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Public Law 96-189
96 Congress

AnAct

Feb 8. 1980 To consent to the amended Bear River Compact between the States of Utah, Idaho, and
[H.R. 4320] Wyoming.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in

Bear River Compact

Congress assembled, That the consent of Congress is given to the amended Bear River

Congressional consent ~ Compact between the States of Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming. Such compact reads as follows:

AMENDED BEAR RIVER COMPACT

The State of Idaho, the State of Utah and the State of Wyoming, acting through their
by Idaho, Utah and respective Commissioners after negotiations participated in by a representative of the

Amended agreement

Wyoming United

States of America appointed by the President, have agreed to an Amended Bear

River Compact as follows:

A.

Definitions

1.

AMENDED BEAR RIVER COMPACT

ARTICLE ]

The major purposes of this Compact are to remove the causes of present and
future controversy over the distribution and use of the waters of the Bear River; to
provide for efficient use of water for multiple purposes; to permit additional
development of the water resources of Bear River; to promote interstate comity;
and to accomplish an equitable apportionment of the waters of the Bear River
among the compacting States.

The physical and all other conditions peculiar to the Bear River constitute the basis
for this Compact. No general principle or precedent with respect to any other

interstate stream is intended to be established.

ARTICLE II

As used in this Compact the term

“Bear River” means the Bear River and its tributaries from its source in the Uinta
Mountains to its mouth in Great Salt Lake;

“Bear Lake” means Bear Lake and Mud Lake;

“Upper Division” means the portion of Bear River from its source in the Uinta
Mountains to and including Pixley Dam, a diversion dam in the Southeast Quarter
of Section 25, Township 23 North, Range 120 West, Sixth Principal Meridian,
Wyoming;

“Central Division” means the portion of Bear River from Pixley Dam to and
including Stewart Dam, a diversion dam in Section 34, Township 13 South, Range
44 East, Boise Base and Meridian, Idaho;

“Lower Division” means the portion of the Bear River between Stewart Dam and
Great Salt Lake, including Bear Lake and its tributary drainage;

“Upper Utah Section Diversions” means the sum of all diversions in second-feet
from the Bear River and the tributaries of the Bear River joining the Bear River
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
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upstream from the point where the Bear River crosses the Utah-Wyoming State
line above Evanston, Wyoming; excluding the diversions by the Hilliard East Fork
Canal, Lannon Canal, Lone Mountain Ditch, and Hilliard West Side Canal;

“Upper Wyoming Section Diversions” means the sum of all diversions in second-
feet from the Bear River main stem from the point where the Bear River crosses
the Utah-Wyoming State line above Evanston, Wyoming, to the point where the
Bear River crosses the Wyoming-Utah State line east of Woodruff, Utah, and
including the diversions by the Hilliard East Fork Canal, Lannon Canal, Lone
Mountain Ditch, and Hilliard West Side Canal;

“Lower Utah Section Diversions” means the sum of all diversions in second-feet
from the Bear River main stem from the point where the Bear River crosses the
Wyoming-Utah State line east of Woodruff, Utah, to the point where the Bear River
crosses the Utah-Wyoming State line northeast of Randolph, Utah;

“Lower Wyoming Section Diversions” means the sum of all diversions in second-
feet from the Bear River main stem from the point where the Bear River crosses
the Utah-Wyoming State line northeast of Randolph to and including the diversion
at Pixley Dam;

“Commission” means the Bear River Commission, organized pursuant to Article III
of this Compact;

“Water user” means a person, corporation, or other entity having a right to divert
water from the Bear River for beneficial use;

“Second-foot” means a flow of one cubic foot of water per second of time passing a
given point;

“Acre-foot” means the quantity of water required to cover one acre to a depth of
one foot, equivalent to 43,560 cubic feet;

“Biennium” means the 2-year period commencing on October 1 of the first odd-
numbered year after the effective date of this Compact and each 2-year period
thereafter;

“Water year” means the period beginning October 1 and ending September 30 of
the following year;

“Direct flow” means all water flowing in a natural watercourse except water
released from storage or imported from a source other than the Bear River
watershed;

“Border Gaging Station” means the stream flow gaging station in Idaho on the Bear
River above Thomas Fork near the Wyoming-Idaho boundary line in the Northeast
Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 15, Township 14 South, Range 46 East,
Boise Base and Meridian, Idaho;

“Smiths Fork” means a Bear River tributary which rises in Lincoln County,
Wyoming, and flows in a general southwesterly direction to its confluence with
Bear River near Cokeville, Wyoming;

“Grade Creek” means a Smiths Fork tributary which rises in Lincoln County,
Wyoming, and flows in a westerly direction and in its natural channel is tributary
to Smiths Fork in Section 17, Township 25 North, Range 118 West, Sixth Principal
Meridian, Wyoming;

“Pine Creek” means a Smiths Fork tributary which rises in Lincoln County,
Wyoming, emerging from its mountain canyon in Section 34, Township 25 North,
Range 118 West, Sixth Principal Meridian, Wyoming, and in its natural channel is
tributary to Smiths Fork in Section 36, Township 25 North, Range 119 West, Sixth
Principal Meridian, Wyoming;

“Bruner Creek” and “Pine Creek Springs” means Smiths Fork tributaries which rise
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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in Lincoln County, Wyoming, in Sections 31 and 32, Township 25 North, Range 118
West, Sixth Principal Meridian, and in their natural channels are tributary to
Smiths Fork in Section 36, Township 25 North, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal
Meridian, Wyoming;

“Spring Creek” means a Smiths Fork tributary which rises in Lincoln County,
Wyoming, in Sections 1 and 2, Township 24, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal
Meridian, Wyoming, and flows in a general westerly direction to its confluence
with Smiths Fork in Section 4, Township 24 North, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal
Meridian, Wyoming;

“Sublette Creek” means the Bear River tributary which rises in Lincoln County,
Wyoming, and flows in a general westerly direction to its confluence with Bear
River in Section 20, Township 24 North, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal Meridian,
Wyoming;

“Hobble Creek” means the Smiths Fork tributary which rises in Lincoln County,
Wyoming, and flows in a general southwesterly direction to its confluence with
Smiths Fork in Section 35, Township 28 North, Range 118 West, Sixth Principal
Meridian, Wyoming;

“Hilliard East Fork Canal” means that irrigation canal which diverts water from the
right bank of the East Fork of Bear River in Summit County, Utah, at a point West
1,310 feet and North 330 feet from the Southeast corner of Section 16, Township 2
North, Range 10 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Utah, and runs in a northerly
direction crossing the Utah-Wyoming State line into the Southwest Quarter of
Section 21, Township 12 North, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal Meridian,
Wyoming;

“Lannon Canal” means that irrigation canal which diverts water from the right
bank of the Bear River in Summit County, Utah, East 1,480 feet from the West
Quarter corner of Section 19, Township 3 North, Range 10 East, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian, Utah, and runs in a northerly direction crossing the Utah-Wyoming State
line into the South Half of Section 20, Township 12 North, Range 119 West, Sixth
Principal Meridian, Wyoming;

“Lone Mountain Ditch” means that irrigation canal which diverts water from the
right bank of the Bear River in Summit County, Utah, North 1,535 feet and East
1,120 feet from the West Quarter corner of Section 19, Township 3 North, Range
10 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Utah, and runs in a northerly direction
crossing the Utah-Wyoming State line into the South Half of Section 20, Township
12 North, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal Meridian, Wyoming;

“Hilliard West Side Canal” means that irrigation canal which diverts water from the
right bank of the Bear River in Summit County, Utah, at a point North 2,190 feet
and East 1,450 feet from the South Quarter corner of Section 13, Township 3
North, Range 9 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Utah, and runs in a northerly
direction crossing the Utah-Wyoming State line into the South Half of Section 20,
Township 12 North, Range 119 West, Sixth Principal Meridian, Wyoming;

“Francis Lee Canal” means that irrigation canal which diverts water from the left
bank of the Bear River in Uinta County, Wyoming, in the Northeast Quarter corner
of Section 30, Township 18 North, Range 120 West, Sixth Principal Meridian,
Wyoming, and runs in a westerly direction across the Wyoming-Utah State line
into Section 16, Township 9 North, Range 8 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian,
Utah;

“Chapman Canal” means that irrigation canal which diverts water from the left
bank of the Bear River in Uinta County, Wyoming, in the Northeast Quarter of
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Section 36, Township 16 North, Range 121 West, Sixth Principal Meridian,
Wyoming, and runs in a northerly direction crossing over the low divided into the
Saleratus drainage basin near the Southeast corner of Section 36, Township 17
North, Range 121 West, Sixth Principal Meridian, Wyoming, and then in a general
westerly direction crossing the Wyoming-Utah State line;

“Neponset Reservoir” means that reservoir located principally in Sections 34 and
35, Township 8 North, Range 7 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Utah, having a
capacity of 6,900 acre-feet.

ARTICLE III

There is hereby created an interstate administrative agency to be known as the
“Bear River Commission” which is hereby constituted a legal entity and in such
name shall exercise the powers hereinafter specified. The Commission shall be
composed of nine Commissioners, three Commissioners representing each
signatory State, and if appointed by the President, one additional Commissioner
representing the United States of America who shall serve as chairman, without
vote. Each Commissioner, except the chairman, shall have one vote. The State
Commissioners shall be selected in accordance with State law. Six Commissioners
who shall include two Commissioners from each State shall constitute a quorum.
The vote of at least two-thirds of the Commissioners when a quorum is present
shall be necessary for the action of the Commission.

The compensation and expenses of each Commissioner and each adviser shall be
paid by the government which he represents. All expenses incurred by the
Commission in the administration of this Compact, except those paid by the United
States of America, shall be paid by the signatory States on an equal basis.

The Commission shall have power to:

1. Adopt bylaws, rules, and regulations not inconsistent with this Compact;

2. Acquire, hold, convey or otherwise dispose of property;

3. Employ such persons and contract for such services as may be necessary to
carry out its duties under this Compact;

4. Sue and be sued as a legal entity in any court of record of a signatory State, and
in any court of the United States having jurisdiction of such action;

5. Co-operate with State and Federal agencies in matters relating to water
pollution of interstate significance;

6. Perform all functions required of it by this Compact and do all things
necessary, proper or convenient in the performance of its duties hereunder,
independently or in co-operation with others, including State and Federal
agencies.

The Commission shall:

1. Enforce this Compact and its order made hereunder by suit or other
appropriate action;

2. Compile a report covering the work of the Commission and expenditures
during the current biennium, and an estimate of expenditures for the following
biennium and transmit it to the President of the United States and to the
Governors of the signatory States on or before July 1 following each biennium.
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ARTICLE IV

Water rights, Rights to direct flow water shall be administered in each signatory State under State law,
limitations with the following limitations:

A. When there is a water emergency, as hereinafter defined for each division, water
shall be distributed therein as provided below.
1. Upper Division
a. When the divertible flow as defined below for the Upper Division is less
than 1,250 second-feet, a water emergency shall be deemed to exist therein
and such divertible flow is allocated for diversion in the river sections of
the Division as follows:

Upper Utah Section Diversions 0.6 percent
Upper Wyoming Section Diversions 49.3 percent
Lower Utah Section Diversions 40.5 percent
Lower Wyoming Section Diversions 9.6 percent

Such divertible flow shall be the total of the following five items:
(1) Upper Utah Section Diversions in second-feet
(2) Upper Wyoming Section Diversions in second-feet
(3) Lower Utah Section Diversions in second-feet
(4) Lower Wyoming Section Diversions in second-feet
(5) The flow in second-feet passing Pixley Dam

b. The Hilliard East Fork Canal, Lannon Canal, Lone Mountain Ditch, and
Hilliard West Side Canal, which divert water in Utah to irrigate lands in
Wyoming, shall be supplied from the divertible flow allocated to the Upper
Wyoming Section Diversions.

c. The Chapman, Bear River, and Francis Lee Canals, which divert water from
the main stem of Bear River in Wyoming to irrigate lands in both Wyoming
and Utah, shall be supplied from the divertible flow allocated to the Upper
Wyoming Section Diversions.

d. The Beckwith Quinn West Side Canal, which diverts water from the main
stem of Bear River in Utah to irrigate lands in both Utah and Wyoming,
shall be supplied from the divertible flow allocated to the Lower Utah
Section Diversions.

e. If for any reason the aggregate of all diversions in a river section of the
Upper Division does not equal the allocation of water thereto, the unused
portion of such allocation shall be available for use in the other river
sections in the Upper Division in the following order: (1) In the other river
section of the same State in which the unused allocation occurs; and (2) in
the river sections of the other State. No permanent right of use shall be
established by the distribution of water pursuant to this paragraph e.

f.  Water allocated to the several sections shall be distributed in each section
in accordance with State law.

