refill frequencies
at 50% and 80% thresholds. These estimates were based on USGS stream statistics obtained from
the online StreamStats tool. The calculations and methodology were not provided in the report
documentation. However, this approach was only used for initial screening purposes, so we did not
find it necessary to evaluate the approach in detail at this time. We may provide additional
comments on this approach if it is relied upon in the future.

Sites identified to carry forward in the Water Storage Assessment were clustered into eight “areas
of opportunity” in order to evaluate potential projects occurring in the same stream reaches and
subbasins. The MODSIM analysis was performed for 17 project sites occurring within the areas of
opportunity that were assumed to represent conditions at all the remaining project sites. A list of
twenty projects in the Boise River basin was further narrowed to twelve sites for future study.

The 12 sites identified to carry forward in the Boise River Basin were further assessed in the
Interim Feasibility Study using a two-step approach consisting of first and second-level screening
analyses. The study also added a new Arrowrock Reservoir expansion scenario in which the
existing dam would be raised or a new dam would be built below the existing dam to provide a total
additional storage volume of 317,000 acre-feet. This scenario rated highest in the report. Both
levels of screening analysis in the report relied on the results from the MODSIM model in the Water
Storage Assessment for refill volume estimates. IDWR refill analysis results based on a daily water
rights accounting modeling tool were also summarized for seven project sites that were identified
as priority sites through the screening process, including the Arrowrock Dam raise.

Additional Hydrologic Analysis Necessary for Arrowrock Dam Raise:

Descriptions of hydrologic analyses performed to date provide only rough estimates of actual refill
volumes and are not adequate to understand the benefits or impacts of an Arrowrock Reservoir
expansion. The existing studies have all identified the need for additional analysis, which has not
yet been performed.

The Bureau, in its Water Storage Assessment (Appendix, pg. E-3), states:

In general, the level of detail provided by MODSIM is beyond a pre-appraisal,
reconnaissance-level assessment. However, because Reclamation has invested
considerable time in developing and calibrating MODSIM, the planning team utilized the
model by making some general assumptions to obtain reconnaissance-level hydrologic
yields. To ensure accurate results, subsequent hydrologic analysis using MODSIM
should include the following:

Refined target volume

Flood control curves for new reservoirs
Estimate return flows

Channel conveyance analyses

Refined point of diversion and delivery

A& LeonardRice
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The Corps, in its Screening Analysis (pg. 38), states:

“further consideration of water management legal constraints will be applied to
any water storage concepts recommended for study, as necessary”

Also (pg. 38):

“Engineering designs, cost estimates, and hydrologic analysis would be completed
for the selected sites as part of the Interim Feasibility Study.”

The Corps, in its Arrowrock Evaluation (pg. 18), states:

“Hydrologic and hydraulic analyses are required to determine how a larger facility
would be operationally integrated and coordinated with the other Boise River basin
storage facilities. This analysis would evaluate the probability of refill to identify
the volume of additional stored water that may be available for multiple purposes
and the level of additional flood risk reduction that would be provided (Arrowrock
Evaluation, pg. 18).”

Generally, it is clear that more hydrologic analysis is needed for any specific project identified in the
Screening Analysis, including Arrowrock Dam. While each study was intended to build on previous
work, little hydrologic information has been provided other than the MODSIM results and IDWR
water rights analysis. While these studies may have been useful for initial project screening
purposes, the model assumptions are too poorly documented and/or too flawed to be used for in-
depth feasibility studies. Refill probabilities, as well as other benefits and impacts of any proposed
storage project cannot be accurately predicted without more detailed studies that include actual
system operations and demands.

MODSIM Comments:

The MODSIM analysis was performed for 17 sites intended to represent the priority sites in the
Boise and Payette basins. A total of eight areas of opportunity were identified in the Boise and
Payette River basins. The Twin Springs location on the Middle Fork of the Boise River was chosen
to represent the hydrologic potential at the Arrowrock location. Ninety percent probability refill
volumes were estimated to be 50,000 acre-feet at the Twin Springs location and approximately
50,000-60,000 acre-feet at the Arrowrock and Lucky Peak sites; presumably the slightly higher
volume at Arrowrock is attributed to its site location, which is downstream of the Twin Springs site.

1. The MODSIM model results were utilized for the first stage screening analysis. Annual Refill
Volume is described as “the volume of water that will arrive at a proposed storage site at
least 90 percent of the time (Water Storage Assessment, pg. 9).” Considering the complex
water rights and operating agreements on the Lower Boise River, the amount of water that
would arrive at a site has little actual bearing on the amount that could be reliably stored.
The extent of downstream water rights considerations is unclear. If the refill estimates
were actually based on the amount of water arriving at the site, then Annual Refill Volume is
a flawed metric for refill volume.

@ LeonardRice
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2. The Water Storage Assessment Report (pg. 48) states:

“A refined hydrologic analysis based on Reclamation’s MODSIM model was
conducted on the sites that were carried forward from the screening process. The
refined analysis went beyond the StreamStats approach used in the screening
process to include operating limitations associated with existing reservoirs (and
their return flow estimates), water contracts, water rights, existing regulatory or
administrative minimum flows, and other relevant aspects/realities of current
operations. These existing operations were considered as givens in this analysis.
That is, this modeling exercise assumed that any new storage could not negatively
impact or affect existing system elements.”

Also, Appendix E (pg. E-1):

“Natural flows (referred to as “gains” in the MODSIM model) for new storage sites
in ungaged areas are based on the percentage of drainage area at the new storage site
relative to the gains that are in the existing model. Return flows to the system from
water stored at sites studied in this assessment are not estimated. This conservative
assumption provides a conservative reinforcement to the intent of not impacting
existing users, rights, contracts, or minimum flows.”

Operating limitations included in the models were not described in the Water Storage
Assessment and have not been provided by the Bureau. When we requested this
information, we were told that no one currently working at the Bureau had worked on the
MODSIM models, so the assumptions could not be provided. Without an understanding of
the actual model constraints, it is not possible to know whether there would be impacts to
existing system operations , or whether the model incorporated operating conditions to
protect future operations. The model should consider impacts to existing water rights.
Specifically, downstream water rights including channel capacity and flow availability for
diversion, flood control, and instream flow rights are critical components of existing
reservoir operations, and ability to store water at a new facility is contingent on other
demands being met. If existing operational limitations were modeled, the model
assumptions used regarding the details of those assumptions (timing, location, quantity,
etc.) were not stated in the report, and no discussion of possible changes to operations in
the future was included. The Lower Boise River above Star Bridge is considered to be fully
appropriated or possibly over-appropriated; therefore a detailed explanation of these
assumptions is critical to understanding the applicability of any model.

3. Operational inefficiencies should be considered in storage yield estimates:

Actual storage amounts would likely be lower than modeled amounts because future
demands and downstream supplies cannot be predicted with exact accuracy. A
representative operational safety factor should be added to the MODSIM modeling that
reflects these operational inefficiencies.

LeonardRice
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4. The Water Storage Assessment, Appendix E (pg. E-2) states:

“Finally, no flood control curves were applied to new storage sites because these curves
are unknown at this time.”

Since one of the objectives of storage expansion is to provide additional flood control, flood
control curves should be developed for any new storage project, and existing flood
operating rules should be incorporated into the models. Flood releases are a key
component of operations on the Boise River. Fill frequencies, impacts to existing water
rights, instream flow rights, or any other water uses cannot be understood without
including flood control operating rules, and storage refill estimates are likely to be
overestimated without considering them.

5. The MODSIM refill volume appears to have been capped at approximately 100,000 acre-
feet. Future detailed modeling efforts should include fill frequency analysis up to the
proposed expansion volume of 317,000 acre-feet for the Arrowrock expansion project.

6. The Water Storage Assessment, Appendix E (pg. E-2) states:
“In the MODSIM model, the delivery distribution curve (Figure E-1) is based on
current release patterns from Lucky Peak, which reflect high summer integrated
demands associated with either future DCM&I or irrigation uses (Figure E-1).”

While the estimated deliveries are explained for each model, the total quantity of deliveries
is not discussed. Itis also unclear whether carryover storage is considered in any of the
scenarios. For a feasibility level analysis, timing of deliveries from an Arrowrock expansion
should be based on actual projected demands from the expanded facility.

Accounting Model Analysis

For this analysis, IDWR estimated the quantity of water that could have been diverted into a new
storage project at seven potential project locations over an eleven year period from 1999 through
2009. This analysis was based on results from a historical accounting model that utilizes stream
gage and diversion records to approximate flows within multiple reaches. The lowest excess flow
in any reach was assumed to be available for diversion at the upstream project intake location.
Estimates of potential storage at the new Arrowrock Dam project averaged approximately 114,000
acre-feet per year over an eleven year period. The results indicated that an expanded Arrowrock
Reservoir could have filled approximately 35% of maximum storage on average, or a complete fill
approximately once every three years.

The Corps acknowledged that the IDWR study provides “a rough estimate of undiverted natural flow
each year.” (Screening Analysis, pg. 37) We believe there are several flaws with the study approach
as discussed below:

1. Calculations of lowest excess flows below Lucky Peak Reservoir (Screening Analysis, Table
15) rely on varying diversion rates, return flows and precipitation/runoff in the lower
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basin. The analysis is essentially a point flow model that assumes that 100% of the lowest
excess flow in the river could be captured. This would require instantaneous reservoir
operations and streamflow measurement mechanisms or a highly accurate hydrologic
model that could predict streamflows (and therefore excess flows) below Lucky Peak Dam.
In reality, future storage volumes would have to be reduced to accommodate a factor of
safety to offset operational inefficiencies.

Significant surface return flows accrue to the Boise River via large drain systems. Mass
balance calculations may overestimate the uniformity of return flows accruing to the river.
This can lead to overestimation of excess flows available in the river for diversion by new
upstream storage. The IDWR study did not consider actual return flow locations and
amounts. Instead, gains and losses were assumed to be evenly distributed across gaged
stream reaches.

Documentation was not provided in the IDWR analysis to indicate times when excess flows
occurred. The analysis was performed on an annual basis. If any excess flows occurred
during times when water was not being released for flood control purposes, the accounting
records should be evaluated more closely to determine why the excess water was not
captured by existing facilities. In the analysis, excesses should be assigned first to available
(non-flood) storage in existing facilities, and should not be considered available for new
upstream storage if they are the result of system operational inefficiencies.

When considering the long-term viability of a large storage project, effects of future water
rights changes are an important consideration. Water releases for flood control may have
been necessitated as a result of water rights holders carrying over supplies in existing
facilities. Future operations could be significantly different if irrigation rights are
abandoned or put to beneficial use through transfer or reallocation.

The Screening Analysis (pg. 38) states:

“It is important to note this analysis is based on historical accounting model output,
and assumes all priority water right holders were diverting.”

This statement is confusing. Our understanding from discussions with IDWR personnel is
that actual recorded diversions during the study period are reflected in the accounting
model. If all priority water right holders were diverting, very little or no water would be
available for diversion to a new project because the river is fully appropriated or possibly
even over-appropriated. Effects on future water rights operations could be significantly
different from current conditions, for example, if surface water development replaces
groundwater use in some regions.
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LRE Findings and Recommendations:

Historical annual inflows volumes above the proposed Arrowrock expansion project, measured as
the sum of Twin Springs flows (USGS 13185000) and Anderson Ranch flows (USGS 13186000)
were calculated for the period of record from 1945 through 2011. The results are shown in Table 1

below.
Anderson Total Anderson Total
TwinSprings | Ranch inflows TwinSprings | Ranch inflows
Year (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr) Year (AF/yr) (AF/yr) (AF/yr)

1945 811,121 340,702 1,151,822 1979 570,798 333,652 904,450
1946 1,035,016 605,735 1,640,751 1980 953,818 594,840 1,548,657
1947 900,497 487,114 1,387,611 1981 720,102 424,489 1,144,591
1948 846,776 476,647 1,323,423 1982 1,270,271 873,139 2,143,410
1949 847,476 492,652 1,340,128 1983 1,283,565 926,669 2,210,234
1950 1,061,274 669,425 1,730,699 1984 1,113,545 753,561 1,867,106
1951 1,091,429 738,106 1,829,535 1985 728,109 439,651 1,167,760
1952 1,096,677 748,795 1,845,472 1986 1,190,608 774,368 1,964,976
1953 989,080 574,178 1,563,258 1987 427,944 256,451 684,395
1954 987,499 556,130 1,543,629 1988 500,062 297,696 797,758
1955 808,972 413,568 1,222,540 1989 751,161 468,598 1,219,759
1956 1,291,284 816,020 2,107,304 1990 576,435 326,627 903,062
1957 1,036,426 622,182 1,658,609 1991 522,789 285,283 808,072
1958 1,067,252 692,359 1,759,610 1992 412,856 203,797 616,652
1959 785,605 444,467 1,230,071 1993 907,792 553,418 1,461,211
1960 745,058 415,051 1,160,109 1994 424,146 225,090 649,235
1961 591,258 310,620 901,878 1995 1,191,177 755,315 1,946,492
1962 876,981 556,378 1,433,358 1996 1,304,435 748,851 2,053,285
1963 837,180 503,184 1,340,364 1997 1,480,554 929,573 2,410,127
1964 872,476 502,250 1,374,726 1998 969,360 603,976 1,573,336
1965 1,362,323 974,825 2,337,148 1999 1,073,103 625,300 1,698,404
1966 552,385 356,439 908,824 2000 770,149 424,146 1,194,295
1967 807,981 572,795 1,380,776 2001 426,728 223,160 649,888
1968 688,687 383,537 1,072,225 2002 733,861 382,242 1,116,104
1969 1,024,648 736,343 1,760,991 2003 828,244 445,347 1,273,591
1970 1,006,940 572,605 1,579,544 2004 680,271 345,438 1,025,710
1971 1,359,086 888,860 2,247,946 2005 628,879 364,434 993,313
1972 1,257,190 721,419 1,978,609 2006 1,120,152 734,202 1,854,354
1973 659,565 362,687 1,022,252 2007 663,124 292,778 955,902
1974 1,402,529 826,493 2,229,022 2008 864,245 451,540 1,315,784
1975 1,025,965 698,732 1,724,697 2009 858,738 501,040 1,359,779
1976 901,836 549,055 1,450,891 2010 810,680 431,659 1,242,339
1977 344,486 177,658 522,144 2011 1,160,677 649,965 1,810,642
1978 1,011,583 628,526 1,640,109

Clearly, without considering existing storage or downstream water rights, there would be
adequate supply available to fill the 317,000 acre-foot Arrowrock expansion. However,
significant portions of these inflows are already committed to existing storage rights, natural
flow rights and instream flows. Slightly over one million acre-feet of storage already exists in
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the Lower Boise basin. Ability to fill the Arrowrock expansion is highly dependent on existing
system demands and water rights, which have not been accurately modeled for existing
conditions, let alone future conditions. The Corps’ Screening Analysis states (pg. 37) that “the
Boise River is considered fully appropriated, with active water rights for surface water that total
more than 28,300 cfs during the irrigation season.” Because the system is supply limited based
on full utilization of existing water rights, a demand-based model is favorable to a past-
performance type model when considering future demands and benefits of new storage.

1. A Demand-Based Hydrologic Model Should Be Developed:

A demand-based model is likely to provide the best estimate of both new storage supply
availability and actual storage needs for planning purposes. The model should include
estimates of diversions and consumptive use from agriculture, municipal/industrial needs,
recreation, hydropower, in-stream flow and flood control requirements. Such a model
could be developed to accommodate multiple scenarios to evaluate uncertainty of future
growth, water rights administration constraints, and possible conversion of irrigated
agricultural lands.

The model would provide many important answers for planning and administration needs.
Important considerations for a model of this type would include the following:

a.

Irrigation

Irrigation demands should be simulated either from historical diversion records or from
basin evapotranspiration (“ET") estimates paired with irrigation efficiency estimates
(ditch loss, on-farm efficiency). Estimates of monthly crop consumptive use and outdoor
municipal use are readily available from IDWR’s METRIC tool for 1996, 2000, 2002, and
2006. If diversion records are used, there must be adequate coding of records to ensure
that diversions were used only for irrigation, so that municipal and industrial demand is
not double counted. If an ET method is used, surface water demand estimates should be
adjusted to consider demand met by well pumping, precipitation, return flows and re-
diverted supplies, or interbasin transfers.

ET data are available from the IDWR website:
http: .idwr.idaho. icInfo/M m

Municipal/Industrial

Demands from the growing municipal/industrial sector can be estimated from historical
use and assumptions regarding future growth. Multiple scenarios should be evaluated to

determine impacts of varying growth projections and water conservation practices on
demand.
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C.

Flood Control:

Flood control curves for existing reservoirs should be incorporated into the model in
accordance with existing operating agreements. The Corps maintains applicable flood
curves in its Water Control Manual.