2. Central Division

a. When either the divertible flow as hereinafter defined for the Central
Division is less than 870 second-feet, or the flow of the Bear River at
Border Gaging Station is less than 350 second-feet, whichever shall first
occur, a water emergency shall be deemed to exist in the Central Division
and the total of all diversions in Wyoming from Grade Creek, Pine Creek,
Bruner Creek and Pine Creek Springs, Spring Creek, Sublette Creek, Smiths
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Fork, and all the tributaries of Smiths Fork above the mouth of Hobble
Creek including Hobble Creek, and from the main stem of the Bear River
between Pixley Dam and the point where the river crosses the Wyoming-
Idaho State line near Border shall be limited for the benefit of the State of
Idaho, to not exceed forty-three (43) percent of the divertible flow. The
remaining fifty-seven (57) percent of the divertible flow shall be available
for use in Idaho in the Central Division, but if any portion of such allocation
is not used therein it shall be available for use in Idaho in the Lower
Division.
The divertible flow for the Central Division shall be the total of the
following three items:
(1) Diversions in second-feet in Wyoming consisting of the sum of all
diversions from Grade Creek, Pine Creek, Bruner Creek and Pine Creek
Springs, Spring Creek, Sublette Creek, and Smiths Fork and all the
tributaries of Smiths Fork above the mouth of Hobble Creek including
Hobble Creek, and the main stem of the Bear River between Pixley Dam
and the point where the river crosses the Wyoming-ldaho State line
near Border, Wyoming.
(2) Diversions in second-feet in Idaho from the Bear River main stem
from the point where the river crosses the Wyoming-Idaho State line
near Border to Stewart Dam including West Fork Canal which diverts
at Stewart Dam.
(3) Flow in second-feet of the Rainbow Inlet Canal and of the Bear
River passing downstream from Stewart Dam.

b. The Cook Canal, which diverts water from the main stem of the Bear River
in Wyoming to irrigate lands in both Wyoming and Idaho, shall be
considered a Wyoming diversion and shall be supplied from the divertible
flow allocated to Wyoming.

c. Water allocated to each State shall be distributed in accordance with State
law.

3. Lower Division

a. When the flow of water across the Idaho-Utah boundary line is insufficient
to satisfy water rights in Utah, covering water applied to beneficial use
prior to January 1, 1976, any water user in Utah may file a petition with the
Commission alleging that by reason of diversions in Idaho he is being
deprived of water to which he is justly entitled, and that by reason thereof,
a water emergency exists, and requesting distribution of water under the
direction of the Commission. If the Commission finds a water emergency
exists, it shall put into effect water delivery schedules based on priority of
rights and prepared by the Commission without regard to the boundary
line for all or any part of the Division, and during such emergency, water
shall be delivered in accordance with such schedules by the State official
charged with the administration of public waters.

B. The Commission shall have authority upon its own motion (1) to declare a water
Eﬁﬁfﬁfncy declaration emergency in any or all river divisions based upon its determination that there are
v diversions which violate this Compact and which encroach upon water rights in a
lower State, (2) to make appropriate orders to prevent such encroachments, and
(3) to enforce such orders by action before State administrative officials or by

court proceedings.
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C. When the flow of water in an interstate tributary across a State boundary line is

insufficient to satisfy water rights on such tributary in a lower State, any water
user may file a petition with the Commission alleging that by reason of diversions
in an upstream State he is being deprived of water to which he is justly entitled
and that by reason thereof a water emergency exists, and requesting distribution
of water under the direction of the Commission. If the Commission finds that a
water emergency exists and that interstate control of water of such tributary is
necessary, it shall put into effect water delivery schedules based on priority of
rights and prepared without regard to the State boundary line. The State officials
in charge of water distribution on interstate tributaries may appoint and fix the
compensation and expenses of a joint water commissioner for each tributary. The
proportion of the compensation and expenses to be paid by each State shall be
determined by the ratio between the number of acres therein which are irrigated
by diversions from such tributary, and the total number of acres irrigated from
such tributary.

In preparing interstate water delivery schedules the Commission, upon notice and
after public hearings, shall make findings of fact as to the nature, priority, and
extent of water rights, rates of flow, duty of water, irrigated acreages, types of
crops, time of use, and related matters; provided that such schedules shall
recognize and incorporate therein priority of water rights as adjudicated in each of
the signatory States. Such findings of fact shall, in any court or before any tribunal,
constitute prima facie evidence of the facts found.

Water emergencies provided for herein shall terminate on September 30 of each
year unless terminated sooner or extended by the Commission.

ARTICLEV

Water rights in the Lower Division acquired under the laws of Idaho and Utah
covering water applied to beneficial use prior to January 1, 1976, are hereby
recognized and shall be administered in accordance with State law based on
priority of rights as provided in Article 1V, paragraph A3. Rights to water first
applied to beneficial use on or after January 1, 1976, shall be satisfied from the
respective allocations made to Idaho and Utah in this paragraph and the water
allocated to each State shall be administered in accordance with State law. Subject
to the foregoing provisions, the remaining water in the Lower Division, including
ground water tributary to the Bear River, is hereby apportioned for use in Idaho
and Utah as follows:

(1) Idaho shall have the first right to the use of such remaining water resulting in
an annual depletion of not more than 125,000 acre-feet.

(2) Utah shall have the second right to the use of such remaining water resulting in
an annual depletion of not more than 275,000 acre-feet.

(3) Idaho and Utah shall each have an additional right to deplete annually on an
equal basis, 75,000 acre-feet of the remaining water after the rights provided
by subparagraphs (1) and (2) above have been satisfied.

(4) Any remaining water in the Lower Division after the allocations provided for in
subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3) above have been satisfied shall be divided;
thirty (30) percent to Idaho and seventy (70) percent to Utah.
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Water allocated under the above subparagraphs shall be charged against the State
in which it is used regardless of the location of the point of diversion.

Water depletions permitted under provisions of subparagraphs (1), (2), (3), and
(4) above, shall be calculated and administered by a Commission-approved
procedure.

ARTICLE VI

Existing storage rights in reservoirs constructed above Stewart Dam prior to
February 4, 1955, are as follows:

[daho . 324 acre-feet
{721 o W, 11,850 acre-feet
Wyoming .......ceveeeneeenn. 2,150 acre-feet

Additional rights are hereby granted to store in any water year above Stewart
Dam, 35,500 acre-feet of Bear River water and no more under this paragraph for
use in Utah and Wyoming; and to store in any water year in Idaho or Wyoming on
Thomas Fork 1,000 acre-feet of water for use in Idaho. Such additional storage
rights shall be subordinate to, and shall not be exercised when the effect thereof
will be to impair or interfere with (1) existing direct flow rights for consumptive
use in any river division and (2) existing storage rights above Stewart Dam, but
shall not be subordinate to any right to store water in Bear Lake or elsewhere
below Stewart Dam. One-half of the 35,500 acre-feet of additional storage right
above Stewart Dam so granted to Utah and Wyoming is hereby allocated to Utah,
and the remaining one-half thereof is allocated to Wyoming.

In addition to the rights defined in Paragraph A of this Article, further storage
entitlements above Stewart Dam are hereby granted. Wyoming and Utah are
granted an additional right to store in any year 70,000 acre-feet of Bear River
water for use in Utah and Wyoming to be divided equally; and Idaho is granted an
additional right to store 4,500 acre-feet of Bear River water in Wyoming or Idaho
for use in Idaho. Water rights granted under this paragraph and water
appropriated, including ground water tributary to Bear River, which is applied to
beneficial use on or after January 1, 1976, shall not result in an annual increase in
depletion of the flow of the Bear River and its tributaries above Stewart Dam of
more than 28,000 acre-feet in excess of the depletion as of January 1, 1976.
Thirteen thousand (13,000) acre-feet of the additional depletion above Stewart
Dam is allocated to each of Utah and Wyoming, and two thousand (2,000) acre-feet
is allocated to Idaho.

The additional storage rights provided for in this paragraph shall be subordinate
to, and shall not be exercised when the effect thereof will be to impair or interfere
with (1) existing direct flow rights for consumptive use in any river division and
(2) existing storage rights above Stewart Dam, but shall not be subordinate to any
right to store water in Bear Lake or elsewhere below Stewart Dam; provided,
however, there shall be no diversion of water to storage above Stewart Dam under
this Paragraph B when the water surface elevation of Bear Lake is below 5,911.00
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Irrigation reserve
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feet, Utah Power & Light Company datum (the equivalent of elevation 5,913.75 feet
based on the sea level datum of 1929 through the Pacific Northwest
Supplementary Adjustment of 1947). Water depletions permitted under this
Paragraph B shall be calculated and administered by a Commission-approved
procedure.

In addition to the rights defined in Article VI, Paragraphs A and B, Idaho, Utah and
Wyoming are granted the right to store and use water above Stewart Dam that
otherwise would be bypassed or released from Bear Lake at times when all other
direct flow and storage rights are satisfied. The availability of such water and the
operation of reservoir space to store water above Bear Lake under this paragraph
shall be determined by a Commission-approved procedure. The storage provided
for in this paragraph shall be subordinate to all other storage and direct flow rights
in the Bear River. Storage rights under this paragraph shall be exercised with
equal priority on the following basis: six (6) percent thereof to Idaho; forty-seven
(47) percent thereof to Utah; and forty-seven (47) percent thereof to Wyoming.

The waters of Bear Lake below elevation 5,912.91 feet, Utah Power and Light
Company Bear Lake datum (the equivalent of elevation 5,915.66 feet based on the
sea level datum of 1929 through the Pacific Northwest Supplementary Adjustment
of 1947) shall constitute a reserve for irrigation. The water of such reserve shall
not be released solely for the generation of power, except in emergency, but after
release for irrigation it may be used in generating power if not inconsistent with its
use for irrigation. Any water in Bear Lake in excess of that constituting the
irrigation reserve may be used for the generation of power or for other beneficial
uses. As new reservoir capacity above the Stewart Dam is constructed to provide
additional storage pursuant to Paragraph A of this Article, the Commission shall
make a finding in writing as to the quantity of additional storage and shall
thereupon make an order increasing the irrigation reserve in accordance with the
following table:

Lake surface elevation

Additional Storage Utah Power and Light Company
(acre-feet) Bear Lake datum

5,000 ceueeeeeeerresreseessssesessssessess s sssssssnss st sssnsssnss s sessssessenes 5,913.24
10,000 cuueereereeererereessresseeesesessessssssnssssssess s sessss s sssnsssns s sssess s nssans 5,913.56
15,000 e eese s es st 5,913.87
20,000 cuueeieereceeeeeeseessees s sete s 5,914.15
25,000 uuereereceeeeeresresees e sess s s st ss s snnssanes 5,914.41
30,000 .cuureerrceeeeeeesresssessessssessees s sess st ssesssses s sssssanns 5,914.61
35,500 ettt e 5,914.69
36,500 c.ceeeeereceeeeeie ettt 5,914.70

Subject to existing rights, each State shall have the use of water, including ground
water, for ordinary domestic and stock watering purposes, as determined by State
law and shall have the right to impound water for such proposes in reservoirs
having storage capacities not in excess, in any case, of 20 acre-feet, without
deduction from the allocation made by paragraphs A, B, and C of this Article.
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F.

The storage rights in Bear Lake are hereby recognized and confirmed subject only
to the restrictions hereinbefore recited.

ARTICLE VII

Development projects [t is the policy of the signatory States to encourage additional projects for the development
of the water resources of the Bear River to obtain the maximum beneficial use of water
with a minimum of waste, and in furtherance of such policy, authority is granted within
the limitations provided by this Compact to investigate, plan, construct, and operate such
projects without regard to State boundaries, provided that water rights for each such
project shall, except as provided in Article VI, paragraphs A and B, thereof, be subject to
rights theretofore initiated and in good standing.

Water rights, A.
acquisition

Property rights, B.
acquisition

Facilities, State C.
authority

Facilities, taxation

AMENDED BEAR RIVER COMPACT

ARTICLE VIII

No State shall deny the right of the United States of America, and subject to the
conditions hereinafter contained, no State shall deny the right of another signatory
State, any person or entity of another signatory State, to acquire rights to the use of
water or to construct or to participate in the construction and use of diversion
works and storage reservoirs with appurtenant works, canals, and conduits in one
State for use of water in another State, either directly or by exchange. Water rights
acquired for out-of-state use shall be appropriated in the State where the point of
diversion is located in the manner provided by law for appropriation of water for
use within such State.

Any signatory State, any person or any entity of any signatory State, shall have the
right to acquire in any other signatory State such property rights as are necessary
to the use of water in conformity with this Compact by donation, purchase, or, as
hereinafter provided through the exercise of the power of eminent domain in
accordance with the law of the State in which such property is located. Any
signatory State, upon the written request of the Governor of any other signatory
State for the benefit of whose water users property is to be acquired in the State to
which such written request is made, shall proceed expeditiously to acquire the
desired property either by purchase at a price acceptable to the requesting
Governor, or if such purchase cannot be made, then through the exercise of its
power of eminent domain and shall convey such property to the requesting State
or to the person or entity designated by its Governor, provided that all costs of
acquisition and expenses of every kind and nature whatsoever incurred in
obtaining such property shall be paid by the requesting State or the person or
entity designated by its Governor.

Should any facility be constructed in a signatory State by and for the benefit of
another signatory State or persons or entities therein, as above provided, the
construction, repair, replacement, maintenance and operation of such facility shall
be subject to the laws of the State in which the facility is located.

In the event lands or other taxable facilities are acquired by a signatory State in
another signatory State for the use and benefit of the former, the users of the water
made available by such facilities, as a condition precedent to the use thereof, shall
pay to the political subdivisions of the State in which such facilities are located,

Page | 10
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Water exchanges

Interstate canals,
water use

each and every year during which such rights are enjoyed for such proposes, a sum
of money equivalent to the average of the amount of taxes annually levied and
assessed against the land and improvements thereon during the ten years
preceding the acquisition of such land. Said payments shall be in full
reimbursement for the loss of taxes in such political subdivision of the State.

E. Rights to the use of water acquired under this Article shall in all respects be subject
to this Compact.

ARTICLE IX

Stored water, or water from another watershed may be turned into the channel of the Bear
River in one State and a like quantity, with allowance for loss by evaporation,
transpiration, and seepage, may be taken out of the Bear River in another State either
above or below the point where the water is turned into the channel, but in making such
exchange the replacement water shall not be inferior in quality for the purpose used or
diminished in quantity. Exchanges shall not be permitted if the effect thereof is to impair
vested rights or to cause damage for which no compensation is paid. Water from another
watershed or source which enters the Bear River by actions within a State may be claimed
exclusively by that State and use thereof by that State shall not be subject to the depletion
limitations of Articles IV, V and VI. Proof of any claimed increase in flow shall be the
burden of the State making such claim, and it shall be approved only by the unanimous
vote of the Commission.

ARTICLE X

A. The following rights to the use of Bear River water carried in interstate canals are
recognized and confirmed.

Primary

right Lands irrigated
Date of second-

Name of Canal priority feet Acres State
Hilliard East FOrk ......cccovoiiniiiiieneee 1914 28.00 2,644 Wyoming
Chapman ... 8-13-86 16.46 1,155 Wyoming
8-13-86 98.46 6,892 Utah
4-12-12 .57 40 Wyoming
5-3-12 4.07 285 Utah
5-21-12 10.17 712 Utah
2- 6-13 .79 55 Wyoming
8-28-05 1134.00
Francis Lee ..., 1879 2.20 154 Wyoming
1879 7.41 519 Utah

1Under the right as herein confirmed not to exceed 134 second-feet may be carried across the Wyoming-Utah
State line in the Chapman Canal at any time for filling the Neponset Reservoir, for irrigation of land in Utah and
for other purposes. The storage right in Neponset Reservoir is for 6,900 acre-feet, which is a component part
of the irrigation right for the Utah lands listed above.

AMENDED BEAR RIVER COMPACT Page | 11
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Administration

Applications

Allocation status
report

Commission review

and proposed
amendments

All other rights to the use of water carried in interstate canals and ditches, as
adjudicated in the State in which the point of diversion is located, are recognized
and confirmed.

B. All interstate rights shall be administered by the State in which the point of
diversion is located and during times of water emergency, such rights shall be
filled from the allocations specified in Article IV hereof for the Section in which the
point of diversion is located, with the exception that the diversion of water into the
Hilliard East Fork Canal, Lannon Canal, Lone Mountain Ditch, and Hilliard West
Side Canal shall be under the administration of Wyoming. During times of water
emergency these canals and the Lone Mountain Ditch shall be supplied from the
allocation specified in Article IV for the Upper Wyoming Section Diversions.

ARTICLE XI

Applications for appropriation, for change of point of diversion, place and nature of use,
and for exchange of Bear River water shall be considered and acted upon in accordance
with the law of the State in which the point of diversion is located, but no such application
shall be approved if the effect thereof will be to deprive any water user in another State of
water to which he is entitled, nor shall any such application be approved if the effect
thereof will be an increase in the depletion of the flow of the Bear River and its tributaries
beyond the limits authorized in each State in Articles IV, V and VI of this Compact. The
official of each State in charge of water administration shall, at intervals and in the format
established by the Commission, report on the status of use of the respective allocations.

ARTICLE XII

Nothing in this Compact shall be construed to prevent the United States, a signatory State
or political subdivision thereof, person, corporation, or association, from instituting or
maintaining any action or proceeding, legal or equitable, for the protection of any right
under State or Federal law or under this Compact.

ARTICLE XIII

Nothing contained in this Compact shall be deemed:

1. To affect the obligations of the United States of America to the Indian tribes;

2. To impair, extend or otherwise affect any right or power of the United States, its
agencies or instrumentalities involved herein; nor the capacity of the United States
to hold or acquire additional rights to the use of the water of the Bear River;

3. To subject any property or rights of the United States to the laws of the States
which were not subject thereto prior to the date of this Compact;

4. To subject any property of the United States to taxation by the States or any
subdivision thereof, nor to obligate the United States to pay any State or
subdivision thereof for loss of taxes.

ARTICLE XIV
At intervals not exceeding twenty years, the Commission shall review the provisions

hereof, and after notice and public hearing, may propose amendments to any such
provision, provided, however, that the provisions contained herein shall remain in full

AMENDED BEAR RIVER COMPACT Page | 12
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Termination of
Compact

Constitutionality of
provision

Ratification and notice

force and effect until such proposed amendments have been ratified by the legislatures of
the signatory States and consented to by Congress.

ARTICLE XV

This Compact may be terminated at any time by the unanimous agreement of the signatory
States. In the event of such termination all rights established under it shall continue
unimpaired.

ARTICLE XVI

Should a court of competent jurisdiction hold any part of this Compact to be contrary to
the constitution of any signatory State or to the Constitution of the United States, all other
severable provisions of this Compact shall continue in full force and effect.

ARTICLE XVII

This Compact shall be in effect when it shall have been ratified by the Legislature of each
signatory State and consented to by the Congress of the United States of America. Notice
of ratification by the legislatures of the signatory States shall be given by the Governor of
each signatory State to the Governor of each of the other signatory States and to the
President of the United States of America, and the President is hereby requested to give
notice to the Governor of each of the signatory States of approval by the Congress of the
United States of America.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Commissioners and their advisers have executed this Compact in
five originals, one of which shall be deposited with the General Services Administration of
the United States of America, one of which shall be forwarded to the Governor of each of
the signatory States, and one of which shall be made a part of the permanent records of the
Bear River Commission.

Done at Salt Lake City, Utah, this 22nd day of December, 1978.
For the State of Idaho:

(s) Clifford J. Skinner

(s) J. Daniel Roberts

(s) Don W. Gilbert
For the State of Utah:

(s) S. Paul Holmgren

(s) Simeon Weston

(s) Daniel F. Lawrence
For the State of Wyoming:

(s) George L. Christopulos

(s) J. W. Myers

(s) John A. Teichert
Approved:

Wallace N. Jibson

Representative of the United States of America
Attest:

Daniel F. Lawrence

Secretary of the Bear River Commission

AMENDED BEAR RIVER COMPACT Page | 13
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Approved February 8, 1980.

STATE AMENDING LEGISLATION

WYOMING: Enrolled Act No. 41
Amended W.S. 41-12-101
March 6, 1979

UTAH: Enrolled Copy S.B. No. 255
Amended Section 73-16-2, Ut. Code Annot. 1953
May 8, 1979

IDAHO: Senate Bill No. 1162
Amended Section 42-3402, Idaho Code
April 5, 1979

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. 96-524 (Comm. on Interior and Insular Affairs).
SENATE REPORT No. 96-526 accompanying S. 1489 (Comm. on the Judiciary).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:
Vol. 125 (1979): Nov. 27, considered and passed House.
Dec. 20, S. 1489 considered and passed Senate.
Vol. 126 (1980): Jan. 23, considered and passed Senate.
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BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

FEDERAL CHAIR

Dee Hansen

COMMISSION MEMBERS

IDAHO

Kerry Romrell
Gary Spackman
Curtis Stoddard

UTAH

Blair Francis
Charles Holmgren
Dennis Strong

WYOMING

Sam Lowham
Sue Lowry
Gordon Thornock
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Bear River Commission Website

bearrivercommission.org

BEAR RIVER
COMMISSION

Real-Time Data Documents * Meeting Notices Links Contact About

Welcome to the Bear River Commission's Website

The Bear River Commission was created in 1958 pursuant to the Bear River Compact (as amended PL 96-189) between the states of idaho, Utah and Wyoming The Commission Is composed of nine gubernatorial appointed Commissioners. three from each of
the signatory states, as well as a Federal Commissioner appointed by the President, who serves as Chalrman without vote The responsibility of the Commission is to carry out the provisions of the Bear River Compact. The Compact defines its purposes as
follows

“ The Major purposes of this Compact are to remove the causes of present and future
controversy over the distribution and use of the waters of the Bear River; to provide for efficient
use of water for multiple purposes; to permit additional development of the water resources of
Bear River; to promote interstate comity; and to accomplish an equitabie apportionment of the
waters of the Bear River among the compacting States ?»”

The purposes of this web page are o provide information regarding the function and activitles of the Bear River Commission, to serve as a repository for key documents and to provide links to the information and data used in the equitable distribution of the
waters of the Bear River

Announcements and lems of Interest
« The next meeting of the Bear River Commission will be held on Tuesday. November 19. 2013 (see Meeling Nolices)
« The 16th Biennial Report for 2609-2010 is now avatlable
» "Why Is Bear Lake So Blue * a recent publication by the Utah Geological Survey, is avaliable on their website

Bear River Commission 106 W 500 S Sutie 101 Bountiful, Utah 84010  (801) 292-4662 Maintained by Rich Keeler





BEAR RIVER COMMISSION WEBSITE

Home

e Briefintro to Bear River Commission, its composition and purposes
e Announcements and Items of Interest

Real Time Data

e Link to real time data which monitors water flows and volumes in the
Bear River Basin (160 monitoring sites)

Documents

Compact, Bylaws and Procedures

Annual and Biennial Reports

Minutes of Bear River Commission meetings
Historical Documents

Maps

Meeting Notices

e I[nformation on upcoming meetings of the Bear River Commission and
its associated committees

e Flow Data

e Water Supply/Snow Data

e State Water Resource Agencies
e Water Quality Entities

e Other related groups

Contact

e Contact information for Bear River Commission offices
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Bear River Overview

Liz Cresto
September 19, 2013






D O Department of
Water Resources

Outline

e Central Division
— Woater Emergency
— Terrell Decree

* Lower Division
— Water Emergency
— Dietrich Decree
— Interstate model

— Storage water accounting — unique aspects to the Bear
River

e Depletion Study





D O Department of
Water Resources

Central Division Water Emergency

e Occurs when either
— Divertible flow is less than 870 cfs, or

— Bear River at Border river gage is less than 350
cfs.

 The divertible flow is split between Wyoming and
ldaho.

— 43 % to Wyoming
—57% to Idaho






D O Department of
Water Resources

Central Division — Terrell Decree

e Water rights above Stewart Dam.
— Priorities 1877 - 1885
* Signed in 1924.

e Established each right is designated as a meadow
right or an agricultural right.

e Meadow and agricultural rights have different
relative priorities based on the time of year.






D O Department of
Water Resources

Meadow Rights

e “Meadow lands or rights are understood to
mean those lands along Bear River producing
what is commonly call “wild hay” or “natural
meadow grass’, which lands must be flooded
in order to produce crops, the water running
over said lands and back into Bear River, which
said meadow lands shall be subject to rights
hereinafter specified in this decree.”






D O Department of
Water Resources

Agriculture Rights

 “The agricultural lands or rights are herein
classified are intended to mean those land
which have been cultivated and irrigated for
the production of crops.”






April 15 Terrell Decree Rights

1. Meadow Rights 100%

2. Agricultural Rights 100%

Jun 16

July 1

Sep 30





April 15 Terrell Decree Rights

1. Meadow Rights 100%

2. Agricultural 100%

Jun 16

1. Agriculture Right 75%

2. Meadow Rights 100%

3. Agriculture Rights remaining 25%
July 1

Sep 30





April 15 Terrell Decree Rights

1. Meadow Rights 100%

2. Agricultural 100%

Jun 16
1. Agriculture Right 75%
2. Meadow Rights 100%
3. Agriculture Rights 25%
July 1

1. Agriculture Right 100%
2. Meadow Rights 66%

Sep 30





D O Department of
Water Resources

Bear River at Border
(1981 -2013)
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D O Department of
Water Resources

Lower Division — Water Emergency

 Has to be declared by a Utah user who suspects
diversions in Idaho are depriving them of their water.

 |foneis declared,
— Engineer-Manager monitors the Stated water administration.

— Determines if there is sufficient evidence to support an
emergency.
— ldaho and Utah run their accounting models independently.

— The Engineer —Manager maintains an updated delivery schedule
(list of water rights for both Idaho and Utah).

e Has never occurred in part due to the development of
the interstate water right accounting models.





D O Department of
Water Resources

Lower Division — Dietrich Decree

e Signedin 1920.

* Includes Lower Division Bear River and Tributaries.
e Specifies the gains to Bear Lake (April — September)
e Specifies storage water transit losses by river reach.

e Specifies travel times.