Consider DMC&I and Agricultural Demand changes simultaneously

Any demand scenarios that contain assumptions regarding increases in
municipal/industrial demand resulting from development should also consider related
decreases in irrigated agriculture demands, where appropriate. IDWR estimates that
municipal demand from new residential subdivisions is significantly less than that of
irrigated crops (606 mm vs. 812 mm).

ttp: .idwr.idaho.gov/Geographicinfo/METRIC/PDFs/water-planning.

In the Treasure Valley Future Water Demand Report (pg. 6-1), it was estimated that for
every acre of agricultural land converted to urban land, there is a 1.1 af /yr reduction in
demand.

Irrigated agriculture lands in Ada County and Canyon County decreased by over 77,000
acres from 1978 through 2007 (Maximum Use Doctrine, pg. 83). Figure 1 shows this
decline. It is unlikely that this trend will reverse if the rapid rate of urban growth
continues in the basin.

Irrigated Farmland Acreage by Year
250000

\ e —
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=== Ada County =Canyon County

Despite this declining trend, the Water Storage Assessment assumed steady agricultural
demand over its 50-year planning horizon. Additionally, while conservation was
considered to meet a portion of domestic, commercial, municipal and industrial demand,
it was not considered for agriculture despite modern innovations in irrigation and
conveyance efficiency.
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2. Carryover Storage Should Be Modeled:

4.

A full discussion of storage carryover practices and modeling assumptions should be
included with any feasibility level analysis for Arrowrock Dam or other projects. Benefits
resulting from additional storage capacity would be reduced for the percentage of time that
the modeled storage is carried over, released without beneficial use, or otherwise
unavailable for the intended use. Also, carryover storage should be explicitly modeled to
determine the actual extent of refill volumes in any model simulations.

Supply Reliability:

It is unclear whether new storage rights would be subordinated to other senior storage
rights. If this is the case, reliability of supply could not be fully known until after the flood
release and fill periods for existing storage facilities. This is especially problematic for
municipal water supply, which must be reliable.

The current administration of the Boise system already includes a subordination provision.
The 1953 MOA states (pg. A-10):

“In the event Anderson Ranch or Arrowrock Reservoirs are not filled by reason of having
evacuated water for flood control, storage in Lucky Peak will be considered as belonging to
Arrowrock and Anderson Ranch storage rights to the extent of the space thus remaining

unfilled at the end of the storage season but not to exceed the amount evacuated for flood
control.”

If a similar provision is made for the allocation for the Arrowrock expansion (i.e. new
Arrowrock storage is subordinated to old Arrowrock, Anderson Ranch, Lucky Peak storage),
the water won’t be a reliable supply for municipal uses since water managers may not know
until the end of July how much supply is available for municipal use.

Arrowrock Flood Control:

Being that it is upstream of Lucky Peak Dam, if the new storage in the Arrowrock expansion
is not intended to be used for flood control, it will be necessary to provide gate capacity at
the Arrowrock outlet to fill Lucky Peak at a high rate equal to the flood flow rate.
Otherwise, a portion of Arrowrock storage would have to be dedicated for flood control.

Future Water Rights Administration Effect on Demand Estimates:

Future demand estimates are likely to remain uncertain as a result of unresolved water
rights administration. The Maximum Rights Doctrine (pg. 106) states:

“As of this writing there has been no delivery call in the Treasure Valley pursuant to which
senior surface water rights seek to shut off junior ground water diversions. However, if
conjunctive administration were to be sought, the Department would be required, pursuant
to its CM Rules, the opinion in American F alls, and the subsequent departmental and court
rulings implementing the ESPA delivery calls, to determine several factors pertaining to the
question of actual beneficial use. These would include, among other things, totaling the
calling entities’ reasonable in-season demand for irrigation water and disqualifying those
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acres that no longer are irrigated; calculating the amounts of “reasonable carryover
storage” for which curtailment of juniors could be justified; evaluating the annual
fluctuations in natural flow availability at the time the seniors’ rights were established; and
determining how to apply the Boise River’s shared curtailment arrangement in the context
of administering ground water rights.”

The extent to which new storage could actually be utilized cannot be fully understood until
the actual water use required by irrigated lands is determined by court decisions or other
investigations. Costs and benefits of a new storage project could not be estimated
accurately until this occurs.

Screening Analysis Flaws:

A number of flaws have been identified in the Corps’ Screening Analysis methods.

Basin Average Inflow Volume and Refill Volume are redundant metrics. Both include the
same inflow component, but Basin Average Inflow Volume has no bearing on how much
water may actually be stored. Refill Volume combines inflow and storage availability and is
therefore an appropriate metric. The deficiency of using Basin Average Inflow Volume is
demonstrated by the example of the Lucky Peak Project, which received a very high Basin
Average Inflow Volume score despite very little storage potential.

The 1-14 scoring system should be weighted by performance, not assigned on a linear scale.
For example, on the Relative Residual Volume metric, 8 sites received the top score of 14,
and the 9t site only received a score of 6. This disparity could be removed if the score was
based on a weighting factor of relative residual volume/max relative residual volume.

The Interim Feasibility Study (pg. 8) states that “the reduction of system average runoff
volume is an index that reflects relative flood benefit.” However, flood reduction is also
dependent on timing and attenuation of flows. These other factors are not considered in the
metric.

The four evaluation criteria chosen are all weighted equally. Weights should be given based
on the objectives of the project.

The Residual Volume evaluation method should be ranked using residual volume as a
percentage of total volume, rather than using Residual Volume directly. For example a
project with 58/169 (residual/total) ranked better than a project with 47 /52
(residual/total). This indicator is very poor for its intended purpose, which is as an
indicator of sites most efficiently matched for maximum physical site storage and average
annual inflow volumes. This criterion ranked a reservoir that in a best case would fill every
10 years better than one that would fill greater than every two years, because of relying on
residual volume rather than inflows as a percent of volume.
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e The Reduction of System Average Annual Runoff criterion does not appear to consider the
size requirements for permanent pool. If environmental concerns or power generation
needs would warrant a permanent pool, this volume should be removed from the indicator.

e Ifasmaller reservoir was built primarily for flood control, it could be emptied multiple
times throughout the year to provide more flood control capacity. This would potentially
weight reservoirs with low residual scores higher than they already are.

e Regarding Basin Average Annual Inflow Volume, the Screening Analysis (pg. 8) states: “In
general, the alternative intercepting the higher volume indicates a superior relative
hydrologic performance.” Actual interception of flow is not considered in this criterion; it is
dependent only on drainage quantity, not how much can be stored/intercepted

e Itisunclear how dam heights/project sizes were determined. It seems that rankings for
many projects could be increased by decreasing dam height, which would decrease residual
volumes.

Conclusions:

In summary, we believe that additional hydrologic analysis is necessary for a feasibility level study
of the proposed Arrowrock Reservoir expansion project or any other project in the Boise River
Basin. Neither the MODSIM modeling or water rights accounting modeling performed in
conjunction with previous studies provides conclusive information regarding the project’s ability to
meet future water supply or flood control demands. We believe that a hydrologic model that
incorporates actual projected water supply and flood control demands coupled with existing
system operations, and is adaptable to model future demand and water rights administration
scenarios should be developed as part of a full feasibility study. Also, we recognize that the
Arrowrock Reservoir expansion is just one of many possible solutions to meet future demand gaps,
and we look forward to the chance to review other possible solutions, including non-structural
options. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and recommendations.

Sincerely,

LEONARD RICE ENGINEERS, INC.

Dan DeLaughter, P.E.
Project Engineer

DD/RMW
1407IRUO1
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February 8, 2012
MEMORANDUM

TO:  LizPaul, Idaho Rivers United
FROM: Melinda Kassen, WaterJamin Legal & Policy Consulting
RE:  Lower Boise River Partial Interim Feasibility Study

Issue: While the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has stated that the Lower Boise River
General Investigation Interim Feasibility Study (IFS) “will not complete a decision document and
[will] have no direct Federal implementation,” why is the IFS not, and why should it not be used as a
basis for making decisions, either at the federal or state level?

Short Answer: Federal law, and Corps policies, directives and precedent, require broader and
more complete analyses of alternatives before studies can serve as decision documents. Idaho state
requirements for loans to fund water supply projects require similar analyses. There is a real
danger that the Corps’ current approach to the IFS will resultin a stranded investment of scarce
federal resources.

Context:

Congress authorized a feasibility study for flood control in 1999 and expanded the authority to
include ecosystem restoration and water supply as project purposes in 2007. The Corps, with the
Idaho Water Resources Board (IWRB) as its non-federal partner began an IFS in 2009. Ina
December 2011 fact sheet about the IFS,1 the Corps describes it as having four components:

1. Evaluate and document existing conditions on the Boise River,
2. Evaluate and update information about flood risk,

3. Analyze surface water storage opportunities in the basin, and
4. Develop a path forward to complete the feasibility study.

These components are roughly analogous to those set out in the Corps’ Review Plan for the IFS,
released six months earlier and also available on the web.z It listed:

1) Water resource problems, issues and opportunities

2) Existing conditions

2) Future without Project

3) Current flood risk

4) Engineering design and cost estimates for three possible surface water storage sites, and
5) PMP to complete the feasibility study

1US Army Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District, Boise Outreach Office, “Lower Boise River General
Investigation Interim Feasibility Study,” updated December 2011 and available on line at:
http://www.nww.usace.army.mil /boise/brifs/fag sheets/FS BoiseGIstudy111212.pdf (“12/11 IFS Fact
Sheet”).

2US Army Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District, “Review Plan, Boise River, I[daho Interim Feasibility
Report,” June 2011, available on-line at:

h' . LASdCe.drimny.




In this Review Plan, the Corps acknowledges that, “The interim feasibility phase will not complete a
decision document and have no direct Federal implementation action.”

If the IFS is not a decision document, then certainly neither are the smaller pieces of work product
the Corps has produced so far as part of the IFS. For example, the Corps and IWRB Study Team
released a surface water storage screening analysis in 2010, which sets out screening criteria for
analyzing surface water storage and applies those criteria to potential sites in the basin.? In 2011,
the Study Team released a preliminary analysis of one of these sites, Arrowrock Dam, an existing
Bureau of Reclamation facility. That analysis considered raising the existing dam, as well as
building a new dam in one of two downstream locations.

The Corps has proposed next steps, pending funding, in a December 2011 fact sheet:*

e Engineering design and costs estimates would be developed, and hydrologic and hydraulic
analyses completed for up to three surface water storage sites,

e An economic analysis of infrastructure and land use values in the floodplain to assess flood
damages prevented;

An inventory of current resource conditions would be completed,

e A ‘future without project’ description would be developed to forecast conditions if no project
were pursued,

e Aninterim feasibility report will be prepared, documenting the information and analyses
developed during the interim feasibility phase and the analyses that would be conducted to
complete the feasibility study in a later phase, and

¢ A public meeting to present draft interim feasibility report recommendations and obtain public
comment before finalizing the report.

Analysis:

The constrained nature of work to date and the next steps demonstrates that, as the Screening
Analysis states, “The interim feasibility study is focusing on water storage as one potential measure
for water supply and flood risk reduction planning objectives.”s Such an IFS will be a wholly
insufficient response to Congress’ three-part scope for the Lower Boise Feasibility Study.

The Corps is proceeding with an IFS that does not consider non-structural means to control flood
damage. Yet, the Corps has policies going back to 1938 that address nonstructural flood damage
reduction measures.6 As early as 1966, HD 465 encouraged alternative and non-structural
measures.” Since 1974, Congress has required the Corps to consider non-structural alternatives in
its flood damage reduction studies:

3 US Army Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District, “Lower Boise River Interim Feasibility Study, Idaho,
Water Storage Screening Analysis,” August 2010, available on line at:
http://www.idahgrivers.org/pdf/BoiseGIScreenDoc FINAL 100831.pdf. (Screening Analysis)

412/11 ISF Fact Sheet.

5 Screening Analysis, p. 1.

6 USACE National Economic Development Manuals, “Nonstructural Flood Damage Reduction Measures”
available on line at:
http://www.corpsnedmanuals.us/FloodDamageReduction/FDRID094NonstrucFldDmgMeas.asp, last
updated August 2010.

7 SUACE National Economic Development Manuals, “Nonstructural Flood Damage Reduction Measures,” last




In the survey, planning, or design by any Federal agency of any project involving flood
protection, such agency, with a view toward formulating the most economically, socially,
and environmentally acceptable means of reducing or preventing flood damages, shall
consider and address in adequate detail nonstructural alternatives, including measures that
may be implemented by others, to prevent or reduce flood damages. Such alternatives may
include watershed management, wetlands restoration, elevation or flood proofing of
structures, floodplain regulation, relocation, and acquisition of floodplain lands for
recreational, fish and wildlife, and other public purposes.8

This statutory directive is clear. The only way to ensure that a feasibility study arrives at a result
which is “the most economically, socially and environmental acceptable” is to consider
nonstructural flood control alternatives.

The next steps for the IFS that the Corps has proposed also fail to address non-storage, let alone
non-structural, solutions for providing a safe and secure water supply for consumptive and non-
consumptive demands in the Basin. Nor do the next steps include any proposed actions to address
ecosystem restoration, which is one of the three primary objectives of the Study. For this reason,
the interim study is not headed towards meeting the 2005 Congressional requirements for a Lower
Boise River Feasibility Study. The Corps appears to have recognized the limitations of its approach
insofar as the Screening Analysis describes what will be necessary to do a “full” Feasibility Study:

Other measures, in addition to water storage, will be considered to address flood risk
concerns, including bypass channels, levees, and nonstructural options. Measures to
improve water quality, restore or improve riparian and aquatic ecosystems, and provide
additional recreational opportunities will also be examined. During the second phase of the
feasibility study, extensive environmental and technical analyses to address social, natural
resource, cultural, and other effects will be conducted. The second phase will be crafted to
meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act,
and other environmental laws and regulations. The benefits, impacts, and costs of
constructing storage facilities will be compared to the benefits, impacts, and costs of
pursuing other actions, both structural and nonstructural.?

In this time of constrained federal funding, the question becomes why the Corps is front-loading its
limited funds to look at only one component of what will be necessary to complete the Feasibility
Study. As noted above, the Corps itself has recognized that the IFS, and thus all of its investment to
date, cannot be used to support federal decision-making, because it is incomplete. Without
substantial additional work to explore alternatives and consider the entire suite of objectives that
Congress authorized, it will be no more than a stranded investment, and one that plays into all of
the concerns expressed over the last decade that the Corps’ planning process is biased towards
construction. For example, Congressman Blumenthal, author of the 2007 WRDA amendments
directing the Corps to update its 1983 Principles and Guidelines, has noted,

In recent years, several government and private studies have found that the Army Corps of
Engineers is often biased in favor of large projects, lacks adequate environmental
safeguards in its planning process, and has manipulated data to secure approval for major
projects. The Government Accountability Office (GAO), the National Academy of Sciences,

81974 WRDA, §73.
9 Screening Analysis, p. 40.



internal Pentagon investigators, and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) have all
detailed serious problems with the Corps’ current planning process.1?

Thus, leading with a storage-focused IFS may well result in the Corps’ spending more money in the
future as it is forced to shift towards other alternatives for a complete, compliant Feasibility Study.

The IFS is inadequate to support Federal Decisions
A. Federal Statutes Define Feasibility Report Requirements for the Corps.

The Corps may undertake feasibility reports, where Congress has authorized them, only as
prescribed by statute. 33 USC §2282(2) provides:

A feasibility report shall describe, with reasonable certainty, the economic, environmental,
and social benefits and detriments of the recommended plan and alternative plans
considered by the Secretary and the engineering features (including hydrologic and
geologic information), the public acceptability, and the purposes, scope, and scale of the
recommended plan. A feasibility report shall also include the views of other Federal
agencies and non-Federal agencies with regard to the recommended plan, a description of a
nonstructural alternative to the recommended plan when such plan does not have
significant nonstructural features, and a description of the Federal and non-Federal
participation in such plan, and shall demonstrate that States, other non-Federal interests,
and Federal agencies have been consulted in the development of the recommended plan.

Importantly, Corps Feasibility Reports also must contain a specific plan to mitigate fish and wildlife
losses resulting from the project, or a determination that the project will have negligible adverse
impacts on fish and wildlife.11

B. By law, the Corps’ Feasibility Reports Must Include Mitigation

US law cautions the Secretary not to submit proposals or select projects without having a specific
plan to mitigate fish and wildlife losses. This section goes on in great detail about what the
mitigation plan must include, focused around having criteria for the success of mitigation “based on
replacement of lost functions and values of the habitat including hydrologic and vegetative
characteristics,” monitoring to demonstrate success, the types of restoration activities, tied to what
physical action will affect which functions and values, who's going to do what, monitoring and even
a contingency plan for what happens if monitoring shows the mitigation isn’t working.1?

C. The Corps Has Long-Standing Policies That Guide Its Feasibility Studies

1. Principles & Guidelines

Congressman Earl Blumenauer, Env1ronmenta] Issues,” avallable on lme at

i§ 5gg' §&gat1d 46.
%330.S.C §2283
*?33 USC 2283(d).