D O Department of
Water Resources

Lower Division — Dietrich Decree

e Power Rights — Year round.
e Irrigation Rights
— April 20 — September 30
— Reduced rate
o April 20— April 30
o September 15— September 30.
e Domestic Rights
— October 1 - April 19
— Unspecified diversion rate.





D O Department of
Water Resources

Lower Division — Interstate Model

e Original water rights accounting model
developed in late 1980’s

* Interstate capabilities added in the 1990’s
* Transparency

— Weekly conference calls

— Idaho and Utah run models in parallel and verify
results

— Automation and website development






D O Department of
Water Resources

Lower Division — Interstate Model

 Storage Water
— PacifiCorp
— Rental Pool

— No Individual Carryover






D O Department of
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BEAR LAKE END OF MONTH STORAGE
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D O Department of
Water Resources

Depletions

Compact specifies allowable depletion
volumes post 1976.

Pre-1976 right do not count to depletion
volumes.

_ast depletion estimates were completed
pased on 1990 data.

n 2010, Bear TAC began work to estimate
depletions from 1976 to 2009.
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Depletions Types

New Agricultural Depletions
Supplemental
Municipal and Industrial

AN

Reservoir Evaporation
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Water Resources

1. New Agricultural Depletions

 Determined change in irrigated acres since
1976.

— Line work

— Land Classification

 Multiplied depletion rate by the amount of
changed acres.
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D O Department of
Water Resources

Depletion Rates

e “Duty of Water Under the Bear River Compact: Field Verification of

Emperical Methods for Estimating Depletion”, Research Report 125., R. Hill,
C. Brockway, R. Burman, L. Allen, C Robinson, Utah Agricultural Experiment Station, Utah
State University, 1989.

* Depletion rates vary by sub-basin.

e At this pointin time, TAC is recommending to continue to use the
depletion rates.






Legend f

5th and 6th Field
Hydrologic Unit Boundaries

Proposed 2009 Subbasins
Existing 1976 Subbasins ‘\






D O Department of
Water Resources

2. Supplemental

* Project development to provide supplemental
water to an area

— Twin Lakes Canal Company use of water from Deep Creek into
Twin Lakes Reservoir.

— Malad Valley Irrigation Company development of Devil Creek.

e Lands with both an existing pre-1976 water right
and a post-1976 right

— Each state developed a methodology to estimate depletions
associated with supplemental rights.

— ldaho used power record data (2003 -2012) to estimate the percent of
water used from supplemental sources.





D O Department of
Water Resources

Preliminary Supplemental Results

Division Methodology Rate Acres Total Depletion
(AF/acre) (AF)
ID -Central Power 0.59 739 436
Records
ID- Lower Power 0.69 8,924 6,158
Records
WY — Central Diversion 0.05 1,032 51.9
Days
Utah* Diversion NA NA NA
Records

*Utah analysis not complete.
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Water Resources

Depletions — Municipal and Industrial

e Municipal
— Population based estimate.

— Population data from 2010 census.

— Depletion rate based on Utah Division of Water Resources report from
June 1991, “Municipal and Industrial Depletion Analyses for the Utah
Portion of the Bear River Drainage Basin 1976 —90.”

 |Industrial

— 3 water rights post 1976.
— All rights assumed to be fully consumed.






D O Department of
Water Resources

Depletions — Reservoir Evaporation

e Only 1 post 1976 right for a small reservoir.

 Depletion rate based on evaporation rate for
shallow ponds multiplied by the surface area.
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Water Resources

Depletions — Central Division
Changes January 1, 1976 to December 31, 2009

Preliminary Results

S All ] Acricul 1 Py Reservoir 1 ..
tate ocation gricu Fura M I Evaporation Tota! Remam_lng
Depletions Depletions Depletions | Allocation
Utah 13,000 5,661 119 841 6,621 6,379
Wyoming 13,000 2,399 401 197 2,997 10,003
Idaho 2,000 1,310 3 0 1313 687






IDAHO

Changes January 1, 1976 to December 31, 2009

Department of

Water Resources

Depletions — Lower Division

Preliminary Results

S All ] Acricul 1 & Reservoir 1 ..
tate ocation gricu _tura M I Evaporation Tota! Remaln_lng
Depletions | Depletions Depletions | Allocation
Idaho 125,0001 8,667 300 11 8,978 116,022
Utah 275,0002 -8,286 20,459 0 12,173 262,827

IFirst right under Compact. Compact grants additional rights.
2Second right under Compact. Compact grants additional rights.






D O Department of
Water Resources

Depletions — Idaho Challenges

e Lack of measurement devices and reporting
 Water right records
* Field verification

 Crop data






IDAHO it o
Depletions — TAC Future
Recommendations

* Preservation of Data
e Develop common methodology for supplemental.

e Create timeline for future review
e Consider METRIC or other ET estimation methods.
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Water Resources

Questions?
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PacifiCorp Bear River and Bear Lake
System

History, Hydrology and Operations

Connely Baldwin

W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER
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Qutline

— History of Bear Lake and Bear River Development
— Agreements and Contracts
— Hydrology and Operations

W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
é POWER

A DIVISION OF PACIFICORP





Bear Lake Development

— April 6, 1889 - Bear Lake became “U.S. Reservoir
No. 1”

— Oct 1888 and Aug 1889 - John R. Bothwell blocks
the natural 60 wide outlet and raises the natural
berm (but later becomes dilapidated)

— Aug 19, 1889 — U.S. Senate Hearings on about the
“Bothwell situation”

— 1890 - passage of a revised bill that allowed
Bothwell to continue to develop Bear Lake (but
work did not recommence).

W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER
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Bear Lake Development

— In 1898, many years after Bothwell’s first
efforts, Nunn and Bothwell re-examined the
situation

— Nunn’s engineer recommended a 3 %2 mile
tunnel through Logan canyon.

— Bothwell’s engineer recommended the inlet
and pump Idea that Nunn’s engineer settled on
as well.

W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER
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Bear Lake Development

Bear Lake project began in 1909 and was completed
In 1918.

1912 Contract transferred ownership from Bear River
Canal Company predecessor to PacifiCorp’s
predecessor

Project completion allowed for the storage and
release of Bear River and Bear Lake tributary flows
In Bear Lake.

Project not licensed under Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (no direct power generation).
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Bear River Development

— Construction of hydro-electric plants began in 1904 at
Grace and was completed at Cutler in 1927.

— Other plants included Cove, Oneida and Soda.
— Projects were licensed under FERC.

— Relicensed in 2004.

— Cove decommissioned in 2006.
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Bear River Hydroelectric Plants

— 1907 Grace
— 1915 Onelida

— 1924 Soda
— 1927 Cutler
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Summary of Agreements and Contracts

— 1912 Bear River Canal Company Conveyance & Agreement
— 1916 through 1919 three additional irrigation agreements

— 1968 Bear Lake National Wildlife Refuge agreement

— 1955 Bear River Compact

— 1980 Amended Bear River Compact

— 1995 Bear Lake Settlement Agreement

— 1999/2000 Agreements between PacifiCorp, Utah, Idaho and
Wyoming — Maintain historic operations of Bear Lake with
Hydro Generation an incidental use of BL water

— 2004 Allocation Addendum to 1995 BL Settlement
Agreement
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TIMELINE OF KEY
DOCUMENTS, CONTRACTS
& AGREEMENTS
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1912-1919 IRRIGATION
CONTRACTS

— PacifiCorp entered into contracts with Bear River
Canal Company, West Cache Canal Co., Last Chance
Canal Co. and Cub River Irrigation Co. to receive
Bear Lake storage water.
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1920 DIETRICH DECREE IN
IDAHO

— Granted water rights for irrigation in the ldaho
portion of the Bear River.

— Granted PacifiCorp the exclusive right to store up to
5500 CFS of the flow of the Bear River in Bear Lake
and 500 CFS of the flow of Bear Lake and Mud Lake
tributaries.

— Allowed the release of the stored water for irrigation
and power purposes.
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1922 KIMBALL DECREE IN
UTAH

— Granted water rights for irrigation in the Utah portion
of the Bear River.

— Recognized PacifiCorp’s rights to store Bear River
water in Bear Lake.
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1958 BEAR RIVER COMPACT

— Established an upper, central and lower division in
the Bear River basin.

— Granted storage rights of 36,500 acre feet above Bear
Lake.

— Established an irrigation reserve in Bear Lake up to
5914.7 feet.

— Established commission authority to regulate water
between Utah, ldaho and Wyoming in the upper and
central divisions during water shortages.
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1968 AGREEMENT WITH US FWS
—MUD LAKE OPERATION

— Provided elevation and other operating guidelines to
enhance habitat and wildlife propagation within the
National Wildlife Refuge boundaries.
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1971-72 and 1983-86
FLOODING LAWSUITS

(PROPERTY OWNERS VS UP&L)

— 1970’s case based on strict liability standard —
PacifiCorp lost case

— 1980’s case based on negligence standard —
PacifiCorp won case

— Lawsuits established flood control obligations in the
operation of Bear Lake & Bear River
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1980 AMENDED BEAR RIVER
COMPACT

— Reaffirmed the irrigation reserve elevation in Bear
Lake

— Granted additional storage rights of 74,500 acre feet
above Bear Lake.

— Additional rights to store were subject to Bear Lake
elevation reaching 5911 feet.
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1980 AMENDED BEAR RIVER

COMPACT

— Granted rights to develop additional water supplies in
the lower division amounting to 1 million acre feet as
follows:

» ldaho — first 125,000 acre feet
» Utah — next 275,000 acre feet
» Idaho — remaining 30% and Utah remaining 70%

— New developments were granted subject to existing
water rights
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1989 STORAGE CONTRACTS
WITH INDIVIDUAL IRRIGATORS

— PacifiCorp entered into contracts with 125 individual
Irrigators to receive storage water from Bear Lake.

— Subsequently became the Bear River Small Irrigators
groups, one in Utah, one in Idaho
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1994 IDAHO WATER
RESOURCE BOARD FILING IN
BEAR LAKE

— Allowed Idaho the right to Bear Lake water below
the historic low elevation of 5902 feet for fish
enhancement, aesthetics and recreation.

— Assuring PacifiCorp would not release storage water
below 5902 feet. Preserved about 4 million acre feet
of water In the lake.
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1995 BEAR LAKE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

— Agreement reached between Bear River Water Users
Association, PacifiCorp and Bear Lake interests.

— Dismissed lawsuit by Bear Lake interests against
EPA and Corps of Engineers

— Adoption of storage allocations in Bear Lake based

on Bear Lake elevations.

» Allocations varied from 230,000 ac. ft. above irrigation
reserve of 5914.7 ft. to 55,000 ac. ft. at 5905 ft.

» No storage water allocated below 5904 ft.
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1995 BEAR LAKE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

— Created the Bear Lake Preservation Advisory
Committee to:
» Promote water conservation and efficient use practices
» Promote more reliable water supplies for all users
» Promote soil and energy conservation and improved water
quality
» Pursue means other than litigation to resolve conflicts

» Periodically review the allocation plan and propose
changes if needed

» Promote a single allocation model for administration of
water
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2004 AMENDED AND
RESTATED BEAR LAKE
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

— Account for System Losses

— Recognize Bear River Water Users Association
allocations

— Recognize Small Irrigator allocations
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1999 & 2000 OPERATIONS
AGREEMENTS

— The compact states sought assurance that Bear Lake
operations would not change after Scottish Power
acquisition

— Executed a preliminary agreement in 1999 and a
final operations agreement in 2000

» No delivery call for hydropower
» Outline flood control operations at Bear Lake
» Maintain historic operations

— Renewed at the time of the MidAmerican Energy

Holdings company acquisition. W7 ROCKY MOUNTAIN
AF’OWER
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HYDROLOGY AND
OPERATIONS

vé ROCKY MOUNTAIN

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII





Bear River Basin average annual streamflow and diversions (1941-90)
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Bear Lake

Active Reservoir Storage 1,302,000 Acre-Feet

\ / N 5923.65 feet

> Reservoir Portion

5902 feet

Other information:
Maximum Depth 208 feet
Max Length 18.8 miles
Max Width 7.4 miles
TOTAL Bear Lake Area 110 sg. mi when full.

Volume Age of Lake 500,000 to 6 Million
Years

Water Temperature 32 to 69 F

6,500,000 Acre-Feet
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Relative Bear Lake/Mud Lake Contents
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BearRie/Bear Paths - Oveview
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Bea River/Bea Lake Water Paths— Detail
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Diversion Dam Rainbow Inlet Canal Control
Gates
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Bear Lake Annual Flow Available for Storage
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Bear Lake Operation Modes

— lrrigation

» By April 10t each year - set irrigation allocation based on
forecast of maximum elevation of Bear Lake

» Release supplemental flow as needed

— Flood Control

» August 1 - set the flood control target elevation for the
following April 1%

» Sept 1 through March 1 - monthly evaluations of target
elevation

» Release water to meet target elevation without exceeding
downstream channel capacity and minimizing ice-jam in

the coldest parts of the winter season.

W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
é POWER

A DIVISION OF PACIFICORP





Typical Seasonal Bear Lake Operations

— Spring Runoff — Store all water possible up to flood
control target

— Late Spring — Release inflow for irrigation or flood
control

— Summer — Pump Bear Lake for irrigation or flood
control

— Fall — evaluate need to evacuate flood control storage

— Winter — store or release for flood control. Releases
must be steady and unchanging due to downstream
Icing concerns.

— Power generation at Bear River hydro-electric plants
Is incidental to Irrigation and flood control operations
In all seasons
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Bear Lake Storage Release v. Natural Runoff
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“Bear Lake Net runoff” = Computed net inflow (implicitly %ROCKY MOUNTAIN
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BEAR RIVER COMMISSION
Reservoir Site Studies

Reservoir Site/ Compact Mainstem/ Total Cost Capacity (af) Water Right(s) Studies Comments/Status
Sponsor Division Tributary V)]
Cost/AF
(/af)
Rocky Point Central Mainstem $102 M 300,000 AF None. Letter dated December 2/, 1989 to | Would require relocation of a highway,
(1989) /OWR, US. Army Corps of railroad and power line.
Engineers
Plymouth Idaho | Lower Tributary - $10M 400,000 AF None.  Would come from | Bear River Basin Investigation, The Idaho Water Resource Board proposed
Water Resource Malad River - | (1970) Idaho and Utah’s compact Idaho Water Resource Board, | this site in 1970 as an alternative to the
Board but would use allocation. 1970. Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed Oneida
mainstem Reservoir that would have inundated the
flows existing Oneida hydropower dam. Dam site
is in Utah on the Malad River. The reservoir
would extend into Idaho. The reservoir
would capture Bear River flows and route
them into the reservoir through a canal.
Caribou (Soda) | Lower Mainstem $26.2M 40,000 AF Idaho Water Resource Soda Springs Dam Feasibility Study,
Idaho Water (1996) Board holds permit 13- J-U-B Engineers, 1981.
Resource Board 2314 for the storage of Garibou Dam and Reservoir
40,000 AF at this site Feasibility Study Update, HDR
with a 1963 priority date. Engineering, 1996.
Bear River Lower Mainstem $8.135M 17,800 AF None. Would come from | Feasibility study for multi-purpose A run-of-river hydropower project at this site
Narrows (1988) Idaho’s compact project is currently underway by was proposed in 1988 by a private
Twin Lakes allocation. the Twin Lakes Canal Company with | hydropower developer, but IDWR denied the
Canal Company financial support from the Idaho water right application based on local public
Water Resource Board. interest criteria. Multi-purpose study
currently underway includes hydropower and
Prior run-of-river hydropower supplemental irrigation water supply.
project proposed at same site:

Revised: 9/24/2013
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Application to the Federal Fnergy
Regulatory Commission for a License
for a Major Unconstructed Project:
Bear River Narrows Hydro Project,
Sorensen Engineering, 1988.

Thomas Fork Central
Reservoir
Idaho Water
Resource Board

Tributary -
Thomas Fork

$7,332,000
(1982)

12,000 AF

None. Would come from
Idaho’s Central Division
compact allocation.

Upper Thomas Fork River
Multipurpose Dam and
Reservoir Project; ldaho
Department of Water
Resources, 1981.

Reservoir site is in Wyoming but location of
water use would be in Idaho. Would require
highway relocation.

Revised: 9/24/2013
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State Water Plan

5A - BEAR RIVER COMPACT IN THE BEAR RIVER
BASIN--Water use and management in the Bear River
Basin shall conform to the allocations agreed to in the
Bear River Compact.

5B - BEAR RIVER BASIN WATER MANAGEMENT IN
THE BEAR RIVER BASIN--The Idaho Water Resource
Board supports enhancing water supplies, increasing
water use efficiency, and implementing water supply
bank mechanisms to help meet future water needs in
the Bear River Basin.
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State Water Plan

5C - INTERSTATE WATER DELIVERY IN THE BEAR
RIVER BASIN--Idaho water users in the Lower Division of
the Bear River Basin must be protected from inequitable
water allocation in the event of a water emergency and the
scheduling of interstate water deliveries.

5D -BEAR LAKE IN THE BEAR RIVER BASIN--The
outstanding recreational, aesthetic, and fish and wildlife
resource values of Bear Lake should be preserved, while
recognizing the existing storage allocations for irrigation
and hydroelectric power generation.
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Water Supply Bank

Policy 5B, specifically includes “implementing water
supply bank mechanisms to help meet future water
needs in the Bear River Basin.”

Currently Idaho water users can lease and rent natural
flow water through the water supply bank, but
currently there is no Rental Pool for storage water.

Utah water users have expressed interest in
establishing water banking including a rental pool for
Bear Lake.

Several Presentations have been made to Utah water
users describing the Idaho Water Supply Bank.
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Water Supply Bank

Legislation was drafted and introduced but did not
passed.

Rental Pool for Bear Lake is complicated by concerns
that additional use of storage will effect Lake levels
important to property owners and additional storage
use will deplete flows available to existing users
including the Power Company.

A major difference for Bear Lake is that it is operated
by a Private Utility and not a Federal Agency like Idaho
Storage projects.





Lower Division Allocation

ARTICLE V

A. Water rights in the Lower Division acquired under the laws of Idaho and Utah
covering water applied to beneficial use prior to January 1, 1976, are hereby
recognized and shall be administered in accordance with State law based on
priority of rights as provided in Article IV, paragraph A3. Rights to water first
applied to beneficial use on or after January 1, 1976, shall be satisfied from the
respective allocations made to Idaho and Utah in this paragraph and the water
allocated to each State shall be administered in accordance with State law. Subject
to the foregoing provisions, the remaining water in the Lower Division, including
ground water tributary to the Bear River, is hereby apportioned for use in Idaho
and Utah as follows:

(1) Idaho shall have the first right to the use of such remaining water resulting in
an annual depletion of not more than 125,000 acre-feet
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Storage

ARTICLE VI

A. Existing storage rights in reservoirs constructed above
Stewart Dam prior to February 4, 1955, are as follows:

Idalie 324 acre-feet
b 11,850 acre-feet
Wyoming .......ccceeeeeeeennnnns 2,150 acre-feet

Additional rights are hereby granted to store in any water
year above Stewart Dam, 35,500 acre-feet of Bear River
water and no more under this paragraph for use in Utah
and Wyoming; and to store in any water year in Idaho or

Wyoming on Thomas Fork 1,000 acre-feet of water for use
in Idaho.





Storage

B. In addition to the rights defined in Paragraph A of
this Article, further storage entitlements above Stewart
Dam are hereby granted. Wyoming and Utah are
granted an additional right to store in any year 70,000
acre-feet of Bear River water for use in Utah and
Wyoming to be divided equally; and Idaho is granted
an additional right to store 4,500 acre-feet of Bear
River water in Wyoming or Idaho for use in Idaho.
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Storage

Thirteen thousand (13,000) acre-feet of the additional
depletion above Stewart Dam is allocated to each of
Utah and Wyoming, and two thousand (2,000) acre-
feet is allocated to Idaho.





Storage

The additional storage rights provided for in this
paragraph shall be subordinate to, and shall not be
exercised when the effect thereof will be to impair or
interfere with (1) existing direct flow rights for
consumptive use in any river division and (2) existing
storage rights above Stewart Dam, but shall not be
subordinate to any right to store water in Bear Lake or
elsewhere below Stewart Dam; provided, however,
there shall be no diversion of water to storage above
Stewart Dam under this Paragraph B when the water
surface elevation of Bear Lake is below 5,911.00
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Storage

The only storage projects that have been seriously
discussed in recent years have been Caribou, Rocky
Point and Twin Lakes.

Caribou, became a major topic during the mid-1980’s
when flooding occurred in the Soda Springs and Grace
areas. The power company has since acquired most of
the lands that were flood impacted.





Bear River Commission
Reservoir Site Studies

Idaho Water Resource
Board

Division compact allocation.

Reservoir Site/ —— Compact Mainstem/ Total Cost ($) Capacity (af) Water Right(s) —Studies Comments/Status
/Sunu/ Division Tributary Cost/AF ($/af)
Rocky Point Central Mainstem $102 M (1989) 300,000 AF None. Letter dated December 21, 1989 to IDWR, U.S. Army Would require relocation of a highway, railroad and power line.
Corps of Engineers
Plymouth Idaho Water Lower Tributary - Malad River | $10M (1970) 400,000 AF None. Would come from Idaho and Utah’s | Bear Aiver Basin Investjgation, |daho Water Resource The Idaho Water Resource Board proposed this site in 1970 as an
Resource Board - but would use compact allocation. Board, 1970. alternative to the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed Oneida Reservoir
mainstem flows that would have inundated the existing Oneida hydropower dam. Dam
site is in Utah on the Malad River. The reservoir would extend into
Idaho. The reservoir would capture Bear River flows and route them
into the reservoir through a canal.
Caribou (Soda) Lower Mainstem $26.2M (1996) 40,000 AF Idaho Water Resource Board holds permit Soda Springs Dam Feasibility Study, |-U-B Engineers,
|daho Water Resource 13-2314 for the storage of 40,000 AF at 1981.
Board this site with a 1963 priority date. CGaribou Dam and Reservoir Feasibillty Study Update,
HDR Engineering, 1996.
Bear River Narrows Lower Mainstem $8.135M (1988) 17,800 AF None.  Would come from Idaho’s compact | Feasibility study for multi-purpose project is currently A run-of-river hydropower project at this site was proposed in 1988 by
Twin Lakes Canal Company allocation. underway by the Twin Lakes Canal Company with a private hydropower developer, but IDWR denied the water right
financial support from the Idaho Water Resource Board. | application based on local public interest criteria. Multi-purpose study
Prior run-of-river hydropower project proposed at same | currently underway includes hydropower and supplemental irrigation
site: water supply.
Application to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
for a License for a Major Unconstructed Project: Bear
River Narrows Hydro Project, Sorensen Engineering,
1988.
Thomas Fork Reservoir Central Tributary - Thomas Fork | $7,332,000 (1982) | 12,000 AF None. Would come from Idaho’s Central Upper Thomas Fork River Multjpurpose Dam and

Reservoir Project, 1daho Department of Water
Resources, 1982.

Reservoir site is in Wyoming but location of water use would be in
Idaho.  Would require highway relocation.
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Storage

Rock Point was supported and promoted primarily by
property owners on Bear Lake who wanted to use
Rocky Point to off-set irrigation operation of Bear
Lake. Rocky Point is above Stewart Dam.

Bear River Narrows is proposed and promoted by Twin
Lakes Canal Company. The major driver for the
Narrows is to reduce operating costs for the Canal
Company. Twin Lakes has a very complex combination
of water sources and delivery system.
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Adjudication

It has been an objective of IDWR to complete an
adjudication in the Bear River Basin so that the entire
state would be adjudicated.

Adjudication Court has stated that if requested since
they are “geared up” and operational it would make
sense to complete the state by adjudicating the Bear
River.

It has been the observation of staff working on water
rights in the Bear River that the IDWR records are not
very good.
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Adjudication

The Bear River Compact does provide Idaho an
allocation for development in the Lower Basin which
includes ground water.

In 2003 the Bear River Ground Water Management
Plan was adopted which provides for managing
withdrawals and to accommodate growth.

Bear River Basin was on the Water Board list of
aquifers proposed for completion of a Comprehensive
Aquifer Management Plan.
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Adjudication.

When Idaho and Utah were calculating depletions
occurring since 1976 to determine where each state was in
regard to using its allocations, it became clear that both
states had very limited data regarding ground water rights
and withdrawals, so a compromise was reached stating
offsetting equal amounts.

In order to preserve and protect Idaho water, to fully utilize
Lower and Central Division Allocations and to implement
Conjunctive Administration, an adjudication and
development of a calibrated ground water flow model for
the Bear River Nasin should be a state priority.
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Work Session in Preparation for
IWRB Meeting No. 10-13

September 19, 2013 at 9:00 am
National Oregon/California Trail Center
Allinger Community Theatre
320 North 4™ Street, Montpelier, Idaho 83254

WORK SESSION AGENDA
1. Bear River Compact

2. Operation of Bear Lake

3. Future of Idaho’s Compact Allocation

Lunch

1:00 pm: Field Trip to selected locations in the Bear River basin (IWRB members, IDWR staff, and
invited guests)

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES

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




mailto:mandi.pearson@idwr.idaho.gov�




MEMO

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Brian Patton

Subject: Pristine Springs Update
Date: September 6, 2013

Construction continues on the pipeline replacement. Attached are construction photos from
August 3" and September 5. The work is on track for November completion.
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BUILDING A BETTER WORLD

TO: DISTRIBUTION DATE: September 12, 2013
FROM: Ed Cryer CC:
SUBJECT: Progress Report Blue Lakes Pipeline REF: 10502444.010101

Replacement

In order to provide the Owners of the Blue Lakes Pipeline Project (Project) a summary of the
design/construction progress to date, the following discussion was developed.