The first section of interest in the Corps’ 1983 Principles and Guidelines directs the Corps to
establish a federal objective for any proposed project or study.13

The Federal planning objective is to contribute to national economic development (NED)
consistent with protecting the Nation's environment. (b) NED is increases in net value of
goods & services. (c) Project objective is “expressed desire to alleviate problems and realize
opportunities related to the output of goods and services or to increased economic
efficiency.” (d) So, problem statement should be expressed in terms of a desired output.

As set forth in recent Corps’ documents noted above, the objective for its Boise River IFS is focused
on assessing surface water storage opportunities in the basin, whereas Congress authorized the
Corps to consider ways of addressing flood control, water supply and environmental restoration.
The substantially more limited focus of the IFS means that it cannot serve as a Federal planning
objective for the purposes of the Principles and Guidelines.

The next fundamental feature of the Principles and Guidelines for feasibility studies is the six-step
Planning Process: 14

(1) Specification of the water and related land resources problems and opportunities (relevant
to the planning setting) associated with the Federal objective and specific State and local
concerns.

(2) Inventory, forecast, and analysis of water and related land resource conditions within the
planning area relevant to the identified problems and opportunities (that occur now and
that would occur w/o a plan. See Section V)

(3) Formulation of alternative plans.

(4) Evaluation of the effects of the alternative plans.

(5) Comparison of alternative plans.

(6) Selection of a recommended plan based upon the comparison of alternative plans.

Again, from the work product released to date in the Boise River IFS, no analysis conforms to the
scope of this methodical and comprehensive process. First, the problem set for the Corps’
authorization for the Boise River Feasibility Study was to address three problems - flood control,
water supply and environmental restoration - whereas the IFS is considering only one type of
water supply (storage) and that same singular strategy to address flood control damages. Absent a
full specification of all three aspects of the Basin’s water-related problems and opportunities, and a
complete consideration of alternatives (including non-structural ones), the IFS does not meet the
requirements of the Corps Principles and Guidelines.

The Principles and Guidelines also emphasize that the planning process should be iterative in
nature:

Plan formulation is a dynamic process with various steps that should be iterated one or
more times. This iteration process, which may occur at any step, may sharpen the planning
focus or change its emphasis as new data are obtained or as the specification of problems or
opportunities changes or becomes more clearly defined.1s

13 Corps, Principles & Guidelines, §1.2.1.
¥ d, §1.3.2(a)
B1d., §1.3.2(b).



Someday, perhaps, the Corps will consider all three aspects of the problems that it was authorized
to investigate, as well as a complete range of alternatives to solve those problems. The IFS is, by its
own terms, not that moment. As a result, it cannot serve as the basis for any Corps decisions
because it is incomplete.

2. Corps’ Environmental Operating Procedures

The Corps’ Environmental Operating Principles provide that the Corps should:

(1) Strive to achieve Environmental Sustainability. An environment maintained in a healthy,
diverse, and sustainable condition is necessary to support life.

(2) Recognize the interdependence of life and the physical environment. Proactively consider
environmental consequences of Corps programs and act accordingly in all appropriate
circumstances.

(3) Seek balance and synergy among human development activities and natural systems by
designing economic and environmental solutions that support and reinforce one another.

(4) Continue to accept corporate responsibility and accountability under the law for activities
and decisions under our control that impact human health and welfare and the continued
viability of natural systems.

(5) Seek ways and means to assess and mitigate cumulative impacts to the environment; bring
systems approaches to the full life cycle of our processes and work.

(6) Build and share an integrated scientific, economic, and social knowledge base that supports
a greater understanding of the environment and impacts of our work.

(7) Respect the views of individuals and groups interested in Corps activities, listen to them
actively, and learn from their perspective in the search to find innovative win-win solutions
to the Nation’s problems that also protect and enhance the environment.1é

An IFS that looks only at on-channel storage and does not consider either environmental protection
or restoration - especially in the context of a study authorized to consider flood control, water
supply and environmental restoration - cannot meet these operating procedures. Moreover,
limiting the scope of the IFS risks wasting public funds if a future un-biased and complete
alternatives analysis results in the conclusion that storage is not the most “economically, socially
and environmentally appropriate means” to solve the water supply, flood control and ecosystem
restoration challenges in the Lower Boise River watershed.

3. Other Legal Requirements

The Water Protection Network Handbook on the Corps points out that, as a matter of law, the Corps
cannot recommend a flood damage reduction project unless the benefits of that project exceed the
costs.17 As a result, the Corps must determine that these types of projects have a positive benefit-
cost ratio. The Corps must also determine that the recommended plan is “cost-effective.”18 Yet,
there is no indication that the IFS will have put together a complete benefit-cost comparison. To
date, and in the steps laid out to complete the IFS, the Corps appears only to be looking at relative
costs of the storage projects it is analyzing. Therefore, if the Corps proceeds as planned, the Corps
will not comply with these legal requirements and the IFS will not be able to be used as the basis to
recommend any flood control projects.

16 Ayailable on line at: www.saw.usace.army.mil/wetlands/Policies/SOPLpdf
733 U.S.C. §701a.

33 U.S.C.§2281.



D. Corps Precedent Does not Support that the Boise River IFS can Serve as the Basis for
Federal Decision-Making

Some Interim Feasibility Studies can provide a basis for federal decision-making. However, in all
such instances where the studies are available on-line, two aspects distinguish them from the work
that the Corps has produced to date for the Lower Boise River. First, these interim studies cover
only a portions of the larger geographic area for which Congress authorized a study. Ultimately,
then, these interim studies may be gathered together into final studies that consider the entire
geography authorized for study. Example, include interim studies for the Upper Mississippi Basin,
the Delaware River Basin Study in New Jersey?? and the San Francisco Bay Shoreline Study and the
St Johns River (FL) study. Second these interim studies follow the Corps’ six step planning process
required by the Principles and Guidelines, and are subjected to peer review.20,21 Moreover, they
lead into environmental assessments or impact studies as required by the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA).

There is nothing in the Corps Lower Boise River IFS that suggests that it is worthy of serving as the
basis for a decision document, given that none of the work product to date - and none of the work
product described - meets the requirements of the Principles and Guidelines, is anticipated to go
through peer review, or conforms to the Corps’ Environmental Operating Procedures.

The IFS is also inadequate to support State Decisions

The Corps undertook the IFS, in part, to assist the Idaho Water Resource Board with development
of the Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP), a state planning effort to
address future water supply and demand issues in the lower Boise River basin over the next 50
years.22 The Draft CAMP describes current uses of water in the Boise River Basin as including
fisheries, recreation and aesthetics.23 The Draft CAMP identifies upcoming challenges in meeting
water needs as avoiding conflict, but also maintaining quality of life, including the recreation and
environmental values that the River and its tributaries provide.2¢ As such, the Draft CAMP confirms
the importance of the IFS providing a comprehensive analysis that includes nonstructural
alternatives and fish and wildlife mitigation as required by Corps policy. Absent such analysis, the
IFS will not support a final CAMP that addresses all water uses, including those that are non-
consumptive.

19 US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, “Delaware River Basin Comprehensive Study, Interim
Feasibility Study for New Jersey,” available on line at:

http://www.nap.usace.army.mil /Projects/delbasin/sprocess.htm.

201d.

1 The 2007 WRDA, 33 USC 2343(a), requires peer review for feasibility studies that cost more than
$45,000,000.

22 JS Army Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District, “Lower Boise River Interim Feasibility Study,”available

on-line at: http://www.nww.usace.army.mil /boise /brifs/default.asp. See also, Idaho Water Resources Board,
“Treasure Valley CAMP,” available on-line at:
http: i idah W I aterPlanni AMP/TV P/TVvd 1

23 Treasure Valley CAMP Advisory Committee, “Draft Treasure Valley CAMP,” January 2012, pp. 22-23,
available on line at:
http://www.idwr.i ; wat r aterPlanni A CAMP/PD TV%20CAMPY

AFT%201-06-2012 CLEAN.pdf.
241d, p. 25.



Moreover, in terms of state provisions for financing water projects, both structural and non-
structural, Idaho’s Loan Program Guidelines require that any project seeking state money conduct
an alternatives analysis that includes consideration of structural, non-structural and operational
components, evaluated, inter alia, based on impacts to the environment.z5 Because neither the
already-produced work product for the IFS nor the IFS itself would appear to meet the
requirements in these guidelines, the State will not be able to consider the IFS as the basis for
financing any water storage project in the Boise River Basin, absent additional information.

25 |DWR, Water Project Loan Program Guidelines, §2.4.1, available on line at:
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/waterboard/PDFs/LoanProgram Guidelines.pdf.
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Miller, Neeley

From: Andy [andy@arroman.com]

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 2:11 PM
To: Miller, Neeley

Subiject: CAMP Comments and Concerns
Importance: High

Dear Chairman and Members of the Idaho Water Resources Board:

| float the Boise River a minimum of two times a week. | have floated every section of the river from it's source all the way
to the confluence with the Snake. In addition, | bike and walk the greenbelt several times a week.

Here are my comments and concerns:

e The highest priority should be funding for aquifer research and improvement of water planning and management
tools. Insufficient information exists regarding the aquifer and surface water. Sound water management depends
on a thorough understanding of the resources.

e Incentives and penalties are needed to insure changes are made to reduce water demand. Education and
encouragement are not enough to reduce water demand. | participated in the Meridian Conservation Plan and
recognized the importance of water conservation.

e Building a new dam on the Boise River is not a sensible choice because of the enormous economic and

environmental cost. This would inundate free-flowing parts of the river above Arrowrock Dam. This would be a
tragic mistake.

Thanks for taking my comments and concerns into consideration.

Regards,

Andrew R. Roman
4146 N Bryce Canyon Ave
Meridian, ID 83646-4959
Home: (208) 898-8908
Mobile: (208) 850-3402
Email: andy@arroman.com




Mayor Tammy de Weerd

City Council Members:

g Brad Hoaglun
Charles Rountree

David Zaremba

September 28, 2012

Idaho Department of Water Resources
Attn: Neeley Miller

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0098

Subject: Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan

Dear Idaho Water Resource Board:

This letter is in response to the Idaho Water Resource Board’s (IWRB) request for comments on
the Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (TVCAMP). In general, the
CAMP effort did a good job of bringing together stakeholders to discuss a variety of water-
related issues in the Treasure Valley. One factor contributing to the success of the TVCAMP was
prohibiting attorneys or consultants from representing stakeholders. The process was generally
productive and helpful. The size of the approximately 40-member committee made the process
slow and tedious at times, but it allowed for diverse interests to be represented. Getting to know
representatives from these various groups helped build relationships and improve
communications between the stakeholders. These relationships will pay dividends in the future.

The following is a list of a few issues the City of Meridian feels were not fully addressed in the
TVCAMP. For the plan to provide the kind of comprehensive planning tool described in the
CAMP goals, these issues must be more thoroughly addressed.

I.  The makeup of the committee and the actions of the IWRB when Idaho Department of
Water Resources (IDWR) staff presented the plan gave the appearance that surface water
irrigation interests in the Treasure Valley are more important than interests of municipal
or public water systems. This approach is ironic since the CAMP effort was promoted as
an aquifer management plan, not primarily a surface water plan. The aquifer and public
water systems provide the majority of water needed for human use in the Treasure
Valley. The public water systems deserve fair consideration in the State’s long range
planning efforts.

The City recommends that the IWRB create additional opportunities to discuss the
TVCAMP issues in order to capture some of the creative ideas that didn’t make the final
cut in the official camp document.

Public Works Department « 33 E. Broadway Avenue Meridian, |D 83642
Phone 208-898-5500 « Fax 208-898-9551 « www.meridiancity.org
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The TVCAMP committee was asked to find consensus on all recommendations
forwarded to the IWRB. In obtaining consensus, most recommendations were edited until
they became very general in nature, and some of the most innovative ideas were omitted.

However, the committee did find consensus on all but one recommendation. The one
outstanding issue revolved around a recommendation regarding the Water Rights Act of
1996. The committee was presented with information regarding the 1996 Act by the
IDWR staff. 1t seems the Act was intended to aid public water systems in long range
water supply planning. A significant number of CAMP committee members felt that
improvements to the 1996 Act would help meet the goals of TVCAMP. The 1996 Act
would also serve as a tool to help protect Treasure Valley’s water from out-of-state
interests. Debate over future water needs would take place before the demand reached
critical levels. This promotes a proactive approach instead of a reactive one. The
downside of the 1996 Act is that it lacks clarity about what a long range water supply

plan application should be and how it should be evaluated and administered by the
IDWR.

Surface water representatives involved with the TVCAMP effort opposed any language
that suggested improvements to the 1996 Act. However, surface water representatives
were not able to articulate why they opposed improvements to the act, other than to state
that the Idaho Water Users Association would not support recommendations involving
changes to the 1996 Act. Ultimately, the IWRB removed all language suggesting

improvement to the 1996 Act before they voted to approve the TVCAMP
recommendations.

The TWRB missed a great opportunity to further the goals of the TVCAMP when they
chose to ignore recommendations to improve the 1996 Act. The City of Meridian
recommends that the IWRB consider supporting efforts to revise and improve the 1996
Act to make it a more useful and effective tool. This might include defining acceptable
application criteria, determining the planning horizon, and providing guidance to IDWR
staff on application review and implementation.

One recommendation with very broad support involved the need for additional science
and information regarding both surface and groundwater in the Boise River Basin. This is
necessary in order to make accurate and informed decisions. Water is the life blood of the
Treasure Valley. Decisions that affect various water users have significant consequences,
and it is important that decisions be based on solid data and scientific information rather
than supposition or speculation. Detailed accounting for all surface water and
groundwater use and future water needs should be identified and documented.

The City of Meridian recommends the IWRB support additional efforts to collect data on
surface water and groundwater use and interaction and develop accurate models to aid in
decision making.
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Overall, TVCAMP was a worthwhile effort and relationships were established that will be
beneficial in the future. Unfortunately there were some missed opportunities as well. Although
the formal TVCAMP recommendations represent only a very general description of what was
discussed during the TVCAMP process, they do provide guidance to the Board on where to
focus their effort. The TVCAMP process was the start of something that could be highly
beneficial to stakeholders in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the TVCAMP. I hope you will consider our
comments as you move forward in this process.

Sincerely,
CITY|OF ME?.L?IAN

Fo’ 40w BarRY
Thomas H. Barry, P.E.G.
Director of Public Works



September 28, 2012

BY EMAIL

Idaho Department of Water Resources
Attn: Neeley Miller
PO Box 83720

Re:  Irrigation Organizations’ Comments on the draft Treasure Valley CAMP

Dear Mr. Miller:

The Idaho Water Users Association (IWUA) and the Treasure Valley irrigation districts,
canal companies, drainage districts, lateral ditch users associations, businesses, individuals and
other water users represented by the undersigned attorneys submit these comments and the
enclosed proposed changes to the draft Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management
Plan (TV CAMP).

These water user organizations appreciate the work of the Department, the TV CAMP
advisory committee, and the Idaho Water Resource Board in preparing the draft plan, as well as

the opportunity to partici pate in the process and submit the following comments and
proposed changes to the draft.

1. Length. The draft TV CAMP, particularly the “Background and Current
Condition” section (22 pages), is unnecessarily long. In contrast, the Background sections of the
Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer CAMP and the Rathdrum Prarie CAMP are each just 4 pages. In
the enclosed draft, we have edited the draft to remove unnecessary discussion and redundancy to
significantly shorten the document so that it is more succinct.

2, Focus on TVAS. The extensive discussions of surface water without context
changes or distracts the focus of the TV CAMP from Treasure Valley Aquifer System (TVAS) to
surface water management and planning. Concerns and conflicts over groundwater resources
were the impetus for the statewide aquifer management planning authorized by the Idaho
Legislature, and should remain the focus of aquifer management planning for the Treasure
Valley. It should be clear in the document that surface water is considered as part of the plan
because of the interconnection between surface water and ground water. Many of our proposed
changes are designed to retain this focus.



IDWR
September 28, 2012
page2 .

3 Organization and Characterization of “Challenges”. The inclusion of
“challenges” in subsections throughout the “Background” section makes those subsections
confusing, hard to find and created redundancy. Moving and consolidating the discussions of
challenges to an independent section as proposed in the enclosed draft enables redundancies to be
identified and removed. This section should be reworded as “challenges, priorities and
opportunities” to more accurately and fully characterize the nature of this part of the CAMP.

4, Idaho Drought Plan. The Idaho Drought Plan referenced in the draft does not
itself authorize IDWR to take action. It simply describes existing authorities. It provides
sufficient guidance regarding those authorities, so that a Treasure Valley drought plan is
unnecessary. Administration in accordance with Boise River water rights and decrees is the
primary administrative tool for responding to drought.

5. TV CAMP Recommendations. The “Actions Needed” section should be entitled
“Recommendations” consistent with the ESPA CAMP and RP CAMP documents, with
objectives identified as in those documents. The reference in the draft “Actions Needed” section
to RAFN does not state an objective, it merely references state law, so it should not be included
in this section. Reconsideration of the 1995 moratorium should be among the objectives.

Please do not hesitate to contact any of the undersigned if you have any questions about
these comments and proposed changes.

(—C —

Norm Semanko, IWUA

;JM/«W{ /aZ(;MM

Daniel Steensdn, Ringert Law

Shelley Davis, Barker Rosholt

Lo

An&fr Waldera, Moffatt Thomas




1.0 Executive Summary

In 2008, the Idaho Legislature passed House Bills 428 and 644, directing the Idaho Water
Resource Board (IWRB) and the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) to conduct
atewide comprehensiv uifer planning. The IWRB established llowing goals for the

statewide Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP) program:

Provide reliable sources of water, projecting 50 years into the future
Develop strategies to avoid conflicts over water resources

Prioritize future state investments in water

In 2010, the IWRB appoi n Advisory Committee (Committee) to work with the IDWR to

develop a plan to meet these goals for the Treasure Valley Aquifer System (TVAS), underlying
Ada and Canyon counties and portions of Elmore, Boise, Gem and P nties in

southwestern Idaho. A list of Committee members is included in Appendix 2. The TVAS is an
integral part of the regional water resources that sustain economic growth and make the
Treasure Valley an appealing place to live and work.

This Treasure Valley Camp has been developed with the following vision to meet the goals of
the statewide CAMP:

Respect for Idaho water law and water rights
A sustainable framework of collaboration, cooperation, and stewardship, and
A commitment to ongoing research, data collection, and analysis




2.0 Background

Meeting th mand for wat naging and improving water lies, and avoiding and resolvi
disputes over w ren w challenges in the Treasure Valle earliest and lar, rou

f Boise River water rights were establ uring the late 1800’s and early 1900’s, have been
adjudicated twice, and have been distributed by a Water Master for years. Multiple water
delivery organizations have been delivering water to lands throughout the Treasure Valley for 100
ears or more. Su r i \Y n improved through the construction and operation
f a coordinated reservoir system that has extended the irrigati son and provided recreational
opportunities to many generations of Tr Valley residents. The distribution of water
has created and sustained nd water ly that provides water for domestic and other u
throughout the Treasure Valley.

While surface water distribution and administration have matured through this long history,
nsive grou ter devel t and management are relatively new in the Tr re Valley.

Recent rapid population growth in the Treasure Valley has dramatically increased the uses and
demands for ground water. Aquifer levels have declined in some areas of the Treasure Valley.

veral ground water studies have been performed and, since 1995, a moratorium rissued b
the Director of IDWR has been in effect, which requires that new ground water applications be
denied unless they include an acce lan to mitigate or avoid injury to existing water rights.
Stakeholders, water professionals and a istrators recognize the continu improve th
understanding, management and administration of the TVAS.

The Treasure Valley water system is a complex system of dynamic hydrologic interconnection. The
connection between these waters is a critical element in the location and availability of water forto
meet the needs of the Treasure Valley. Water used in one upstream locations witHikely-be-the
contributes to ground and surface water supplyies for a-different-other water need uses elsewhere
in the basin. Although comprehensive studies have been undertaken, and continue today, the full
extent of when;how;and-where-theground and surface waters interactions is not fully understood.
The contribution of surface water to rechargeof-the aquifer-systemTVAS and the importance of
aquifer discharge to drains and the Boise rRivers does, however, require that any-discusstonof-the

Freasure-Valey-AquiferSystem{a management plan for the TVASHwitHnevitably-be-a-discussion
about-both-incl consideration of the interconnection between ground and surface water.



2.1 Hydrology and Water Supply

The drainage area of the upper Boise basin is approximately 2,650 square miles and consists
oftains four major tributaries, including the North, Middle, and South Forks of the Boise River,
and Mores Creek. From Lucky Peak Dam, the lower Boise River flows about 64 (river) miles
northwestward through the Treasure Valley to its confluence with the Snake River. #tostof
the-surface-waterused-inthe Freasure-Valtey-originatesassnow-inr-Snowmelt from the higher
elevations of the upper Botse-basin where-precipitationcanbeashigh-as66-inchesanmuatty:
Fhisupper-basinrsupptiesprovides an estimated 90 percent of the water supply for the
Treasure Valley in the lower Boise Basin. Fhesnowpackisimportant-to-the-BoiseRiverasthe

2.2 Hydrogeology

The TVAS underlies the lower Boise basin inrsouthwesterntdaho-(Figure 1). The TVAS extends
downstream-from-ticky-Peak-Bam-to-tie-confirence-with-the-Snake-River-and-serves as the
primary source of drinking water for theTreasure Valley communities-andresidentswithinthe
Freasure-Valiey. Approximately 95percentof thevaltey'sdrinkingwateris pumped-fromthe
TVAS-The TVAS canmbe-conceptuatized-as-is a complex system of shallow, intermediate, and
deep aquifers (Figure 2). The depths and thicknesses of the aquifers vary spatiatly-and are
controlled by geologic faulting, topography, and local land use characteristics (e.g., flood
irrigation). The hydraulic communication between the various aquifers varies throughout the
Treasure Valley adding to the complexity. Hydraulic connections to aquifers underlying areas to
the north (Boise foothills to the Payette River) and to the east (Mountain Home Plateau) are
currently not fully understood.

The Aquifer system in the Treasure Valley consists of:

o Shallow aquifers — These aquifers supply water to rural domestic and some irrigation
wells. Shallow aquifers are generally in direct hydraulic communication with surface
water features and form localized flow systems with the nearest surface water body.
The shallow aquifers are generally unconfined (the water level represents the top of the



saturated zone), and water levels are typically controlled by topography (e.g., the
elevations of canals or drains).

o Intermediate aquifers — These aquifers supply water for domestic, irrigation, and
municipal uses. The hydraulic communication between the intermediate aquifers and
the surface water features of the valley is unknown.

o] Deep aquifers — Municipal, industrial, and some irrigation wells typically draw water
from deeper aquifers. The hydraulic communication between the deeper aquifers and
the surface water features of the valley is limited due to the depths below land surface
where the deeper aquifers are found. The deeper aquifers are generally confined
(water levels rising above the depth of the water bearing zone), and flowing artesian
wells exist within the Treasure Valley. The hydrology of the deeper aquifers is not fully
understood.

2.3 Ground Water Flow Direction and Water Levels

The ground water flow direction in the TVAS is generally east to west and follows the course of
the Boise River. In the southern portion of the TVAS, ground water flows to the south and
discharges into the Snake River. Locally, ground water flow directions are dependent on the
location (spatially) within the valley. Water level trends are a good indication of a stable
storage of water in an aquifer system. Rising-watertevelsindicate-anincrease-inwaterstored;
and-dectining-watertevelsindicateareductionin-water-stored-Stable water levels generally

indicate an aquifer storage that is in equilibrium.

In the eariylate 1800s to the mid 1900s, water levels in the shallow aquifer rose significantly
because of the development of the valley’s surface water irrigation network and continued to
rise until the aquifer system eventually reached equilibrium with the drains and river, as
indicated by stable water levels. In general, water levels in the shallow aquifer system have
remained stable and are controlled by the operation and elevation of the surface water
features. Water levels in the intermediate and deep aquifers also appear relatively stable, but
some areas of water level decline have been identified in the valley, particularly in the
southeast Boise and Lake Lowell vicinities (Petrich and Urban, 2004).

There are existing mathematical models of the Treasure Valley aquifer of various ages and
scopes; however they are not adequate to address aquifer management needs.



2.4 TVAS Ground Water Budget

The annual ground water budget for the TVAS varies from year to year{¥abte-1}. For
illustration purposes, estimates for water year 2000 are used to show the components of the
annual water budget for the TVAS because total precipitation and temperature during the
2000 water year were near normal. (Table 1)

The shallow aquifers of the TVAS are generally in direct hydraulic communication with the
Boise River and to a lesser extent the Snake River throughout most of the Treasure Valley. The
shallow aquifers discharges directly to the rivers and the ground water drainage network
constructed in the Treasure Valley to drain shallow ground water from low-lying areas. It is
estimated that over 80 percent of the TVAS total discharge enters the rivers and the drain
network. Some of the drain water is also re-diverted and used for irrigation by downstream
users. The amount of water leaving the TVAS through discharge to the drains, tributaries, or
the rivers in 2000 was over 881,000 acre-feet (Urban, 2004).

2.5 Surface Water Flows

Unregulated natural flow volumes in the Boise River basin have varied from a low of 676,000
acre-feet annually to a high of 3.6 million acre-feet (MAF) annually. The average unregulated
natural flow (1929 -2010) is 1.9 MAF annually. These volumes were calculated at Lucky Peak
and are published by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBOR). On average 1.6 MAF annually
are diverted for irrigation and-serves-as-providing a significant source of recharge to the TVAS
(BOR, 2007). Table 2 displays a summary of historical Boise River (Nov 1 — Oct 31) runoff (at
Lucky Peak), outflow (near Parma), and reservoir storage on November 1. Figure 3 shows the
variation of runoff (at Lucky Peak) and November 1 storage from 1929 to 2010. The average
annual basin outflow (1972 - 2010) is 1.1 MAF, with outflow volumes varying from 334,000
acre-feet annually to 2.8 MAF annually. The basin outflow is measured at the Boise River near
Parma gage, which is operated by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in cooperation with IDWR.

The remaining storage water left in the reservoirs (Arrowrock, Anderson, and Lucky Peak) at
the end of an irrigation season is highly dependent on snowfall and irrigation demand for that
season. The average reservoir storage on November 1 (1956 — 2010) is 390,000 acre-feet and
has varied from a low of 65,000 acre-feet to a high of 665,000 acre-feet. The availability of this
“carry over" water reduces the risk of a shortage of irrigation water in the succeeding year.
Wise and efficient use of water from year to year helps to ensure better carryover storage for
the next year, especially during consecutive dry years.



The hydrograph below (Figure 4) summarizes the historical data from the Boise River at
Glenwood Bridge for the period of record (1982 — 2010). The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) utilizes the Boise River gage at Glenwood Bridge to monitor and evaluate flood
impacts on the river. Currently, flood stage as measured at the Glenwood Bridge gage is 10.01
feet (approximately 7,000 cfs). The maximum discharge since the completion of the reservoir
system was 9,840 cfs on June 13, 1983 (USGS, 2011). Typical winter flow out of Lucky Peak
(November — March) is approximately 250 cfs. Typical flow at Glenwood after the spring runoff
and during the irrigation season (July — September) is approximately 1,000 cfs.

To meet irrigation demand, flows past Lucky Peak Dam average approximately 3,900 cfs durin

the irrigation season, which spans April through October. Buringthe-irrigation-seasom;Natural
flow in the lower Boise River fromtuckyPeak-Bam-to-Middietondoesnot-haveenoughnaturat
flow-is insufficient to meet irrigation demands throughout the irrigation season. trrigatorsrety
orstorage-water-tosupplement-thetimitednaturat-flow-supplies-The irrigation water supply
of-theTreasure-Valleyreliesuponareservoiris supplemented by a system of four reservoirs
capable of storing approximately 1,000,000 acre-feet of water (as shown in Table 3)Fhis
equtals, about one-half of the average annual inflow of the Boise River.-Fotirreservoirsmake-tp
thereservoirsystem:Operation of the reservoir system, with the exception of Lake Lowell, is
coordinated between the USBOR, which operates Arrowrock and Anderson Ranch, and the
USA ich oper ucky Peak. By agreement betw o federal agen e
starage system is operate a unified syste ximize the storage and floo ntrol

capabilities of the reservoirs.

Extensive water distribution systems divert and deliver water from 75 diversions on the Boise
River through approximately 1,170 miles of major irrigation canal Figur 0 provi
Irrigation water to rox ly 350 f land below Diversion Dam.

Approximately 195 miles of drains channel water out of low lying areas and 11 principle drain
systems discharge into the Boise River. The drains were constructed to reclaim lands that

became water-logged by seepage from canals and irrigated lands. Some of these drains were
odified or expanded existing na i h rally flow e

during the high spring runoff period. Some drains also serve as canals, providing addItional
irrigation water through re-diversion. Some drains flow year round because of ground water

charge. Ground water dischar, o the drains fl ue seasonal chan round
water withdrawals, Irrigation practices, recharge, drought, and other changes in the water

budget. Studies a rrently underway to better understand the drainage system and quanti
seasonal and annual flows.



Below Middleton, there are often enough return flows from drains or direct ground water
seepage into the river to satisfy existing irrigation demands. On average, there are
approximately 310,000 acre-feet per year of gain in flow between the Middleton and Parma
gages. These gains, 310,000 acre-feet, make up 28 percent of the 1,112,000 acre-feet of
outflow from the basin near Parma. Thereturn-flows-thatincreaseriverflowsdownstreamare
; Ksitsnd et et | L ilavitiontiaad-to-dal terin4]
tower-Freastre-Vattey-These base flows are an important part to efficiently deliver irrigation
water in the Treasure Valley.

2.6 Climate Variability

Climate variability adds another element of uncertainty to planning for future water needs. The
IWRB contracted with Boise State University to evaluate potential changes to water supply and
demand that might result from climate variability on a watershed scale. There is a large range
of uncertainty to climate model predictions; however, general trends are indicated. Multiple
studies of climate change in the Pacific Northwest and northern Rockies estimate increases in
mean monthly temperatures of 0.86 to 5.49 Fahrenheit for the 2040 irrigation season
compared to the 1971 - 2010 temperature average (BOR, 2008, 2011).

Regional studies far the northwest United States indicate greater-climate variability conditions
(floods and droughts) will be more severe and change the flow regime on which current
hydrologic operating procedures are based. For example, temperature increases-wottid-attow
more-may cause fall and winter precipitation to fall as rain instead of snow, and-witkresulting in
earlier snow melt-—En-average, higher peak flowsin-the-Boise-River-basimmay-be-higher that
occur a few weeks earlierinthe-future-thancurrent-historichigh-flows—Fiming of spring runoff

longer-termclimaticcycles—Theearliermettingof-srowpack-witHeadtoand lower summer
stream base flows at-atime-when-during summers with increased temperatures and
evapotranspirationis-expected-to-increasewith-increasesinmtemperature. Faltprecipitation
cotittoccur-more-frequently-asrainandHessfrequentliy assnow€limatechange-projections
indieatetThe Boise River basin may experience wetter wet years and drier dry years—However
becatrse-our-Unless water storage capacity in the basin is fixedincreased, the increased water
supplies during the wet years cannot be captured and held over for use during the dry years.

Consequently, wet years dowill not offset dry years under the basin’s current storage capacity.



2.6 Drought

Brotghtisasignificant-concern-for-att-freasure-vVatley-water-interests:During drought years

surfa ter jrrigation is supplemented with ground water by as much as 300,000 acre-feet
lacin ditional stress on the TVAS. The Natu u nservation Service (NRCS) uses
5 MA e thr ly shortages in the Treasure Valley. The most severe

droughts occur when there are two-or-three-consecutive dry years when annual runoffis-betow

average-and carryover storage isminimatbecauseof wateruse-inpreviousdryyears-are below
normal. The-Boisereservoir-system-isdesigned-toprovide-carryoverstorage-toget-through
consecutive-dry-years-During Fthe drought that occurred from 1987-1992 had-a-majorimpact
on-theTreasure-Vattey—During-those-six-years, the Palmer Drought Severity Index (Figure 5)
classified conditions as extreme drought for 28 of the 36 months that comprised the irrigation
seasons in the Treasure Valley. The-seriesof-dry-hotsummersmade-thereservoirsystem
response-more-difficuit-thanthe-drought-of- 1977 Although-1877set-therecordHowflow-for
waterstipply—

The primary response to drought in the lower Boise Basin is water right distribution and
administration in accordance with the prior appropriation doctrine and the Stewart and Bryan

Decrees. The Idaho Drought Plan (IDP) encotragesdescribes additignal tools available to local
communities to plan and mitigate for future-droughts. The IDP describes thelocal government

authority-counties-and-—cities have-to restrictreduce their water use and raise funds throtigh
ordinances;rules;reguiations, proclamations;and-short-term-ieviesfor drought response. It
also authorizes-the-ibWh-totake-describes actions that can be taken by IDWR to providefor
- " oot b I ihvatid-rizhtsfort ol
by-increasinge water right supervision of-water-distribution-fromadjudicated-sources;

increasing-water-rightand enforcement for-non-adjudicated-sources;and-defining
procedures,and to expedite processing of applications for replacement water supplies.









2.7 Water Use and Needs



Ninety-five percent of the Treasure Valley water use falls into one of two major categories:
domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial use (DCMI), and irrigation. While not always
included in water-use estimations (Figure 9), water is used to recharge the aquifer, support the
river and tributary biological systems, and provide delivery head to convey irrigation water
(including conveyance losses). Some municipal and industrial systems implement aquifer
storage and recovery techniques to store treated water off peak and re-pump during summer
demand. Water leaving the Valley passes through downstream hydropower plants that
generate low-cost electricity used in the valley.