PROGRESS

As of September 10™ the project is well underway and the following work elements are in
progress.

1. Intake Structure — As has been discussed, due to the physical conflicts with the
preceding three Alpheus Creek intakes (one in service and two abandoned), it was
necessary to relocate the originally designed location of the new intake. Due to the type
(very rough) of the previous work on the site, the result was a very unstable work area.
We closed the excavation at the original site and moved to a new location between the
original proposed location and the very first hatchery intake (some remnants of that
remained). We are still on the Owners’ property as surveyed. The new location is
stable, very little infiltration leakage has occurred (minor pumping) and the work has
progressed. The concrete intake structure construction is divided in a number of
separate placement phases (3 slabs and 4 sets of wall section). The first slab is in-place
and the second is being formed and placed this week. The transition sections (steep
section) will be formed for multiple pours over the next couple of weeks. The pipe
transition wall with the pipe connection wall thimble fitting will then be cast-in-place to
allow completion of the pipe work.

2. Outlet Structure — The concrete placement work on this structure is complete. The
next activity, once the pipeline is complete, will be the necessary transition work on the
active structure to saw cut the necessary openings for the water flow transfer to the new
intake section. Stop logs, handrails and other accoutrements are being sourced.

3. Pipe — The pipe material is all on site and pipe installation has been initiated starting at
the discharge structure. A number of conflict problems with existing yard piping have
occurred over the last two weeks that have slowed up the progress and will be
discussed in next section.

4. Flow Meter — As you know, we need to install a new flow meter. The new intake will not
accommodate a weir-type flow measuring device currently in use. As presented earlier,
we will install a magnetic-type flow meter in the pipe near the hatchery building. The
meter selection was approved by IDWR and the meter has been ordered from GE. The
meter will be installed in a smooth section of HDPE pipe (on-site) and it will be housed in
an accessible concrete subsurface structure. The meter readout will be adjacent to the
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structure above ground. This will provide an accurate measurement of flow and be
much easier to access and read. If, in the future, someone (IDWR, City of Twin Falls)
wants to modify the system to connect it to a telephone or radio transmitter for reporting
to an off-site location, that can be accommodated. We have not proposed installing an
off-site connection at this time since flows are generally constant over extended (weeks)
periods.

ISSUES

1. Intake Structure — Other than the initial problem in having to relocate the structure, we
are moving ahead and no significant issues are currently anticipated.

Outlet Structure — No problems currently anticipated.

Pipeline — Over the past two week, four unmarked and non-locatable underground
conflicts were discovered. On September 5, a three-phase power line (unknown) was
cut and had to be relocated and repaired. This line must service the lower building
(assumed) but was installed by the previous owners so it was not found and marked by
the contract utility locator firm that surveyed the site prior to construction. The day
before, a hatchery process water drain line was discovered that had to be relocated
under the new pipeline. Earlier this week a sanitary waste line (sewer) was located and
had to be moved to allow installation of the new pipeline. At the same time another
electrical line was located parallel to the pipe, that we do not know where it goes or if it is
an active (live) service. This line was marked by the locator but it is not shown on any
utility information.

While all these interferences are relatively minor, they have delayed the progress of the pipe
installation, cut into the contractor’s contingency funds and generally been a frustration. There
are no real “as-built” drawings for the site. However, since the lines are in use and part of the
hatchery leased to SeaPac, they had to be repaired and relocated as required. The locator firm
will only look for known utilities. The hatchery staff has not been of much help identifying
possible conflicts. We will locate the lines and make sure they are on the “as-built” we will
repair. The 3-phase higher voltage line will be surface marked for safety.

Other than these conflicts, the pipeline work should proceed without major problems. We are
hopeful that once the working installation space is a little farther from the hatchery that further
conflicts will not be an issue.

Flow Meter

The only aspect of concern for the flow meter is cost. The IDWR allows relatively few options
for meters and what was selected was the best. he meter unit itself is not that expensive but,
with the required subsurface structure and installation, it will cut into the contractor’s upper limit
contingency and we should expect a change order for this element.

SCHEDULE

Aside from a week or so delay with the intake and a week delay with the pipeline conflicts, the
work is progressing and we would anticipate a late October early November completion.

Progress Report Blue Lakes Pipeline Replacement — September 12, 2013 PAGE 2





Blue Lakes Pipeline Rehabilitation Progress
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Outlet Structure Construction Adjacent to Existing Outlet
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Inlet Structure Construction
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Discharge Structure Concrete Complete
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Discharge Structure and Pipeline
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Pipeline Construction

Sewer Line and Buried Power Line Conflict
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Power Line in Conduit Conflict
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MEMO

To: Idaho Water Resource Board Finance Committee
From: Brian W. Patton

Subject: Water Sustainability Initiative
Date: September 9, 2013

Attached is a “Water Sustainability Initiative” that grew out of discussions between Chairman Chase
and other IWRB members and representatives of the Idaho Water Users Association. The initiative
consists of three parts:

1) Proposed Aquifer Recharge/Credit Legislation

2) State Water Plan Sustainability Policy

3) Proposed Funding Package for Water Sustainability Projects. Monitoring, and Planning.

The recharge/credit legislation and sustainability policy are being moved forward in their respective
processes. The funding package was included in the IDWR budget request.





Water Sustainability Initiative

° Part 1 - Proposed Aquifer Recharge/Credit Legislation: Would authorize Water Board to issue rules for
aquifer recharge and an “aquifer credit” program. Initially it is focused on the ESPA but may be extended to other
aquifers in the future as needed. Would allow local entities to conduct recharge within framework of Board’s
program and receive marketable mitigation credits after an enhancement to the aquifer (amount yet to be
determined). This may help offset the cost of ESPA managed recharge. The credits may allow for some new water
uses and economic development while working toward aquifer stabilization.

° Part 2 — State Water Plan Sustainability Policy: At the request of the Governor, develop a state-wide policy
for the sustainability of water resources to be included in the State Water Plan.

° Part 3— Proposed Funding Package for Water Sustainability Projects, monitoring, and planning:
Restoration of $12-15M one time funds that were previously withheld and $3M ongoing funds

Ongoing Funding $3M annuall

ESPA Managed Recharge S1M/yr
Recharge is a central component of the ESPA CAMP and is
vital to achieving stabilization of ESPA. This would pay for
annual operations costs at full CAMP level of 250,000 AF per
year.

Aquifer monitoring, measurement, and modeling $1M/yr
Continue to establish and maintain aquifer monitoring and
measurement systems for high priority aquifers (Eastern
Snake, Treasure Valley, Rathdrum Prairie, Wood River valley,
Mountain Home, Big Lost, Lewiston). Complete Wood River
Valley and Treasure Valley ground water models.

Complete aquifer planning studies for high-priority aquifers

$1M/yr
1}  Wood River Valley Aquifer — likely conjunctive

administration water call could impact ability of existing
water uses to continue. Determine options for meeting
downstream water needs while allowing for upper basin
water needs to continue and expand in the future.

2) Mountain Home Aquifer - declining ground water aquifer
is impacting the viability of the Air Force Base and other
agricultural and municipal water uses. Begin planning

project to deliver replacement water from Snake River to

these vital uses, or other options to stabilize aquifer.

3) Palouse Basin - declining ground water aquifer shared
between two states is limiting future growth of the
Moscow area. Project future water needs and determine
options for meeting needs and stabilizing aquifer.

4) Lower Snake — develop strategies to manage lower Snake
River in conjunction with ESPA spring discharge to
maintain Swan Falls minimum flows as required in the
Swan Falls Agreement.

$15M one-time funds — projects would be cost-shared with

water users where appropriate

e Mountain Home AFB Water Rights S4M
Acquire senior-priority Snake River water rights to provide a
reliable water supply to the base and other water uses
currently utilizing a declining ground water supply.

® Managed Recharge Infrastructure S4m
Develop additional managed recharge capacity to meet
ESPA CAMP recharge goals

¢ Northern Idaho $500K
Conduct joint studies to determine extent of future water
needs prior to any interstate water dispute with
Washington to ensure water availability for Idaho’s future
economic development.

¢ Galloway S2M
Initiate environmental compliance and land exchange
analysis for Galloway Project so pace of project
development can be maintained. Geotechnical drilling
shows site is buildable at reasonable costs. Operations
analysis is underway and should be complete in 2014.

¢ Boise River ~Arrowrock $1.5M
Complete Arrowrock enlargement and flood control
feasibility study in partnership with Corps of Engineers and
local partners.

e Island Park Reservoir Enlargement $2.5M
Begin project for converting up to 29,000 AF of flood
surcharge space into storage space with 3-foot spillway raise

e Water Supply Bank $500K
Computer infrastructure necessary for operation of Water
Supply Bank at current high use levels.







Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: CynthiaBridge Clark

Dae  September 9, 2013

Re Status of Ongoing Storage Water Studies

The following is a status report on the water storage studies initiated by the |daho Water Resource Board
(IWRB). This memorandum describes progress sincethelast IWRB meeting in July 2013.

| Weiser-Galloway Project

Weiser River Geologic Investigation and Andysis Project (Geologic Investigation):

o Thefina report for the Geologic Investigation is scheduled for completion by the end of September 2013.
Dueto thelocation of the IWRB’ s September meeting, a presentation of thefina study results by the US
Corpsof Engineers (Corps) will be provided at the November IWRB meeting in Boise, Idaho.

¢ Reaultsindicate that a safe dam can be engineered and congtructed a the site. The report will document
technical issuesthat should be considered for final feasibility design and construction and will provide a
revised cogt estimate for the project.

Snake River Operationa Analysis Project (Operationd Analysis):

e The Corps continuesto refine the riverware model for the Weiser River basin, and perform hydraulic,
economic and cogt anadysesfor the project.

¢ IDWR and Idaho Power Company (IPC) are updating the Snake River Planning Model and coordinating
the exchange of input data with the Corps. A series of operating scenariosfor the Weiser-Galloway project
will be modded in conjunction with Snake River System using the planning mode.

o Completion of the Operationa Analysisisscheduled for spring 2014. An update will be provided to the
IWRB at the November IWRB mesting.

REQUIRED ACTIONS: No actionisrequired by the IWRB a thistime.

| Boise River Feasbility Study

e AttheJduly IWRB meeting, the Corps reported that approximately $125,000 was secured to advance the
feasibility study infederd fiscal year 2013 ($250,000 totdl including the IWRB’ s match of approximately
$100,000 remaining in-kind credit and $25,000 cash). The Corps new planning initiative requiresre-
scoping of the Boise River study to meet a 3-year study schedule, $3 million maximum budget, and
involvement of the Corps' threelevel s of management to provide continuity throughout the study process
(“3x3x3’ framework). Modification of the federal cost share agreement (FCSA) between the IWRB and
the Corpsisrequired aswell asarevised project management plan (PMP).

o TheFCSA darifiesthe IWRB’s cost share commitment including the projected in-kind contributions. The
PMP documents the generd issues and basisfor the feasbility study, and outlines the general tasks,
schedule, processfor study execution and scope of work by discipline. The Corpswill present proposed
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modificationsto the FCSA, adraft PMP, and proposed schedule for execution of the agreement at the
September 20, 2013 IWRB meeting.

o Preiminary hydraulic, economic and other technical analyses are currently being performed to provide
additional information about the measuresidentified for study. Thisinformation will be used to refine the
scope of the study moving forward. The Corps aso will provide an update on these activities a the
September IWRB meeting.

e TheCorps provided asummary of project tasks and discussed the feasibility study process at the Water
Storage Projects Committee meeting on August 8, 2013.

o TheCorpsisseeking genera endorsement of the draft FCSA and PMP prior to forwarding the agreement to
Corps Headquartersfor additional review. Execution of the revised agreement is desired as soon as
possible to improve the likelihood of continued federa funding of the study.

e OnAugust 23, 2013 the severa IWRB members and staff participated in atour of key locations on the
Boise River. Thetour was organized by the Corps at the request of Senator Risch’s office. The focus of the
tour was the feasibility sudy and specific issuesrelated to water supply and flood risk.

REQUIRED ACTIONS: No officia actionisrequired by the IWRB at thistime. However, staff request the
IWRB consider initial approva of adraft FCSA and PMP, and authorize the Corps to move the agreement
forward for review by Corps Headquarters.

| HenrysFork Basin Study

e OnAugus 8, 2013, the IWRB’s Water Storage Projects Committee toured the parts of the Henrys Fork
River basin and viewed several of the surface water storage sites evaduated in the sudy aswell asthe Egin
Lakesrecharge dte. The committee held ameeting in the evening to further discussthe progress and
anticipated conclusion of the study.

e Theagppraisd level andysisisongoing and isfocused on generating additional technical information about
afew of the surface water storage and non-structura water management aternatives. Basin hydrologic
modeling is aso ongoing to assist with the analysis of the effects of each dternative, clarify the amount of
water availablefor storage, and evaluate climate change scenarios.

e Reclamation and IDWR continue to meet with stakeholdersto discussin detail which dternatives have
technical promise and public support.

e Thesgudy isscheduled to be completed around December 2013. A proposa to draft acompanion
document to the final Basin Study report was discussed with the Water Storage Projects Committee and
will be discussed with asmaller group of stakeholders. The purpose of the supplementa report would beto
provide recommendations and prioritization of projects to pursue along with a possible path forward. The
document would be developed by the IWRB in collaboration with Reclamation and asmall group of
stakeholders. Theinformation contained in the report could then be used by the State of Idaho to inform
decisonsregarding projectsto pursue. It would not preclude other entities from pursuing any of the
projects evaluated in the Basin Study.