In the Treasure Valley, the-printipatsource-of-waterfor BEMiis ground-water+or

BEME-94 percent of the water for DCMI comes from ground water sources and six percent
comes from surface water sources. Forirrigation-water+Three percent of irrigation water
comes from ground water sources and 97 percent comes from surface water sources. targe

I " i I , hasindividistwells sl i foril G ;
the-Freasure-Valey-Per Capita daily use is approximately 160 gallons (WRIME 2010, USGS
2005).

nchivichatd o : : ' : bvrbartsrdanli '
culinarytuses;andHrrigation—There are over 23,500 domestic wells in the Treasure Valley.—Fhis
; &oo b " I " He-thatt v ' rocH
tBWR-records:The single largest supplier of ground water is United Water Idaho, whose service
area includes the City of Boise and part of Ada County. United Water is currently the only
municipal supplier that also delivers treated surface water for DCMI uses. They serve a
population of approximately 240,000. United Water produces about 45,000 acre-feet/year
(32,000 acre-feet from ground water and 13,000 acre-feet from surface water) and regularly
updates its water

demand projections based on records of customer usage and modeling future growth. The
other large suppliers are the Meridian Water Department (78,000 people served), City of
Nampa (81,000 people served), and the City of Caldwell (46,000 people served). These three
systems use ground water exclusively for supply.

\thit ; srciict] " e —. I is-al
for-irripation—Fi ' o il | Eaind
year-and-some-tse-it-to-supplement-surface-water—Weather-conditions-strongly-influence
oot TR ——— Eennbasd el ’

The IDWR records show there are almost 30,000 total wells in the Treasure Valley. Ground
water quality in the Treasure Valley Shallow and Treasure Valley Deep hydrogeologic subareas



is regularly determined from data collected through the Statewide Ambient Ground Water

Quality Monitoring Program. Fhe-statewide-program-is-edministered-by-thetDWh-in
cooperation-with-the-d565:-The Treasure Valley Shallow and Treasure Valley Deep subareas
are located primarily in Ada and Canyon Counties and generally correspond to the Treasure
Valley CAMP study area. USGS in cooperation with the IDEQ has performed a comprehensive
survey of existing wells in the Treasure Valley CAMP study area from 1992 to 2000.

2.8 Water Quality

Water quality is an important characteristic in meeting future water needs in the Treasure
Valley. Ground water in the TVAS is generally of good quality for drinking and other uses.
Surface water quality is variable and has been impacted by both natural and anthropogenic
sources. Publicdrinking-water-systems-are required-to-monitor-theirwatersupply-for
private-welisgeneraly donot-have-thisrequirement-Overall, the water quality throughout the
system could constrain the availability of water supplies to meet current and future

water needs if the water quality is degraded.

The IDWR has statutory authority for statewide administration of the rules regarding well
construction, licensing of drillers, and proper abandonment of wells in Idaho. Well construction
standards are designed to protect the quality of water in the aquifer. Additionally, the IDEQ
administers the Idaho Wellhead Protection Program—the-purpose-of-thispregram-s-to prevent
the contamination of ground water that is used for drinking water. The Idaho Wellhead
Protection Program is voluntary for local government and water purveyors to implement.

B todwnt ” . tbott I as-suniBcantivl ;
ground-waterproviders-and-surface-water-users:

2.9 Fisheries and Biological Flows

Native coldwater species, including trout and whitefish, inhabit the middle and upper reaches
of the Boise River from Lucky Peak Dam to Star. Winter stream flows below Lucky Peak Dam
are the largest constraint on fish populations. Prior to the 1990s, winter flows were often 150
cfs or lower, providing only marginal overwinter habitat for wild trout and other sportfish.

The USBOR holds 152,300 acre-feet of uncontracted storage space that it has used in
consultation with the IDFG to provide flows in the Boise River below Lucky Peak Dam during
the non-irrigation season. Storage releases have increased typical winter flows to 240 cfs,



which requires approximately 86,000 acre-feet of storage for about 180 days. During drought
periods, these flows have been reduced to avoid exhausting the winter storage supply. Since
winter flows increased in the mid-1990s, wild trout populations have increased 17-fold, with an
estimated 2,000 fish per mile in some reaches.

The Boise River is generally a gaining reach from Star to its confluence with the Snake River and
therefore has good stream flows, but water qtatity-conditienstemperatures can only seasonally
support a cold-water fishery. This section of river supports a fair fishery for introduced sport
fish, including largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and channel catfish. The Lake Lowell fishery
consists primarily of largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, yellow perch, black crappie, bullhead,
bluegill, and channel catfish.

2.10 Recreation and Aesthetic Values

There are water recreation opportunities available from the upper reaches of the Boise basin,
on each of the reservoirs, and on the Boise River below Lucky Peak. Boaters, fisherman, and
waterfowl hunters access the lower Boise River from Lucky Peak Dam to the confluence with
the Snake River. Floating the five-mile reach from Barber Dam to the center of Boise is
especially popular in the hot summer months. Likewise, water skiing is popular on Lucky Peak
Reservoir.

2.11 Hydropower

Hydropower is generated below the reservoirs at both federal and non-federal hydroelectric
power plants. Federal reclamation power plants were constructed at Anderson Ranch Dam



(40,000 kW) and Boise Diversion Dam (1,500 kW) as part of the development of the Boise
Project. These power plants provide power to operate project facilities and to help reduce
power costs to Project farmers who depend on pumping water for irrigation. In 1988, four of
the five irrigation districts who make up the BPBC completed construction of a power plant at
Lucky Peak Dam (101,250kW). Power generated at the facility is under contract with the
Seattle Light Company. More recently in 2010, the BPBC completed construction of a
hydropower facility on the Boise River at Arrowrock Dam (18,000 kW). Ada County owns a
3,700 kW power plant located at Barber Dam that is located just upstream of Boise. Upstream
of the reservoir system the, Atlanta Power Company owns a 187 kW hydro power plant at Kirby
Dam that supplies electricity to the town of Atlanta. A number of hydro plants have been
constructed on canal drops in the Treasure Valley. Water leaving the Boise River basin enters
the Snake River and continues to generate low-cost electricity at Idaho Power’s Hells Canyon
Complex for Idaho Power customers in the Treasure Valley.

2.12 Anticipated Changes in Water Use

Water demand in the Treasure Valley is expected to increase, although there is no consensus
on the amount as demonstrated by three recent studies. The USBOR projected in a 2006
assessment level study that annual consumptive water demand in the Boise basin could
increase by as much as 124, 085 acre-feet by 2050. WRIME's detailed 2010 demand study
determined that annual demands for water in the Treasure Valley would increase by 82,880
acre-feet by 2060. The IDWR staff estimates that new water demands and shortfalls in water
supply for existing demands could result in a need for new annual water supplies of
approximately 170,000 acre-feet.

New water needs are difficult to quantify because there are areas of uncertainty, along with
many variables that will determine actual water use and need. Changing land uses and social
attitudes, as well as economic conditions, are all factors that will affect water use in the
Treasure Valley.



2.13 Managementand Water Right Administration



Water District #63 was-created-by-the-BirectorofthetBWHh-to-administers the distribution of
surface water rights from the Boise River-eturrently-sttbject-to-administration—he
administration-is-carried-outunderto over 330,000 acres within the Treasure Valley in
accordance with state water law and court decrees.“#aterrightsto-more-than-336;060
with irrigation demand but 250 cfs is the target flow for the administration of water deliveries
below Star. Surface water in the Boise River and its tributaries u from Star i
considered fully appropriated during the irrigation season and during much of the rest of the
year.

In 1995, the Director of the IDWR issued a moratorlum order stating that new ications for

water would be denied unless it included an acceptable plan to mitigate or avoid injury to
exi water rights. The order also descri rea in which applications for ground water

shallower than 200 feet below the surface would only be processed if they included mitigation
measures or could show no adverse impacts to existing water rights.

Downstream from Star, surface water (as well as ground water) is avallable for new
appropriatio t the actual amount will vary from rt r nto
season.




—— ——— o} —— e :

becausegrotnd-waterrights-havenot-beenfully-adjudicated—Following the completion of the
Snake River Basin Adjudication (SRBA), it is expected that ground water rights may be included

in a water district and conjunctively administered in priority. Conjunctive administration is the
term used to describe administration of both ground water and surface water under a common
system. Administratiomof ground-waterrights;orthe-impiementationof-conjunctive






2.14 Water Markets

The Idaho Water Supply Bank (Bank) was-tegistatively recognized-in-1979-(Section 42-1761,
Idaho Code) and-is operated under the authority of the IWRB—Fhe-stateprogram, includes twoe

distinet-programs;-local Rental Pools and the State Water Supply Bank;which-are-both

it | b bod obintl keting-otnatarsifl I
water-stored-in-tdahoreservoirs—Theyalso—provide-a-mechanismby-through which natural flow
and storage water rights and-stored-water-thatisnot-beingused can be made available for use
by others-through-atease-and-rentatprocess.

theBanldncind o " , , - I et
tdaho-Surface-and-ground Wwater rights not currently in use may be leased {deposited}-to the
Water Supply Bank ifnot-currently-imtse-and then rented {withdrawn}-from the Bank by
another water user for beneficial uses-such-as-commercia-industriat-irrigation;or-mining. in
addittor-wWater rights leased to the Bank are protected from forfeiture. Applicationstolease
and-rent-water-from-the-Bank-are-currently received-and-processed-by-thetBWH-The Boise
River drainage had the most activity imthe-state-in 2010 for leasing water rights into the Bank,
but only 9% of these rights were rented back out for actual use (2010 Water Supply Bank
Annual Report, IDWR).

The Water District #63 Rental Pool (Rental Pool) is-a-mechanism-forenables reservoir

spaceholders to make stored water available to other entities inshortsupplyimragivenyear:
Fhe-Rental-Pootatseand provides a source of revenue for Water District #63-to-make
4 - rer-distribits o — ' I frciat fof I
ter. Fhi-RentatPootisunderthe jurisdietion-of end Phetiadocs 4
intet-by-the-FARB—Fhe-tocal aeee-devel " P _— i
l e : csfor-theirR Hrook-vhich-4! v Hov-theWRE-
Fhe-USBOR-must-aiso-approve-therulesand-ratesfor Federatstorageasafacility owner:
The watermaster administers the Rental Pool under the guidance of the local
committee. The Water District #63 Rental Pool has rented an average of 6,236 acre-feet over
the past 8 years, excluding the USBOR-held uncontracted space. Use of the Rental Pool appears
to be low compared with other rental pools in the state despite the rapid growth of DCMI uses
in the basin.



3. Challenges, Priorities and Opportunities

Available ground water supplies are limited in some areas.
Ground-water-suppliesare-notinfinite-There-ts potential for additional cost-effective ground water
development;-heweverin the Treasure Valley aquifer is not-homogeneous-Characteristicsvary
tocatty-and-regionatiy-{and-by-depth)y—Fhisvariationrestitsin limited avatabitity of ground
water-suppliesto-meetexistingand-futore-needs-in some areas. Ground water supplies are

especially limited in southeast Ada County and the Lake Lowell area. There are also concerns
about ground water levels in the north foothills. - HBWh-deta-weasused

Naturalflow in-the summer-and fall is predicted-to-be reducedResponse to climate change.
Reducednaturet-flows-withresult-inlesswater-avaitableto-fitbmaturat-flow-waterrights—This

Meeting water supply needs
A-chaltenge-for-the-Treasure Valley stakeholders will becontinue to meet new and on-going water
demands over the next 50 years. mmmmmmw

of-future-water-demands—Predicted climate change will change the timing of snowmelt and the
availability of natural flow, increase summer temperatures, evapotranspiration and demand, and create
new challenges and opportunities for water storage. Potental responses to these changes include
improved water use practices and increasing reservoir storage capacity. The chattenge-witt-betelWRB
should support collaborative efforts to conduct wise, proactive planning and-marrying-that-with careful
monitoring of demand increases and supply shortfalls to develop appropriate, timely, and economical
water supply solutions.

Meeting water-needsanduses-associated with future-development patterns-ina
manner-that- minimizesconflict
Fhe-Freasure-Yaleypopuiationand-econemy-hasgrownoverthepastdecadeand-isare-expected



Management of interconnected sources

Surface water and ground water are hydraulically connected. This interconnection presents a
challenge for future management of surface and ground water rights, which historically have
been managed separately. Further complicating this challenge is the recognition that while we
understand that a connection exists, our understanding of the timing, extent, and location of
the interconnected sources is limited and needs further study in order to provide effective
management.

Existing-wWater Managementrketing tools that-appear-to-be-under-utitized couldto-heilp
provide solutions-to-meetingwater needs-inthe future

; l tools-axist-that-couidd Hiredte-hel ; is-
but-currently-appearto-be-under-utitized-The Boise River (Water District 63) Rental Pool,

which facilitates marketing of reservoir storage water, has a lower level of activity when
compared with the Payette and Upper Snake Rental Pools, despite the Treasure Valley having
rapidly growing water needs. The Water Supply Bank facilitates marketing of natural flow and
ground water rights. Bank records show that in the Treasure Valley there is considerable activity
to lease water rights into the Bank, but little demand to rent water rights out of the Bank even
with the Treasure Valley having rapidly growing DCMI water needs. Arnethertootisthe
Municioa-WaterRishtsAct-of-$996-whict idasd : scimatiti :

Additional data and Advanced technical capabilities are-needed-to-meet-increasingly complex
water-management chatlenges-better understand and manage the TVAS

Although we understand a great deal about the regional hydrology, our information does not

provide a full understanding of the localized interaction between ground and surface water,

and between the shallow aquifer and deep aquifer. Knowledge is not sufficient to fully

characterize the hydrologic system which results in difficulty predicting system responses to
management actions. Historical hydrological records may not be sufficient for forecasting

future conditions. Existing ground water models do not incorporate newer information or

forecasts.

Uncertainty for meeting-existingand future needs-utilizing the-existing-watersupply



Ability of water infrastructure to meet existing and future needs

Mechanisms to protect the existing infrastructure of wells, canals, ditches and collection
systems have existed for decades. It is important to retain this protection for the current and
future benefit of the region. An additional challenge is the need to modernize existing
infrastructure to optimize the beneficial use of water.

Maintaining quality of life

A chattenge-forcantinuing priority will be to preserve the guality of life in the Treasure Valley wittbe-to
preserve-the-quatity-ofife-while being-sensitive-te-theresponding to changing water supplies an
needs of the-Treasure Valley tnta-the-futmestakehgldgr ﬁeﬁty—of—hferan—rndude—eeﬁhehcr

I £ eratitv-ofdif ¢ biest ; rdecisi ” Hav-oftifedt
tlte “easﬂ’e Ua"ev. ||BW !’IESE iSSUES 'Ill"utllce U‘a'e' "la“age“'e"! WI" letlll!'lll a C"Iﬂ"tl!ge.

Meeting environmental needs
A challenge over the next 50 years will be to conserve and protect the water resources in the
Treasure Valley’s streams and aquifers and the riparian habitat it supports, while providing the
water supplies for the current and future use. Amrincomplete-understanding-of- theeffectof
g loatosiiail ; I ; I : '
' H-be-chatt ; I " Feotiat e i
functionathabi — he-t so-ofiiaterdivers tefisct " —



3-Actions Needed4. Recommendations

Guided by the CAMP goals and vision, the Committee identified several recommended actions
for addressing the challenges, priorities and opportunities discussed in the previous sections of
this Plan. Understandably, these actions will need to be more fully refined during the
implementation phase, but the Plan by adopting a mix of strategies represents a balanced

approach-to-addressing the-future-waterchaltengesimthefreasure-Vatey. These actions have

not been ranked or placed in order of priority.

Objective #1: Enhance WaterTVAS Data Collection, and Analysis;and
Planning

Several types of data are needed to effectively manage the waterresourceIVAS. Water
planning and management tools should be developed and updated using accurate data_and the

best available science and analytical methods. Fhese-toots-areneeded-toreduce-uncertainty
andHmprove-effectiveness-and-efficiency-Taking the following actions will contribute-to

impraove the information and understanding required for successful water management that
environmentatheaith-oftdaho and planning for the TVAS:
. Improve ground water measurement, models and technical tools to meet
administrative purposes and to facilitate decision making;
. Support water supply modeling and stream flow monitoring;.

AA
o Measure-water-use-changes-and-report-demand-trends-to-the tWRE;

di f the will faci lowing ma ment and
anni

. Reevaluati f the moratorium 1
J Support drought planningterincrease-theresittencyof the-water-suppty specific-
A :

° Support efforts at assessing potential effects of water management strategies
on the naturatenvironmentTVAS;

. Ereat - frati cthin-t] ovmt ity

. Continue to increase transparency of planning process;

. Organize a periodic Water Forum (“Water Summit”) to assess the state of



the aquifer and discuss emerging issues and opportunities.