¢ Reaultsof the appraisa anayss, adraft of the Basin Study report, and drafts of the supplementa report and
corresponding recommendations will be presented to the IWRB during the next several IWRB mestings for
review and comment.

REQUESTED ACTIONS: No actionisrequired by the IWRB at thistime.
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DRAFT

Framework for a Path Forward
Following the Henrys Fork Basin Study

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

environmental quality.

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

Throughout the Study, multiple parties have expressed interest in identifying and implementing
feasible water management strategies, including Friends of the Teton River, Henrys Fork Foundation,

Fremont Madison Irrig

ation District, Trout Unlimited, IWRB, and Reclamation. This diverse group of stakeholders including
environmental groups, irrigators, other interested organizations, and Federal, State, and local agencies
has regularly contributed to the HFBS, primarily through their participation in the Henrys Fork
Watershed Council (HFWS), which provided the forum for HFBS input and feedback.

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

facilitate broader avenues for implementation.

At the inception of the HFBS the stakeholder group facilitated by The HF Basin Team (CH2MHill,
Reclamation, IDWR) evaluated an array of adaptation strategies, including potential storage projects,
to address current and future water needs within the Henrys Fork and the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer.
These strategies represent a wide variety of water management and storage options that are not
directly comparable to each other, and in some cases could be complimentary to each other. The
adaptation strategies fall into several key areas: Water storage; Water markets; Water conservation;

and Recharge. The

HFBS Report will document viable alternatives in each of the key areas which represent a set of
adaptation strategies to address future water supply needs. The HFBS will also report on the extent to
which many of these strategies are being enacted by many of the parties to achieve water

management goals.
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The viable adaptation strategies are quite broad in scope with far too many options to act upon
immediately, therefore the HF Basin Team discussed with the stakeholders about bringing some of
these alternatives together in a smaller package that has broad stakeholder support for moving
forward to implementation or further study. It was originally thought that this smaller supportable
package could be part of the HFBS Report. This was the genesis of the small workgroup meetings. In
the first small workgroup meeting it became apparent that bringing the State and the conservation
groups together regarding a smaller supportable package would be a challenge given the amount of
time we have to complete the HFBS. It was in a HF Basin Team debriefing meeting after this first

workgroup meeting that the concept of two documents emerged.

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

forward toward implementation.

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

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

e The HFBS Report would meet the current time frame for completion of the Basin Study
(December 2013).

e The HFBS Report would be fact based and technically sound.

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

management goals.

e The HFBS Report document would NOT include recommendations.

Recognizing that the array of viable adaptation strategies in the Henry's Fork Basin Study Report are
quite broad in scope with far too many options to act upon immediately, the second document would
summarize the HFBS Report, provide recommendations and prioritization for which options to pursue,
and outline the sequence of steps for the recommended options. The second document (potentially
called the Path Forward) would be developed by the State in collaboration with the small work group

and Reclamation and be formulated to achieve broad stakeholder support.
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e The Path Forward document would be a report issued by Idaho Water Resource Board as a

companion document to the Basin Study Report and reference the Basin Study Report.
e Reclamation's role in the Path Forward document would be as a collaborator.

e It is hoped that the Path Forward document could represent broad stakeholder support

backed by the workgroup participants and the HFWC.

e A Path Forward document would provide flexibility for the IWRB to select some grouping of

alternatives to be pursued for implementation.

e The Path Forward document will be submitted to the Governor and the Legislature to

comply with House Joint Memorial 8, Senate Bill 1511, and the Idaho State Water Plan.

e The Path Forward document, and the recommendations and prioritization contained in the
document, would be used by the State of Idaho to inform decisions regarding which

options to pursue.

e The Path Forward document, and the recommendations and prioritization contained in the
document, would be used by the State of Idaho to inform decisions regarding investments

in water management infrastructure.

e The Path Forward document, and the recommendations and prioritization contained in the
document, would be used by the State of Idaho to seek further federal support to help

implement options identified in the HFBS.

A Path Forward document does not preclude any member of the workgroup from independently
developing its own vision for a path forward. Since the Study will present an array of alternatives, any
person or group, private or public, may seek to move an alternative(s) forward as they deem

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

Surface Water Storage Options

Near-Term Completion — Years 1-7

e Island Park Reservoir Enlargement — pursue up to

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

Mid-Term Completion - Years 8-25

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

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

Long-Term Completion — Beyond 25 years

e Teton River Basin alternative — maintain Teton

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

Non-Surface Water Storage Options

Near-Term Completion — Years 1-7

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

Currently Ongoing and Continuous

Managed Aquifer Recharge — IWRB will continue the

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

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

Piping of Irrigation Canals in North Fremont Area - IWRB

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

Demand Reduction — IWRB will continue to promote

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

Municipal & Industrial Water Conservation — State will

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






Henrys Fork Basin Study Path Forward

Draft Recommendations and Prioritization of Options
Timeline for Completion
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FCSA Amendment Report — Boise River GI Study

Amendments to the

FEASIBILITY COST SHARE AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AND
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
FOR THE
BOISE RIVER STUDY
BOISE, IDAHO

All of the proposed amendments to the previously approved Feasibility Cost Share Agreement
for the study are shown below. An electronic copy of the feasibility cost share agreement with
track changes is available to augment the deviation report review process.

Page No./ Deviation Justification
Article (from Previously Approved Model FCSA)
Pages 1-16 Removed all references to interim study. Interim term was used

in the previous study as
a deviation from the
standard to denote that
this was not a full-
fledged feasibility
study under the
previous scope of
work. Following a
SMART planning re-
scoping charette, the
scope nowencompasses
a full feasibility study
and the “interim”’term
can be removed. This

brings the FCSA better
in line with the model
FCSA.
Pages 1-16 Remove all references to pre-agreement in kind Previous wording
contributions including non model WHEREAS clauses | referred to credit
on pages 1-2 and Article [.L on page 4: authorized by Congress
to the Sponsor for pre-
WHEREAS. Section 4038 of the Water Agreement work that
Resources Development Act of 2007, Public Law 110- | was determined to be
114, authorizes the Secretary of the Army to credit integral to the study.
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the study This credit was
the cost. not to exceed $500,000, of work carried out exhausted during the
by the non-Federal interest before the date of the “interim” phase of the

partnership agreement for the project if the Secretary of | project and references
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FCSA Amendment Report — Boise River GI Study

Page No./
Article

Deviation
(from Previously Approved Model FCSA)

Justification

the Army determines that the work is integral to the
Interim Study (hereinafter “pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions”, as defined in Article I.L of this
Agreement);

WHEREAS, on October 31, 2008 the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) delegated the
authority to determine if the pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions are integral to the Interim Study to the
Commander, Northwestern Division and on December
3, 2008 the Commander, Northwestern Division
determined that the pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions are integral to the Interim Study;

Article LL: L. The term “pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions” shall mean the work carried out by the
Non-Federal Sponsor prior to the effective date of this
Agreement to complete a comprehensive analysis on
existing conditions in the Lower Boise Basin that the
Government determined is integral to the Interim
Study.

to this can be removed
to bring the FCSA in
better alignment with
the model.

Pages 1-16

Removed all reference to post-agreement in kind
contributions.

Removal of the
reference to pre-
agreement in kind
contributions
necessitates removal of
references to post-
agreement in-kind
contributions and the
more general term “in
kind contributions” can
be used throughout
which brings the FCSA
better in line with the
model.

Page 2/ Removed non-standard language added to the FCSA: Language was removed
Article LA “existing conditions, identify the impact of flood as the P MP of the study
; rs . has shifted focus from
events, identify”’evaluate solutions to water storage and
repare a project management plan incorporating said el
gata to”™” = h FCSA tasks. ThlS
brings FCSA closer to
the model.
Page 2/ Removed reference to ecosystem restoration. While there is authority
Article LA to study ecosystem
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FCSA Amendment Report — Boise River GI Study

Page No./ Deviation Justification
Article (from Previously Approved Model FCSA)
restoration, the non-
federal sponsor only
has funding and
authority to study the
other two authorized
study purposes of flood
risk management and
water supply.
Page 2/ Removed reference to paragraph L which was also Brings FCSA better in
Article LA removed (definition of pre-agreement in kind line with model.
contributions)
Page 2-3/ Removed the statement “the costs of the non-Federal This is language that
Article I.B pre-Agreement in-kind contributions determined in does not appear in the
accordance with Article II.E. of this Agreement” model and can be
removed with the
removal of all
references to pre-
agreement
contributions.
Page 3/ Added standard model language related to ATR and Language was not
Article I.B IEPR: applicable to the
the Government’s costs of Agency Technical interim feasibility
Review and other review processes required by the phase when agreement
Government; the Government’s costs of Independent was executed in 2009
External Peer Review, if required, except the costs of but is applicable to the
any contract for an Independent External Peer Review | re-scoped study.
Panel; the Government’s supervision and administration | Brings FCSA better in
costs; the Non-Federal Sponsor’s and the Government’s | line with current FCSA
costs of participation in the Study Coordination Team in | model.
accordance with Article III of this Agreement; the
Government’s costs of contract dispute settlements or
awards; and the Non-Federal Sponsor’s and the
Government’s costs of audit in accordance with Article
VI.B. and Article VI.C. of this Agreement. The term
does not include any costs of dispute resolution under
Article V of this Agreement; any costs incurred as part
of reconnaissance studies; any costs incurred as part of
feasibility studies under any other agreement; the Non-
Federal Sponsor’s costs of negotiating this Agreement;
any costs of a contract for an Independent External
Peer Review panel; or any costs of negotiating a design
agreement for a project or separable element thereof.
Page 6/ Removed optional clause: This was an optional
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Page No./ Deviation Justification
Article (from Previously Approved Model FCSA)
Article I1.A.9 article for studies that
As of the effective date of this Agreement, $172,000 of | do not conform to
Federal funds is currently projected to be available for | budget policy and is no
the Interim Study. The Government makes no longer applicable to the
commitment to request Congress to provide additional | study.
Federal funds for the Interim Study. Further, the
Government’s financial participation in the Interim
Study is limited to the Federal funds that the
Government makes available to the Interim Study.
Page 8/ Removed added article referring to pre-agreement in No longer applicable.
Article ILLE.6 | kind contributions:

6. The Government shall not include in total interim
Study costs any costs for pre- Agreement in-kind
contributions that exceed $500,000.

Page 10-11/

Updated study costs and cost-sharing costs. Updated in

Updated costs to reflect

Article kind contributions. Updated non-federal proportionate | change in scope.
IV.AL share percentage. Removed references to pre and post

agreement work in kind
Page 11/ Updated date of first quarter under amended FCSA. Updated to reflect
Article change in schedule.
IV.A2
Page 18 Updated Names for signatories. Updated to reflect

changes in personnel.

Page 20 Updated Name for signatory. Updated to reflect

change in personnel.
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Amendments to the

FEASIBILITY COST SHARE AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
AND
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
FOR THE
BOISE RIVER STUDY
BOISE, IDAHO

All of the proposed amendments to the previously approved Feasibility Cost Share Agreement
for the study are shown below. An electronic copy of the feasibility cost share agreement with
track changes is available to augment the deviation report review process.

Page No./ Deviation Justification
Article (from Previously Approved Model FCSA)
Pages 1-16 Removed all references to inferim study. Interim term was used

in the previous study as
a deviation from the
standard to denote that
this was not a full-
fledged feasibility
study under the
previous scope of
work. Following a
SMART planning re-
scoping charette, the
SCOpEe NOWEeNcompasses
a full feasibility study
and the “interim”’term
can be removed. This
brings the FCSA better
in line with the model

FCSA.
Pages 1-16 Remove all references to pre-agreement in kind Previous wording
contributions including non model WHEREAS clauses | referred to credit
on pages 1-2 and Article I.L on page 4: authorized by Congress
to the Sponsor for pre-
WHEREAS, Section 4038 of the Water Agreement work that
Resources Development Act of 2007, Public Law 110- | was determined to be
114, authorizes the Secretary of the Army to credit integral to the study.
toward the non-Federal share of the cost of the study This credit was
the cost, not to exceed $500,000, of work carried out exhausted during the
by the non-Federal interest before the date of the “interim” phase of the

partnership agreement for the project if the Secretary of | project and references
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Page No./
Article

Deviation
(from Previously Approved Model FCSA)

Justification

the Army determines that the work is integral to the
Interim Study (hereinafter “pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions”, as defined in Article I.L of this
Agreement);

WHEREAS, on October 31, 2008 the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) delegated the
authority to determine if the pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions are integral to the Interim Study to the
Commander, Northwestern Division and on December
3, 2008 the Commander, Northwestern Division
determined that the pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions are integral to the Interim Study;

Article L.LL: L. The term “pre-Agreement in-kind
contributions™ shall mean the work carried out by the
Non-Federal Sponsor prior to the effective date of this
Agreement to complete a comprehensive analysis on
existing conditions in the Lower Boise Basin that the
Government determined is integral to the Interim
Study.

to this can be removed
to bring the FCSA in
better alignment with
the model.