Objective #3: Additional Storage and Supply

Additional storage orand other sources of water supply may be needed in the future to offset
the increased variability of water supply and additional water demand. Because of the
extended lead time required for initiating storage and water supply projects, study of these
projects should be continual. This will ensure the information is available when decisions need
to be made. The following actions should be part of the evaluation of future supply options:

o Continue the study of the feasibility of potential surface water storage projects
in a manner that comprehensively addresses supply options and avoids
conflict;

J Investigate the feasibility of utilizing managed recharge for meeting future
water demands;

o Support the exchange of the USBOR’s salmon flow augmentation space in

Lucky Peak (excluding stream flow maintenance) with replacement water
supply consistent with the Nez Perce term sheet;

J Evaluate augmentation of existing cloudseeding programs as an option for
increasing water supply.

Objective #4: Reducing Demand through Water Conservation

S iy tharafore-the-DWR-shotid worki sion-wi
| : i kot dailsiiat s

onsistent with | orti ater tion (section 42-250. Idaho Code
and protecting conserved water from forfeiture (section 42-223, Idaho Code), Fthe following

actions should be taken to conserve water and reduced demand _for ground water from the
TVAS:

o YsePromote education to encourage conservation;
o Encourage conservation and efficient use of ground water;
o Encourage conservation and efficient use of surface water, where a viable

opportunity exists, taking into consideration the benefits of incidental
recharge;



° Support efforts for retrofitting neighborhoods with pressurized

irrigation;

o Encourage and support wastewater/gray water reuse {n appropriate
circumstances;

e Encourage or support incentives for conservation;

@ Develop guidelines for conservation programs;

E ‘l l. i ‘ F l » |-

Objective #5: Potential Conversion of Water Use from Agriculture to
Other Uses

Urbanization has changed some water demand from agricultural irrigation to residential
irrigation and other uses. This trend is expected to continue into the future as additional
growth occurs. The intent of these actions is to ensure that irrigation water is available for
residential use and irrigation entities continue to have financial viability and protection of
infrastructure. Domestic irrigation provided through the canal systems is also beneficial
because it reduces the amount of water that municipal water systems need to provide. The
following actions should be undertaken to ensure orderly transition of water use from
agriculture to DCMI and other uses:

] Continue to support the use of surface water on those lands that convert from
agriculture to DCMI and other uses utilizing the existing irrigation entities;
s Support voluntary cooperative arrangements between irrigation entities

and municipal providers to deliver surface water recognizing the long-term
challenges associated with maintaining Homeowners Association-owned
systems;

o Encourage the use of water marketing to meet current and future needs
including the use of the Rental Pool and the Bank.

Municipal-Water Rights-Actof
1996

The MiridostWatertahts Act-of49961s-a-took-availabt T
borsighiach . b e 3 e ot stact e N

Objective #6: Preserve and Protect Water Delivery Infrastructure

The integrity of the delivery system is vital to the optimal use of water in the Treasure
Valley. The following actions recognize specific components of the water delivery



system that will ensure continued integrity
into the future:

Support voluntary arrangements between irrigation entities and municipalities
to ensure long-term maintenance of new residential irrigation systems;

Seek funding from a diversity of sources;

EnsureSecure easements/access to canals for maintenance in face of growth;
Continue to support considerations of security, both in terms of infrastructure
and on water quality;

Support the rehabilitation and modernization of water delivery

infrastructure;

Expl o tviee-Ssh-antiet it sl :
Inform fand-tse-entittement-and-transportationauthoritiesplanning and zoning
and road construction authorities at both the local and state level to help the
irrigation community protect its easements and right- of-way to maintain the
canals and ditches that provide irrigation water.



1.0 Executive Summary

In 2008, the Idaho Legislature passed House Bills 428 and 644, directing the Idaho Water
Resource Board (IWRB) and the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) to conduct
statewide comprehensive aquifer planning. The IWRB established the following goals for the
statewide Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP) program:

. Provide reliable sources of water, projecting 50 years into the future
. Develop strategies to avoid conflicts over water resources
. Prioritize future state investments in water

In 2010, the IWRB appointed an Advisory Committee (Committee) to work with the IDWR to
develop a plan to meet these goals for the Treasure Valley Aquifer System (TVAS), underlying
Ada and Canyon counties and portions of Elmore, Boise, Gem and Payette counties in
southwestern Idaho. A list of Committee members is included in Appendix 2. The TVAS is an
integral part of the regional water resources that sustain economic growth and make the Treasure
Valley an appealing place to live and work.

This Treasure Valley Camp has been developed with the following vision to meet the goals of
the statewide CAMP:

. Respect for Idaho water law and water rights
. A sustainable framework of collaboration, cooperation, and stewardship, and
. A commitment to ongoing research, data collection, and analysis

2.0 Background

Meeting the demand for water, managing and improving water supplies, and avoiding and
resolving disputes over water, are not new challenges in the Treasure Valley. The earliest and
largest group of Boise River water rights were established during the late 1800’s and early
1900’s, have been adjudicated twice, and have been distributed by a Water Master for many
years. Multiple water delivery organizations have been delivering water to lands throughout the
Treasure Valley for 100 years or more. Surface water supplies have been improved through the
construction and operation of a coordinated reservoir system that has extended the irrigation
season and provided recreational opportunities to many generations of Treasure Valley residents.



The distribution of surface water has created and sustained a ground water supply that provides
water for domestic and other uses throughout the Treasure Valley.

While surface water distribution and administration have matured through this long history,
extensive ground watcr development and management are relatively new in the Treasure Valley.
Recent rapid population growth in the Treasure Valley has dramatically increased the uses and
demands for ground water. Aquifer levels have declined in some areas of the Treasure Valley.
Several ground water studies have been performed and, since 1995, a moratorium order issued by
the Director of IDWR has been in effect, which requires that new ground water applications be
denied unless they include an acceptable plan to mitigate or avoid injury to existing water rights.
Stakeholders, water professionals and administrators recognize the continuing need improve the
understanding, management and administration of the TVAS.

The Treasure Valley water system is a complex system of dynamic hydrologic interconnection.
The connection between these waters is a critical element in the location and availability of water
to meet the needs of the Treasure Valley. Water use in upstream locations will likely be the
contributes to ground and surface water supply for a different other water uses elsewhere in the
basin. Although comprehensive studies have been undertaken, and continue today, the full extent
of ground and surface water interactions is not fully understood. The contribution of surface
water to the TVAS and the importance of aquifer discharge to drains and the Rivers does,
however, require that management plan for the TVAS include consideration of the
interconnection between ground and surface water.

2.1 Hydrology and Water Supply

The drainage area of the upper Boise basin is approximately 2,650 square miles and contains four
major tributaries, including the North, Middle, and South Forks of the Boise River, and Mores
Creek. From Lucky Peak Dam, the lower Boise River flows about 64 (river) miles northwestward
through the Treasure Valley to its confluence with the Snake River. Snowmelt from the higher
elevations of the upper basin provides an estimated 90 percent of the water supply for the
Treasure Valley in the lower Boise Basin.

2.2  Hydrogeology

The TVAS underlies the lower Boise basin (Figure 1). The TVAS serves as the primary source of
drinking water for Treasure Valley communities. The TVAS is a complex system of shallow,



intermediate, and deep aquifers (Figure 2). The depths and thicknesses of the aquifers vary and
are controlled by geologic faulting, topography, and local land use characteristics (e.g., flood
irrigation). The hydraulic communication between the various aquifers varies throughout the
Treasure Valley adding to the complexity. Hydraulic connections to aquifers underlying areas to
the north (Boise foothills to the Payette River) and to the east (Mountain Home Plateau) are
currently not fully understood.

The Aquifer system in the Treasure Valley consists of:

2.3

Shallow aquifers — These aquifers supply water to rural domestic and some irrigation
wells. Shallow aquifers are generally in direct hydraulic communication with surface
water features and form localized flow systems with the nearest surface water body. The
shallow aquifers are generally unconfined (the water level represents the top of the
saturated zone), and water levels are typically controlled by topography (e.g., the
elevations of canals or drains).

Intermediate aquifers — These aquifers supply water for domestic, irrigation, and
municipal uses. The hydraulic communication between the intermediate aquifers and the
surface water features of the valley is unknown.

Deep aquifers — Municipal, industrial, and some irrigation wells typically draw water
from deeper aquifers. The hydraulic communication between the deeper aquifers and the
surface water features of the valley is limited due to the depths below land surface where
the deeper aquifers are found. The deeper aquifers are generally confined (water levels
rising above the depth of the water bearing zone), and flowing artesian wells exist within
the Treasure Valley. The hydrology of the deeper aquifers is not fully understood.

Ground Water Flow Direction and Water Levels

The ground water flow direction in the TVAS is generally east to west and follows the course of
the Boise River. In the southern portion of the TVAS, ground water flows to the south and
discharges into the Snake River. Locally, ground water flow directions are dependent on the
location (spatially) within the valley. Water level trends are a good indication of a stable storage
of water in an aquifer system. Stable water levels generally indicate an aquifer storage that is in
equilibrium.



In the late 1800s to the mid 1900s, water levels in the shallow aquifer rose significantly because
of the development of the valley’s surface water irrigation network and continued to rise until the
aquifer system eventually reached equilibrium with the drains and river, as indicated by stable
water levels. In general, water levels in the shallow aquifer system have remained stable and are
controlled by the operation and elevation of the surface water features. Water levels in the
intermediate and deep aquifers also appear relatively stable, but some areas of water level decline
have been identified in the valley, particularly in the southeast Boise and Lake Lowell vicinities
(Petrich and Urban, 2004).

There are existing mathematical models of the Treasure Valley aquifer of various ages and
scopes; however they are not adequate to address aquifer management needs.

24 TVAS Ground Water Budget

The annual ground water budget for the TVAS varies from year to year. For

illustration purposes, estimates for water year 2000 are used to show the components of the
annual water budget for the TVAS because total precipitation and temperature during the 2000
water year were near normal.

The shallow aquifers of the TVAS are generally in direct hydraulic communication with the
Boise River and to a lesser extent the Snake River throughout most of the Treasure Valley. The
shallow aquifers discharge directly to the river and the ground water drainage network
constructed in the Treasure Valley to drain shallow ground water from low-lying areas. It is
estimated that over 80 percent of the TVAS total discharge enters the rivers and the drain
network. Some of the drain water is also re-diverted and used for irrigation by downstream users.
The amount of water leaving the TVAS through discharge to the drains, tributaries, or the rivers
in 2000 was over 881,000 acre-feet (Urban, 2004).

2.5 Surface Water Flows

Unregulated natural flow volumes in the Boise River basin have varied from a low of 676,000
acre-feet annually to a high of 3.6 million acre-feet (MAF) annually. The average unregulated
natural flow (1929 —2010) is 1.9 MAF annually. These volumes were calculated at Lucky Peak
and are published by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBOR). On average 1.6 MAF annually
are diverted for irrigation providing a significant source of recharge to the TVAS (BOR, 2007).
Table 2 displays a summary of historical Boise River (Nov 1 — Oct 31) runoff (at Lucky Peak),



outflow (near Parma), and reservoir storage on November 1. Figure 3 shows the variation of
runoff (at Lucky Peak) and November 1 storage from 1929 to 2010. The average annual basin
outflow (1972 — 2010) is 1.1 MAF, with outflow volumes varying from 334,000 acre-feet
annually to 2.8 MAF annually. The basin outflow is measured at the Boise River near Parma
gage, which is operated by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in cooperation with IDWR.

The remaining storage water left in the reservoirs (Arrowrock, Anderson, and Lucky Peak) at the
end of an irrigation season is highly dependent on snowfall and irrigation demand for that season.
The average reservoir storage on November 1 (1956 — 2010) is 390,000 acre-feet and has varied
from a low of 65,000 acre-feet to a high of 665,000 acre-feet. The availability of this

"carry over" water reduces the risk of a shortage of irrigation water in the succeeding year. Wise
and cfficient use of water from year to year helps to ensure better carryover storage for the next
year, especially during consecutive dry years.

The hydrograph below (Figure 4) summarizes the historical data from the Boise River at
Glenwood Bridge for the period of record (1982 —2010). The U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
(USACE) utilizes the Boise River gage at Glenwood Bridge to monitor and evaluate flood
impacts on the river. Currently, flood stage as measured at the Glenwood Bridge gage is 10.01
feet (approximately 7,000 cfs). The maximum discharge since the completion of the reservoir
system was 9,840 cfs on June 13, 1983 (USGS, 2011). Typical winter flow out of Lucky Peak
(November — March) is approximately 250 cfs. Typical flow at Glenwood after the spring runoff
and during the irrigation season (July — September) is approximately 1,000 cfs.

To meet irrigation demand, flows past Lucky Peak Dam average approximately 3,900 cfs during
the irrigation season, which spans April through October. Natural flow in the lower Boise River
is insufficient to meet irrigation demands throughout the irrigation season. The irrigation water
supply is supplemented by a system of four reservoirs capable of storing approximately
1,000,000 acre-feet of water (as shown in Table 3), about one-half of the average annual inflow
of the Boise River.Operation of the reservoir system, with the exception of Lake Lowell, is
coordinated between the USBOR, which operates Arrowrock and Anderson Ranch, and the
USACE, which operates Lucky Peak. By agreement between the two federal agencies, the
storage system is operated as a unified system to maximize the storage and flood control
capabilities of the reservoirs.



Extensive water distribution systems divert and deliver water from 75 diversions on the Boise
River through approximately 1,170 miles of major irrigation canals (sce Figure 8) to provide
irrigation water to approximately 350,000 acres of land below Diversion Dam.

Approximately 195 miles of drains channel water out of low lying areas and 11 principle drain
systems discharge into the Boise River. The drains were constructed to reclaim lands that became
water-logged by seepage from canals and irrigated lands. Some of these drains were modified or
expanded existing natural drainage systems that naturally flowed water only during the high
spring runoff period. Some drains also serve as canals, providing additional irrigation water
through re-diversion. Some drains flow year round because of ground water discharge. Ground
water discharges to the drains fluctuate due seasonal changes, ground water withdrawals,

irrigation practices, recharge, drought, and other changes in the water budget. Studies are
currently underway to better understand the drainage system and quantify scasonal and annual
flows.

Below Middleton, there are often enough return flows from drains or direct ground water seepage
into the river to satisfy existing irrigation demands. On average, there are approximately 310,000
acre-feet per year of gain in flow between the Middleton and Parma gages. These gains, 310,000
acre-feet, make up 28 percent of the 1,112,000 acre-feet of outflow from the basin near Parma.
These base flows are an important part to efficiently deliver irrigation water in the Treasure
Valley.

2.6  Climate Variability

Climate variability adds another element of uncertainty to planning for future water needs. The
IWRB contracted with Boise State University to evaluate potential changes to water supply and
demand that might result from climate variability on a watershed scale. There is a large range of
uncertainty to climate model predictions; however, general trends are indicated. Multiple studies
of climate change in the Pacific Northwest and northern Rockies estimate increases in mean
monthly temperatures of 0.86 to 5.49 Fahrenheit for the 2040 irrigation season compared to the
1971 — 2010 temperature average (BOR, 2008, 2011).

Regional studies for the northwest United States indicate climate variability (floods and
droughts) will be more severe and change the flow regime on which current hydrologic operating
procedures are based. For example, temperature increasesmay cause fall and winter precipitation



to fall as rain instead of snow, resulting in earlier snow melt, higher peak flows that occur a few
weeks earlier and lower stream base flows during summers with increased temperatures and
evapotranspiration The Boise River basin may experience wetter wet years and drier dry years.
Unless water storage capacity in the basin is increased, the increased water supplies during the
wet years cannot be captured and held over for use during the dry years. Consequently, wet years
will not offset dry years under the basin’s current storage capacity.

2.7  Drought

During drought years surface water irrigation is supplemented with ground water by as much as
300,000 acre-feet, placing additional stress on the TVAS. The Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) uses 1.5 MAF as the threshold for water supply shortages in the Treasure
Valley. The most severe droughts occur when there are consecutive dry years when annual
runoff and carryover storage are below normal. During the drought that occurred from 1987-
1992, the Palmer Drought Severity Index (Figure 5) classified conditions as extreme drought for
28 of the 36 months that comprised the irrigation seasons in the Treasure Valley.

The primary response to drought in the lower Boise Basin is water right distribution and
administration in accordance with the prior appropriation doctrine and the Stewart and Bryan
Decrees. The Idaho Drought Plan (IDP) describes additional tools available to local communities
to plan and mitigate for droughts. The IDP describes local government authorities to reduce their
water use and raise funds for drought response. It also describes actions that can be taken by
IDWR to increase water right supervision and enforcement, and to expedite processing of
applications for replacement water supplies.

2.8 Water Use and Needs

Ninety-five percent of the Treasure Valley water use falls into one of two major categories:
domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial use (DCMI), and irrigation. While not always
included in water-use estimations (Figure 9), water is used to recharge the aquifer, support the
river and tributary biological systems, and provide delivery head to convey irrigation water
(including conveyance losses). Some municipal and industrial systems implement aquifer storage
and recovery techniques to store treated water off peak and re-pump during summer demand.
Water leaving the Valley passes through downstream hydropower plants that generate low-cost
electricity used in the valley.



In the Treasure Valley, 94 percent of the water for DCMI comes from ground water sources and
six percent comes from surface water sources. Three percent of irrigation water comes from
ground water sources and 97 percent comes from surface water sources. Per Capita daily use is
approximately 160 gallons (WRIME 2010, USGS 2005).

There are over 23,500 domestic wells in the Treasure Valley. The single largest supplier of
ground water is United Water Idaho, whose service area includes the City of Boise and part of
Ada County. United Water is currently the only municipal supplier that also delivers treated
surface water for DCMI uses. They serve a population of approximately 240,000. United Water
produces about 45,000 acre-feet/year (32,000 acre-feet from ground water and 13,000 acre-feet
from surface water) and regularly updates its water demand projections based on records of
customer usage and modeling future growth. The other large suppliers are the Meridian Water
Department (78,000 people served), City of Nampa (81,000 people served), and the City of
Caldwell (46,000 people served). These three systems use ground water exclusively for supply.

The IDWR records show there are almost 30,000 total wells in the Treasure Valley. Ground
water quality in the Treasure Valley Shallow and Treasure Valley Decp hydrogeologic subareas
is regularly determined from data collected through the Statewide Ambient Ground Water
Quality Monitoring Program. The Treasure Valley Shallow and Treasure Valley Deep subareas
are located primarily in Ada and Canyon Counties and generally correspond to the Treasure
Valley CAMP study area. USGS in cooperation with the IDEQ has performed a comprehensive
survey of existing wells in the Treasure Valley CAMP study area from 1992 to 2000.

2.9  Water Quality

Water quality is an important characteristic in meeting future water needs in the Treasure Valley.
Ground water in the TVAS is generally of good quality for drinking and other uses. Surface
water quality is variable and has been impacted by both natural and anthropogenic sources.
Overall, the water quality throughout the system could constrain the availability of water supplies
to meet current and future water needs if the water quality is degraded.

The IDWR has statutory authority for statewide administration of the rules regarding well
construction, licensing of drillers, and proper abandonment of wells in Idaho. Well construction
standards are designed to protect the quality of water in the aquifer. Additionally, the IDEQ
administers the Idaho Wellhead Protection Program to prevent the contamination of ground



water that is used for drinking water. The Idaho Wellhead Protection Program is voluntary for
local government and water purveyors to implement.

2.10 Fisheries and Biological Flows

Native coldwater species, including trout and whitefish, inhabit the middle and upper reaches of
the Boise River from Lucky Peak Dam to Star. Winter stream flows below Lucky Peak Dam are
the largest constraint on fish populations. Prior to the 1990s, winter flows were often 150 cfs or
lower, providing only marginal overwinter habitat for wild trout and other sportfish.

The USBOR holds 152,300 acre-feet of uncontracted storage space that it has used in
consultation with the IDFG to provide flows in the Boise River below Lucky Peak Dam during
the non-irrigation season. Storage releases have increased typical winter flows to 240 cfs, which
requires approximately 86,000 acre-fect of storage for about 180 days. During drought periods,
these flows have been reduced to avoid exhausting the winter storage supply. Since winter flows
increased in the mid-1990s, wild trout populations have increased 17-fold, with an

estimated 2,000 fish per mile in some reaches.

The Boise River is generally a gaining reach from Star to its confluence with the Snake River and
therefore has good stream flows, but water temperatures can only seasonally support a cold-water
fishery. This section of river supports a fair fishery for introduced sport fish, including
largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and channel catfish. The Lake Lowell fishery consists
primarily of largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, yellow perch, black crappie, bullthead, bluegill,
and channel catfish.

2.11 Recreation and Aesthetic Values

There are water recreation opportunities available from the upper reaches of the Boise basin, on
each of the reservoirs, and on the Boise River below Lucky Peak. Boaters, fisherman, and
waterfowl hunters access the lower Boise River from Lucky Peak Dam to the confluence with the
Snake River. Floating the five-mile reach from Barber Dam to the center of Boise is especially
popular in the hot summer months. Likewise, water skiing is popular on Lucky Peak Reservoir.



2.12 Hydropower

Hydropower is generated below the reservoirs at both federal and non-federal hydroelectric
power plants. Federal reclamation power plants were constructed at Anderson Ranch Dam
(40,000 kW) and Boise Diversion Dam (1,500 kW) as part of the development of the Boise
Project. These power plants provide power to operate project facilities and to help reduce

power costs to Project farmers who depend on pumping water for irrigation. In 1988, four of the
five irrigation districts who make up the BPBC completed construction of a power plant at Lucky
Peak Dam (101,250kW). Power generated at the facility is undcr contract with the Seattle Light
Company. More recently in 2010, the BPBC completed construction of a hydropower facility on
the Boise River at Arrowrock Dam (18,000 kW). Ada County owns a 3,700 kW power plant
located at Barber Dam that is located just upstream of Boise. Upstream of the reservoir system
the, Atlanta Power Company owns a 187 kW hydro power plant at Kirby Dam that supplies
electricity to the town of Atlanta. A number of hydro plants have been constructed on canal drops
in the Treasure Valley. Water leaving the Boise River basin enters the Snake River and continues
to generate low-cost electricity at Ildaho Power’s Hells Canyon

Complex for Idaho Power customers in the Treasure Valley.

2.13 Anticipated Changes in Water Use

Water demand in the Treasure Valley is expected to increase, although there is no consensus on
the amount as demonstrated by three recent studies. The USBOR projected in a 2006 assessment
level study that annual consumptive water demand in the Boise basin could increase by as much
as 124, 085 acre-feet by 2050. WRIME’s detailed 2010 demand study determined that annual
demands for water in the Treasure Valley would increase by 82,880 acre-feet by 2060. The
IDWR staff estimates that new water demands and shortfalls in water supply for existing
demands could result in a need for new annual water supplies of approximately 170,000 acre-
feet.

New water needs are difficult to quantify because there are areas of uncertainty, along with many

variables that will determine actual water use and need. Changing land uses and social attitudes,
as well as economic conditions, are all factors that will affect water use in the Treasure Valley.
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2.14 Water Right Administration

Water District #63 administers the distribution of surface water rights from the Boise River to
over 330,000 acres within the Treasure Valley in accordance with state water law and court
decrees. Average summer flows at Star vary with irrigation demand but 250 cfs is the target flow
for the administration of water deliveries below Star. Surface water in the Boise River and its
tributaries upstream from Star is considered fully appropriated during the irrigation season and
during much of the rest of the year.

In 1995, the Director of the IDWR issued a moratorium order stating that new applications for
water would be denied unless it included an acceptable plan to mitigate or avoid injury to
existing water rights. The order also describes an area in which applications for ground water
shallower than 200 feet below the surface would only be processed if they included mitigation
measures or could show no adverse impacts to existing water rights.

Downstream from Star, surface water (as well as ground water) is available for new
appropriation, but the actual amount will vary from year to year and season to season.

Following the completion of the Snake River Basin Adjudication (SRBA), it is expected that
ground water rights may be included in a water district and conjunctively administered in
priority. Conjunctive administration is the term used to describe administration of both ground
water and surface water under a common system.

2.15 Water Markets

The Idaho Water Supply Bank (Bank) (Scction 42-1761, Idaho Code), operated under the
authority of the IWRB, includes local Rental Pools and the State Water Supply Bank through
which natural flow and storage water rights can be made available for use by others.

Water rights not currently in use may be leased to the Water Supply Bank and then rented from
the Bank by another water user for beneficial uses. Water rights leased to the Bank are protected
from forfeiture. The Boise River drainage had the most activity in 2010 for leasing water rights
into the Bank, but only 9% of these rights were rented back out for actual use (2010 Water
Supply Bank Annual Report, IDWR).
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The Water District #63 Rental Pool (Rental Pool) enables reservoir spaceholders to make stored
water available to other entities and provides a source of revenue for Water District #63. The
watermaster administers the Rental Pool under the guidance of the local committee. The Water
District #63 Rental Pool has rented an average of 6,236 acre-feet over the past 8 years, excluding
the USBOR-held uncontracted space. Use of the Rental Pool appears to be low compared with
other rental pools in the state despite the rapid growth of DCMI uses in the basin.

12



3, Challenges, Priorities and Opportunities

Available ground water supplies are limited in some areas.
The potential for additional cost-effective ground water development in the Treasure Valley
aquifer is limited in some areas. Ground water supplies are especially limited in southeast Ada

County and the Lake Lowell area. There are also concerns about ground water levels in the north
foothills.

Meeting water supply needs

Treasure Valley stakeholders will continue to meet new and on-going water demands over the
next 50 years. Predicted climate change will change the timing of snowmelt and the availability
of natural flow, increase summer temperatures, evapotranspiration and demand, and create new
challenges and opportunities for water storage. Potental responses to these changes include
improved water use practices and increasing reservoir storage capacity. The IWRB should
support collaborative efforts to conduct wise, proactive planning with careful monitoring of
demand increases and supply shortfalls to develop appropriate, timely, and economical water
supply solutions.

Management of interconnected sources

Surface water and ground water are hydraulically connected. This interconnection presents a
challenge for future management of surface and ground water rights, which historically have
been managed separately. Further complicating this challenge is the recognition that while we
understand that a connection exists, our understanding of the timing, extent, and location of
the interconnected sources is limited and needs further study in order to provide effective
management.

Water Marketing tools

The Boise River (Water District 63) Rental Pool, which facilitates marketing of reservoir storage
water, has a lower level of activity when compared with the Payette and Upper Snake Rental
Pools, despite the Treasure Valley having rapidly growing water needs. The Water Supply Bank
facilitates marketing of natural flow and ground water rights. Bank records show that in the
Treasure Valley there is considerable activity to lease water rights into the Bank, but little
demand to rent water rights out of the Bank even with the Treasure Valley having rapidly
growing DCMI water needs.
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Additional data and Advanced technical capabilities to better understand and manage the
TVAS

Although we understand a great deal about the regional hydrology, our information docs not
provide a full understanding of the localized interaction between ground and surface water,
and between the shallow aquifer and deep aquifer. Knowledge is not sufficient to fully
characterize the hydrologic system which results in difficulty predicting system responses to
management actions. Historical hydrological records may not be sufficient for forecasting
future conditions. Existing ground water models do not incorporate newer information or
forecasts.

Ability of water infrastructure to meet existing and future needs

Mechanisms to protect the existing infrastructure of wells, canals, ditches and collection
systems have existed for decades. It is important to retain this protection for the current and
future benefit of the region. An additional challenge is the need to modernize existing
infrastructure to optimize the beneficial use of water.

Maintaining quality of life
A continuing priority will be to preserve the quality of life in the Treasure Valley while
responding to changing water supplies and water needs of Treasure Valley stakeholders.

Meeting environmental needs

A challenge over the next 50 years will be to conserve and protect the water resources in the
Treasure Valley’s streams and aquifers and the riparian habitat it supports, while providing the
water supplies for the current and future use.
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4. Recommendations

Guided by the CAMP goals and vision, the Committee identified several recommended actions
for addressing the challenges, priorities and opportunities discussed in the previous section of
this Plan. Understandably, these actions will need to be more fully refined during the
implementation phase, but the Plan by adopting a mix of strategies represents a balanced
approach. These actions have not been ranked or placed in order of priority.

Objective #1: Enhance TVAS Data Collection, and Analysis

Several types of data are needed to effectively manage the TVAS. Water planning and
management tools should be developed and updated using accurate data and the best available
science and analytical methods. Taking the following actions will improve the information and
understanding required for successful water management and planning for the TVAS:

. Improve ground water measurement, models and technical tools to meet
administrative purposes and to facilitate decision making;
. Support water supply modeling and stream flow monitoring.

Objective #2: TVAS Management and Planning

Improved data and understanding of the TVAS will facilitate the following management and
planning actions:

. Reevaluation of the moratorium that has been in effect since 1995

. Support drought planning;

. Support efforts at assessing potential effects of water management strategies
on the TVAS;

. Continue to increase transparency of planning process;

. Organize a periodic Water Forum (“Water Summit”) to assess the state of

the aquifer and discuss emerging issucs and opportunities.

Objective #3: Additional Storage and Supply

Additional storage and other sources of water supply may be needed in the future to offset the
increased variability of water supply and additional water demand. Because of the extended lead

15



time required for initiating storage and water supply projects, study of these projects should be
continual. This will ensure the information is available when decisions need to be made. The
following actions should be part of the evaluation of future supply options:

. Continue the study of the feasibility of potential surface water storage projects
in a manner that comprehensively addresses supply options and avoids
conflict;

. Investigate the feasibility of utilizing managed recharge for meeting future

water demands;

. Support the exchange of the USBOR’s salmon flow augmentation space in
Lucky Peak (excluding stream flow maintenance) with replacement water
supply consistent with the Nez Perce term sheet;

. Evaluate augmentation of existing cloudseeding programs as an option for
increasing water supply.

Objective #4: Reducing Demand through Water Conservation

Consistent with state law supporting water conservation (section 42-250. Idaho Code) and
protecting conserved water from forfeiture (section 42-223, Idaho Code), the following actions
should be taken to conserve water and reduce demand for ground water from the TVAS:

. Promote education to encourage conservation;
. Encourage conservation and efficient use of ground water;
. Encourage conservation and efficient use of surface water, where a viable
opportunity exists, taking into consideration the benefits of incidental
recharge;
. Support efforts for retrofitting neighborhoods with pressurized
irrigation;
. Encourage and support wastewater/gray water reuse in appropriate circumstances;
. Encourage or support incentives for conservation;
. Develop guidelines for conservation programs.

Objective #5: Potential Conversion of Water Use from Agriculture to Other Uses

Urbanization has changed some water demand from agricultural irrigation to residential irrigation
and other uses. This trend is expected to continue into the future as additional growth occurs. The
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intent of these actions is to ensure that irrigation water is available for residential use and
irrigation entities continue to have financial viability and protection of

infrastructure. Domestic irrigation provided through the canal systems is also beneficial

because it reduces the amount of water that municipal water systems need to provide. The
following actions should be undertaken to ensure orderly transition of water use from agriculture
to DCMI and other uses:

. Continue to support the use of surface water on those lands that convert from
agriculture to DCMI and other uses utilizing the existing irrigation entities;
. Support voluntary cooperative arrangements between irrigation entities

and municipal providers to deliver surface water recognizing the long-term
challenges associated with maintaining Homeowners Association-owned
systems;

. Encourage the use of water marketing to meet current and future needs including
the use of the Rental Pool and the Bank.

Objective #6: Preserve and Protect Water Delivery Infrastructure

The integrity of the delivery system is vital to the optimal use of water in the Treasure
Valley. The following actions recognize specific components of the water delivery
system that will ensure continued integrity

into the future:

. Support voluntary arrangements between irrigation entities and municipalities to
ensure long-term maintenance of new residential irrigation systems;

. Seek funding from a diversity of sources;

. Secure easements/access to canals for maintenance in face of growth;

. Continue to support considerations of security, both in terms of infrastructure
and on water quality;

. Support the rehabilitation and modernization of water delivery
infrastructure;

. Inform planning and zoning and road construction authorities at both the local and

state level to help the irrigation community protect its easements and right- of-way
to maintain the canals and ditches that provide irrigation water.
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Miller, Neeley

From: David Monsees [dmmonsees @ gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2012 7:53 PM
To: iwrb-info

Cc: David the Elder Monsees

Subject: RE: State Planning Questions/Comments

Comment from David Monsees for the IWRB concerning CAMP:

| respectfully submit that the resolution on the last page of the Proposed Idaho State Water Plan be
deleted from this document. A political resolution has no place in a planning document which should
be based on good science and good management practices.

Also the document should not allow the construction of more dams which have done serious harm to
the economy and ecological welfare of a state which once had a flourishing salmon industry. Dams
are only temporary devices (they silt up) which cater to agriculture at the expense of other industries.

Water conservation should be a major priority which would include incentives and penalties.
Encouragement never accomplished much of anything except to delay needed change. Efficient and
enforced water conservation alone could take care of water needs for years to come, even with
increased population.

Given global warming trends, a drought plan should be developed within one year from now.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Dr. David M. Monsees
1123 N Watson Way
Eagle, Idaho 83616
ph: 202-669-6431
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Idaho Conservation League
| PO Bax 844, Boise, 11 83701
| N I45.0933

September 29, 2012

Idaho Water Resource Board
Submitted via email

Re: Comments on the Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan

Dear Chairman Uhling and members of the Board:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer
Management Plan. Since 1973, the Idaho Conservation League has worked to protect Idaho’s
clean water, clean air, wilderness, and quality of life. As Idaho's largest state-based conservation
organization, we represent over 20,000 supporters, most of whom live in the Treasure Valley. We
submit these comments in the abiding belief that Idaho’s water is arguably its most precious
resource, and Idaho’s future depends on proactive and smart water management.

ICL commends the Board for instigating the CAMP process in the Treasure Valley.
Understanding that this collaborative process has meant years of long meetings and deep
research, ICL is pleased to see that the outcome represents a multi-prong approach to securing
the Treasure Valley’s water future. More detailed written comments accompany this letter,
however, we would like to emphasize our most important recommendations here.

First, ICL submits that the Implementation section of the TV CAMP should include a prioritized
list of actions. Such direction is needed to keep the CAMP process moving and to prevent
conflict.

Second, ICL submits that a definitive study of future demand be the CAMP’s primary research
priority. While it is accepted that we will have additional water use demands in fifty years, there
is not consensus on the amount of water that will be needed. In order to meet its goal of
providing reliable water sources fifty years into the future, the amount should be definitively
determined. Other research priorities should include the hydraulic connection between ground
and surface water, and the creation of a drought plan.

Idaho Conservation League’s Comments on the Treasure Valley 1/6
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Finally, ICL submits that CAMP project priorities include mainstem diversion upgrades and
automation, as well as local water conservation plans. Especially when contrasted against the
construction of new storage projects, these projects are economical and easily implemented.
Moreover, they will streamline water use, allowing Treasure Valley water managers and IDWR
to know what our true water needs are.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this very important process. Please feel free
to contact me regarding any questions you may have regarding ICL’s comments. I can be
reached at mkellner@idahoconservation.org, or 208.345.6933 ext. 32.

Thank you,

Marie Callaway Kellner
Water Associate, Idaho Conservation League

Idaho Conservation League’s Comments on the Treasure Valley 2/6
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Idaho Conservation League’s Comments

ICL’s comments are organized as follows: 1) overarching recommendations as related to the
three CAMP goals, 2) substantive comments related to the body of the TV CAMP, and 3)
suggested technical edits related to the body of the TV CAMP.

The Three General CAMP Goals

In keeping with the three general CAMP goals, ICL recommends the following:
Provide reliable sources of water projecting 50 years into the future

* Asis highlighted in the CAMP at p. 20, anticipated future demand is not definitively
known. In order to meet the CAMP’s 50-year projection goal, a definitive study of
anticipated future demand must be a priority of the CAMP. Arguably, this study should
be the highest research priority of the CAMP as without a clear understanding of where
and what our water needs are, the rest of our planning and management may be
misdirected.

Develop Strategies to Avoid Conflicts over Water Resources

* Creation of a Drought Plan should be an utmost planning priority. Proceeding into an
era of climate change without a written plan for how to proceed during drought begs for
conflict between water users.

* Conjunctive management should be implemented. While conjunctive management will
no doubt be a source of conflict between water users, it is the most accurate and
responsible way to manage our water resources. The sooner it is implemented, the
sooner water users can start to adjust to its implications. In order to implement
conjunctive management, research of the hydraulic connection between our surface and
groundwater should be a research priority.

Prioritize Future Investments in Water

* Funding for upgrades and automation of mainstem river diversions should be a priority.
Diversion upgrades and automation will both result in the more efficient diversions and,
thus, more efficient use of water.

Substantive Comments Related to the Body of the TV CAMP

Executive Summary

In its recommended actions section, the Executive Summary recommends the following action:
“Investigate and support additional storage and supply.” (p.2, col. 2) Especially as compared to
the other stated recommended actions, the term “support” indicates that the storage option is the
preferred alternative. This is not in keeping with the content of the Actions Needed section of
the TV CAMP, which implies equal support for all the recommended actions. (p.26-31).
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Executive summaries are intended to be brief introductions to the most important aspects of a
report. By using the term “support” in this manner, the TV CAMP Executive Summary
incorrectly leaves the reader with the idea that additional storage is the preferred alternative to all
other conservation, planning and management measures.

Therefore, in order to properly reflect the tenor of the entire TV CAMP document, the term
“support” should be deleted leaving the second recommended action on page 2 to read:
“Investigate additional storage and supply.”

Background and Current Condition
Drought, p. 10

In addition to the provided information about drought and its history in the Treasure Valley, the
TV CAMP should 1) define drought, 2) provide anticipated drought plan details, 3) explain why
no drought plan currently exists, and 4) make the creation of a drought plan a priority.

Challenges Associated with Distribution, p. 16
Ability of water infrastructure to meet existing and future needs.
* What are the mechanisms that have “existed for decades?” They need to be articulated.

* The statement: “It is important to retain this protection for the current and future benefit
of the region” is not in keeping with the TV CAMP’s other stated challenges. Itisa
value statement, whereas the other challenges are factual statements. This statement
should be deleted, or, alternatively, the importance of retaining the current infrastructure
should be explained.

* As the Treasure Valley grows and land use changes lead to more water use changes, ICL
respectfully submits that water delivery needs will also change. What has served the
valley for the past one hundred years may very well not be what best serves the valley in
the next hundred years. Maintenance of the status quo should not be a goal unless it is
determined that the status quo is truly the best option. As currently written, the TV
CAMP and, particularly, this specific challenge do not sufficiently articulate why
Treasure Valley water delivery should proceed under the status quo.

Challenges Associated with Water Use and Needs, p. 21

Meeting water needs and uses associated with future development patterns in a manner that
minimizes conflict.

* This stated challenge highlights the need for a definitive study regarding future
demand.

Maintaining Quality of Life.

* ICL commends the TV CAMP for acknowledging this challenge. While the Boise
River’s recreational and aesthetic values, along with the property value increases it
provides, seem subjective, they are quantifiable. Statistical models exist which
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quantify the relationship between rivers and real estate values, as well as rivers and
their recreational benefits. In order to face this challenge head on, the enhancement to
quality of life that the Boise River provides should be quantified.

Meeting Environmental Needs

* ICL commends the TV CAMP for acknowledging this challenge. However, while
difficult to assess, the impact of diversions on the natural environment is arguably no
more difficult to assess than any other challenge in the plan. This assessment should
be a stated research goal.

Meeting Water Supply Needs

* While water storage proposals are a method of meeting water supply needs, they are
not the only method. In order to meet the challenge of planning for currently unknown
future water needs, we must efficiently manage our current water use as well as
proactively plan for development. Voluntary measures will not be enough; local land
use plans and planning & zoning commissions should be required to incorporate water
use and development restrictions into their plans.

Actions Needed
Reducing Demand Through Water Conservation, p. 27

ICL is pleased to see this stated action and submits that it be the highest implementation priority.
Not only would conservation measures result in the discovery of water to address anticipated
future water needs, these efforts are cheaper, and more socially and environmentally palatable
than the construction associated with storage reservoirs in the Boise basin. Additionally, all of
these measures could provide opportunities for growth without requiring more overall water
storage. Finally, many of the stated conservation measures can be implemented almost
immediately.

Treasure Valley CAMP Implementation

In order to facilitate implementation, the Implementation section of the TV CAMP should have a
list of project and research priorities. ICL submits that research priorities include 1) anticipated
future demand in light of population and land use changes, 2) ground and surface water
connections, and 3) creation of a Treasure Valley Drought Plan. ICL submits that project
priorities include 1) mainstem diversion upgrades, 2) mainstem diversion automation, and 3)
creation of local water conservation plans, including education and outreach ideas.

Suggested Technical Edits to the Body of the TV CAMP

p. 9, Col. 1, end of 1st paragraph: For readability and more accurate description, change “These
base flows are an important part to efficiently deliver irrigation water...” to “These base flows
play an important role in efficiently delivering irrigation water....”
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p. 9 Col. 2, 2/3 down page: For accuracy of meaning, change “...evapotranspiration is expected
to increase with increases in temperature.” to “...evapotranspiration is expected to increase
because of increases in temperature.”

p. 13, Col. 2, 3d sentence, final paragraph: IfI understand this sentence correctly, the term
“create” seems more appropriate than “fix.”

p. 14, Col. 1, 1st Sentence, 2d paragraph: For efficiency, delete the word “and” from the phrase
“municipal and industrial.”

p. 14, Col. 2, 1st full sentence: For clarity, insert a comma after the word “purposes”
p. 17, Col. 1, Ist sentence: For clarity, change comma to semi-colon after “(DCMI)”
p- 20, Col. 1, %2 down page:

* In the sentence which starts “In 1988, four of the five irrigation...” change the word
“who” to either “which” or “that.”

* For clarity and consistency in the next sentence, strike the phrase “More recently”,
leaving the sentence to read “In 2010, the BPBC completed...”

* Delete the comma in “Upstream of the reservoir system the, Atlanta Power...”
p. 22, Col. 1, 2d paragraph:

* The phrase that ends the first sentence--“currently subject to administration.”--is
superfluous and should be deleted.

* For clarity, in the second sentence, the word “under” should be changed to “pursuant to”
p. 22, Col. 2, top %2 of page:

* In the first full sentence, the word “help” should be “helps”

e In the second to last sentence, the word “are” should be “is”

p. 23, Col. 1, 1st full paragraph: For clarity and readability, insert a comma after the phrase “To
date” in the final sentence.

p. 23, Col. 2, 1st full paragraph, 3d sentence: the word “it” should be “they”

p. 26, Col. 1, 1st paragraph, 2d sentence: For clarity, insert commas on both sides of the phrase
“by adopting a mix of strategies”

p. 27, Col. 2, 1st paragraph: In the 3d sentence, which starts “The intent of these actions...”, it is
unclear what the word “these” refers to.

Idaho Conservation League’s Comments on the Treasure Valley 6/6
Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan



September 30, 2012

ldaho Water Resources Board
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720

RE: TV CAMP
Dear Chairman Uhling and Idaho Water Resource Board Members:

Thank you for allowing the Sierra Club to participate in such an important process that could
have far reaching affects upon the Treasure Valley.

The Boise River and the associated Treasure Valley aquifers are interrelated. What happens
upstream and downstream on the Boise River is crucial to how the aquifers fare and
consequently how they should be managed. An adequate amount of research has not been
conducted to know the interrelationship between the River, the irrigation systems and the
aquifers. Additional measuring, modeling, and monitoring should be conducted to better
understand the complexities of the system.

The modeling should be carried a step further, and configure a drought plan for the Treasure
Valley when sufficient surface water is not available. We live in a desert. The Plan should
reflect what we, as a valley, are going to do when we have several years of inadequate
precipitation in the nearby mountains. The Plan does not address a drought plan and shouid.

With such a valuable resource that water is, it should not be wasted. The Plan should provide
more incentives for reducing water consumption and increasing efficiency of use by the general
public, municipalities, industry and agriculture. Other cities and regions, often with higher
annual precipitation values are way ahead of the Treasure Valley on their conservation and
efficiency measures. Not that we have to keep up with other areas, but if the technology is out
there, why not use it to better utilize our precious resource?

An adequate drought plan and conservation/efficiency measures would eliminate the need for
additional surface storage. Dams are ecological disasters and extremely expensive to build and
maintain. Conservation programs can be implemented much quicker and paid for at a mere
fraction of the cost of a dam installation. Conservation/efficiency programs should be considered
before dams. Dams considered on the Boise River would destroy prime bull trout habitat along
with other riparian corridors. The Middle Fork of the Boise is a beautiful free flowing river for
fishing, kayaking/rafting and enjoying time along the tree lined river. A dam constructed at
Arrowrock would destroy miles of this prime river. Precipitation records indicate that only
enough water wouid be available in one out of eight or ten years to fill such a structure. A dam
being filled once every 8 or 10 years is not worth losing such a valuable resource upstream.



The Plan should be based on scientifically accurate information and ecologically sound
principles to provide a clear path for future direction. More effort should be put into

understanding the system, devising conservation and energy efficiency measures before a dam
is considered.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate on the Advisory Committee and provide general
comments.

Sincerely,

Idaho Chapter of the Sierra Club
503 W Franklin
Boise, |D 83702
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From: Aurele LaMontagne [aulamontagne @ gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 30, 2012 10:49 PM

To: TVCAMP

Subject: RE: Proposed Treasure Valley CAMP Public Comments

IDWR, I have read the CAMP document and there are a few things that stand out. It is clear that canal and
irrigation companies greatly influence the flow of water in the valley and a portion of the IDWR budget. The
Treasure Valley was no doubt named for its successful agriculture. However, the issue for the future is the
lock-down on changing the use of water to municipal or any reduced usage. An example of this is the
Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996 a piece of legislation that makes sense but it seams it may threaten a shift
in control and the need for an irrigation company. In 2005 with Id. code 67-6537, it appears the need for
irrigation ditches and canals will be maintained in the face of rampant speculative development that may
otherwise change water rights into municipal water rights. IDWR has repeated in the CAMP that conversion of
use is necessary and conservation is a good idea ("develop incentives to reduce demand"). However, with laws
like 67-6537, concepts such as beneficial use (this is irrigation not environmental flows), and mandates such as
full appropriation, conservation doesn't stand a chance and more storage will be required. Get tough on your
own laws that limit IDWR's options for "adaptive management" and future water needs. Pass a law that is
consistent with the development make sure that enough of the irrigation rights in new subdivisions and other
developments match the municipal needs created by the development! If the Boise River is fully appropriated,
and changing to domestic use actually reduces water use from irrigation as stated in CAMP, then we should
have a declining need for water in the future!? Needs will change and exploration should be split between
management, new sources, and changes to Idaho water law.

There is an interesting disconnect between the ground water and surface water on the use side but relative
clarity on the recharge side as a contemporary and future water source in the water budget schematic; please
hurry the adjudication so we can connect these sources on the use side and account for them properly.

As an avid fisherman I am encouraged by the amount of emotion, time, energy, and money that goes towards
maintaining the quality of life in Boise; the Boise River being the keystone of it all. Word on the street is that if
you want trophy trout, fish the New York Canal and if you cannot catch them, you can net them by the
thousands when the canal is shut off. No screen on the new Whitewater Park diversion. Does IDFG know
where its fish are? I think IDWR can can do more than "Explore opportunities to minimize fish entrainment in
the canal system." Perhaps the CAMP could couple irrigation maintenance and expansion funding to include
screens on future upgrades with a schedule to screen all existing canals.

The CAMP predicts about 80,000 AF more water will be needed by 2060. CAMP also shows 40,000 AF goes
to salmon. The implication was clear, if the salmon get 40,000 then Boise needs more storage. Please do not
propose a new storage facility under the veil of water for salmon. Just tell it like it is, and cite the laws that
prohibit water conversion towards conservation and change of use. Then perhaps the public can try to change
the laws and IDWR can add a very useful tool to its adaptive management toolbox.

In conclusion, irrigation and canal companies are an important part of the Treasure Valley's history and future.
However, as Valley needs change so should the relationship with these companies. If they are to receive public
(IDWR) support, legislative protections, and tax dollars, they need to become participants and partners in the
change and IDWR needs to mandate it. Let's treasure the valley and make things like canal screens happen,
provide flow related protections for the Boise River and advocating for laws that allow conversion of use from
irrigation when and where it makes sense. Planning for more storage is necessary but construction is



inappropriate when it only feeds additional expanded "full appropriation” and is a work around for laws that do
not allow water use to change and reduce in response to changing needs and sentiment.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on CAMP.
Aurele Lamontagne
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,

Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and
its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

o The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.

o The Plan should be strengthened by recommending adoption of
incentives and penalties to reduce the waste of water.

o The Plan should not support continued study of a new water
storage dam on the Boise River because a new dam would be
unreliable and enormously expensive and damaging.
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,
Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and

its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

o The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,
Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and

its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

» The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.

e The Plan should be strengthened by recommending adoption of
incentives and penalties to reduce the waste of water.

o The Plan should not support continued study of a new water
storage dam on the Boise River because a new dam would be
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,

Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and
its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

o The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.

o The Plan should be strengthened by recommending adoption of
incentives and penalties to reduce the waste of water.

e The Plan should not support continued study of a new water

storage dam on the Boise River because a new dam would be
unreliable and enormously expensive and damaging.
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,

Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and
its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

o The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.

o The Plan should be strengthened by recommending adoption of
incentives and penalties to reduce the waste of water.

e The Plan should not support continued study of a new water
storage dam on the Boise River because a new dam would be
unreliable and enormously expensive and damaging.
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,

Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and
its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

o The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,

Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and
its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

o The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.

e The Plan should be strengthened by recommending adoption of
incentives and penalties to reduce the waste of water.

o The Plan should not support continued study of a new water
storage dam on the Boise River because a new dam would be
unreliable and enormously expensive and damaging.
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Dear Chairman and members of the Idaho Water Resource Board,

Thank you for accepting this comment on the draft Treasure Valley
Comprehensive Aquifer Plan. The health of the Boise River and
its companion aquifer are very important to me.

Sensible water management will protect the Boise River and make
our communities more resistant to drought and climate change.

e The Plan should put highest priority on research and the
development of advanced water management and planning tools.

o The Plan should be strengthened by recommending adoption of
incentives and penalties to reduce the waste of water.

o The Plan should not support continued study of a new water
storage dam on the Boise River because a new dam would be
unreliable and enormously expensive and damaging.
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