Pages 1-16

Removed all reference to post-agreement in kind
contributions.

Removal of the
reference to pre-
agreement in kind
contributions
necessitates removal of
references to post-
agreement in-kind
contributions and the
more general term “in
kind contributions” can
be used throughout
which brings the FCSA
better in line with the
model.

Page 2/ Removed non-standard language added to the FCSA: Language was removed
i e . . . . f tud
Article LA “existing conditions, identify the impact of flood as the P MP of the study
: e . has shifted focus from
events, identify”evaluate solutions to water storage and
repare a project management plan incorporating said these tasks to standard
e Sementp fporatng FCSA tasks. This
brings FCSA closer to
the model.
Page 2/ Removed reference to ecosystem restoration. While there is authority
Article LA to study ecosystem
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Boise River Feasibility Study
Summary of Project Tasks from Revised PMP
September 18,2013

SCOPE:

The study consists of measures to address the two primary project objectives of Flood Risk Management and
Water Supply. While planning is an iterative process and additional measures and alternatives may be identified
throughout the study, thus far potential measures appear to be focused in the following areas:

TASKS:

Combined Flood Risk Management and Water Supply Measures: Modification of Arrowrock Dam, off-
stream storage
Nonstructural Water Supply Measures: Water storage in surcharge space
Flood Risk Management Measures:
o Modify existing structures: Lucky Peak Dam, upgrade irrigation structures
o Non-structural: Regular flushing flows, education and outreach
o Increase Channel Conveyance: Replace push-up dams with inflatable weirs, replace bridges,
construct or improve levees
o  Erosion Control: Stabilize areas subject to pit capture
o Channel Maintenance

The following tasks have been identified in the draft Project Management Plan as necessary to complete the
feasibility study and comply with USACE planning guidance under the SMART Planning / 3x3x3 paradigm.

Gather Data:

Geotechnical Surveys (Core Sampling, Aggregate Availability, Concrete Evaluations, Lab Testing, Etc.)
Collect Additional First Floor Elevation Data For Use In Economic Analyses

Collect Cultural Resources Information

Collect Real Estate Information

Develop / Update Models:

Integration Of Existing Hydrology And Reservoir Models

Development Of Model Scenarios For Alternatives

Conduct Analyses To Determine H&H Effects Of Various Alternatives Including Hydraulic Analysis For
Mapping Of Inundation Areas For With And Without Project Conditions To Determine Benefits
Develop Economic Models And Conduct Analyses

Agency / Stakeholder / Tribal Coordination:

Coordination With Local Stakeholder Groups

Coordination With State Agencies

Fish And Wildlife Coordination Act {FWCA) Consultation

Endangered Species Act Consultation / Biological Assessment Development
Clean Water Act Consultation

National Historic Preservation Act Consultation

Conduct Consultation With Native American Tribes





Feasibility Study:
e ldentification Of Problems And Opportunities
e |dentifying Future Without Project Condition
e |dentifying Objectives And Constraints
e  Conducting Alternatives Formulation
e Evaluation Of Alternatives
o Determine Costs And Benefits Of Alternatives
e Comparison Of Alternatives
e  Plan Selection

Analyze Environmental Effects / Develop EIS:
e  Publish Notice Of Intent
e  Conduct Public Scoping / Public Meeting
o  Write Purpose And Need
e  Update Existing Conditions
o  Conduct Environmental Affects Analysis
e  Prepare Mitigation Plan
e Prepare Monitoring And Am Plan
e  Conduct Public Meetings (Draft EIS)
e  Prepare Final EIS
e  Write Record Of Decision
e Publish Notice Of Availability

Develop Additional Design And Cost Details:
e  Seismic Analysis
e  Water Diversion During Construction
o Downstream Cofferdam Design
e  Spillway Design And Location
s Additional Design Necessary For Other Plan Measures Identified During Feasibility
e Develop Detailed Estimate For Selected Plan
e  Formal Risk Analysis For Selected Plan
e  Feasibility Cost Report
e Develop Real Estate Acquisition Strategy For Selected Plan
e Provide Real Estate Assessments For Any Relocated Utilities / Facilities
e 30% Design For Selected Plan
= Consequence And Failure Mode Analysis And Preventative Measures

Mandatory Reviews:
e  District Quality Control
e  Agency Technical Review
o Independent External Peer Review
e In Progress Reviews
e  Civil Works Review Board





PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN
BOISE RIVER FEASIBILITY STUDY
ADA AND CANYON COUNTIES, IDAHO
GENERAL INVESTIGATION

1. INTRODUCTION

The Boise River Feasibility Study will evaluate plans to reduce flood risk and meet current and
future water supply needs in the lower Boise River watershed. The lower Boise River, a
tributary to the Snake River, is located in southwestern Idaho primarily in Ada and Canyon
counties. Communities and development along the Boise River have experienced repeated
minor flooding and flood risk management experts emphasize that a significant flood event with
major flood damage will occur in the future. Almost 40 percent of Idaho residents live in the
watershed, with one-sixth of the State’s population residing in the floodplain. County estimates
place over $10 billion in properties at risk within the floodplain (Ada City-County Emergency
Management 2011; Canyon County 2012).

The watershed has experienced the most significant growth in the State and, before the
economic downturn, included one of the fastest growing communities in the nation. Continuing
to meet current water needs as well as future demands is a major concern. The water supply in
the valley is a complex system of hydrologic interconnection. New development has been
restricted in areas experiencing aquifer declines and in areas where the shallow aquifer is
directly connected to the surface water system. Existing uses are also at risk of curtailment in
these areas in low water year. In response to a Joint Memorial passed by the Idaho Legislature
in 2008, the State is currently developing a regional water resources management plan to
identify strategies to meet current and future water supply and demand for the next 50 years.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Walla Walla District and U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) operate two Federal projects as a coordinated system to provide
flood risk reduction and water supply benefits. The USACE operates Lucky Peak Dam and
Lake, which was authorized by the Flood Control Acts of 1944 and 1946, for flood control and
irigation. Reclamation operates the Boise Project, which was authorized by the Reclamation
Act of 1902, primarily for irrigation, flood control, and power. The USACE and Reclamation
operate the three Federal reservoirs associated with these projects according to formal flood-
control criteria and rule curves contained in a joint Water Control Manual (USACE 1988). The
integrated system operations make it impractical to examine flood risk and water supply
objectives separately.

2. STUDY SPONSOR

The |daho Water Resources Board (IWRB) will cost-share (50 percent /50 percent) the
feasibility study with the USACE. The IWRB is a water resource agency recognized in the
Idaho constitution and is comprised of an eight member bi-partisan group appointed by the
Governor (four selected to represent geographic areas of the state, four at-large). The IWRB's
duties are to formulate and implement a comprehensive state water plan and comprehensive
basin plans, provide financial assistance for water development and conservation projects, and
operate numerous other water management programs. The |daho Department of Water
Resources (IDWR) provides project coordination and technical support on behalf of the IWRB.
The State Floodplain Coordinator for the National Flood Insurance Program is also located
within the IDWR.
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3. STUDY AUTHORITIES

The Boise River Feasibility Study was authorized by Section 414 of the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 1999, as amended by Section 4038 of WRDA 2007. The WRDA
1999 authorized a study on the Boise River for flood risk management, while WRDA 2007
added water supply and ecosystem restoration as project purposes. In addition, WRDA 2007
authorized up to $500,000 in-kind credit for work completed by the non-Federal Sponsor before
the date of the partnership agreement, if the work was determined integral to the project. In
December 2008, USACE Northwestern Division (NWD) approved the Integral Determination
Finding to credit the Sponsor $500,000. These in kind service credits were exhausted under a
previous phase of the project.

Section 414, WRDA 1999 reads: “The Secretary shall conduct a study to determine the
feasibility of undertaking flood control on the Boise River in Boise, Idaho.”

Section 4038, WRDA 2007 reads: “The study for flood control, Boise River, Idaho,
authorized by section 414 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat.
324), is modified—
(1) to add ecosystem restoration and water supply as project purposes to be
studied; and
(2) to require the Secretary to credit toward the non-Federal share of the cost of
the study the cost, not to exceed $500,000, of work carried out by the non-
Federal interest before the date of the partnership agreement for the project if the
Secretary determines that the work is integral to the project.”

The cost share funding for the IWRB was appropriated to study the feasibility of new water
storage options and related water supply and flood risk management benefits and purposes.
The Sponsor does not have financial capability to support the ecosystem restoration purpose.
Alternatives will be formulated for water supply and flood risk management purposes. Incidental
environmental restoration benefits may be possible with some flood risk or water supply
measures, and will be incorporated where feasible. If another project sponsor is identified with
an interest in ecosystem restoration opportunities, alternatives may be reformulated to
incorporate this purpose within the scope of the 3x3x3 guidance.

4. STUDY AREA

The Boise River is approximately 102 miles in length, is located entirely within the State of
ldaho, and is one of the major tributaries to the Snake River. The lower Boise River watershed
contains the Boise River drainage from Lucky Peak Dam to its confluence with the Snake River
in southwest Idaho. This roughly 64-mile reach of river drops approximately 650 feet in
elevation. The lower Boise River floodplain encompasses primarily Ada and Canyon Counties,
and includes the cities of Boise (state capital), Garden City, Meridian, Eagle, Star, Nampa,
Middleton, Caldwell, Notus, and Parma. The population of the Boise metropolitan area
(Treasure Valley) accounts for nearly 40 percent of Idaho’s total population (US Census Bureau,
2010). The metropolitan area is the third largest in the Pacific Northwest after Seattle,
Washington and Portland, Oregon.

The Boise River is highly regulated. Natural flows are modified by the three Federal storage
projects on the upper river (Lucky Peak Dam operated by USACE; Arrowrock and Anderson
Ranch dams operated by Reclamation) jointly operated by the USACE and Reclamation as a
system for the primary purposes of flood risk reduction and irrigation water supply. Additional
Project facilities include Lake Lowell, an offstream storage reservoir operated by Reclamation,
and numerous diversion canals that are federally and privately operated.
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Operation of the Federal reservoirs is a balancing act between reducing flood risk and having
sufficient irrigation water for crops by mid- and late summer. Recreation, hydropower, and fish
and wildlife functions are also authorized purposes but are secondary or incidental to achieving
the flood risk and irrigation water supply objectives. Water is not released for these purposes
unless reservoir storage space is assigned for that specific purpose.

A non-continuous series of non-Federal levees line the Boise River through developed areas in
downtown Boise, Garden City, and Eagle. A few are inspected through the USACE Levee
Safety Program, but the majority are unregulated and not maintained.

Seven tributaries (Cottonwood Creek, Hulls Gulch, Crane Creek, Stuart Gulch, Polecat Gulch,
Pierce Gulch, and Seaman Gulch) drain through narrow canyons onto alluvial fans and into the
Boise River within the city of Boise. The watersheds for these tributaries range in size from
1.2 square miles (Polecat Gulch) to 16.5 square miles (Cottonwood Creek). Residential
development occurs in the floodplain of many of these tributaries.

The feasibility study will focus on formulating plans to address flood risk associated with the
mainstem Boise River and not the tributaries. The charette participants determined that, based
on existing information, tributary flood risk issues could not be addressed within the 3X3X3
scope framework. Further, the USACE Project Delivery Team (PDT) felt that the most
significant flood risks were associated with the mainstem Boise River and, based on previous
studies, it would be difficult to show Federal interest for projects associated with the tributaries.
While alternatives would not be formulated to address these risks, contributions from tributaries
would be considered in the overall comparison and analysis of alternatives.

Complex, interconnected surface water and aquifer systems supply current water uses in the
Treasure Valley which includes irrigation, domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial uses.
Natural flow, stored surface water, and ground water are reused in multiple locations across the
valley through a network of drains and direct discharge into the river. Surface water supplies an
estimated 90 percent of the current water demand. Approximately 77 percent of the annual
Boise River flow occurs as snowpack runoff during the March to July period (IWRB 2012). The
average unregulated natural flow volume in the Boise River as measured at Lucky Peak Dam
(1929 — 2010 period) is 1.9 million acre-feet and the average annual basin outflow as measured
at the Parma gage (1972 — 2010 period) is 1.1 million acre-feet, which includes seasonal runoff
and discharge or return flows from the aquifer (IDWR 2011).

The shallow aquifers of the Treasure Valley Aquifer System are generally in direct hydraulic
communication with the Boise River and to a lesser extent the Snake River. Surface water
influences aquifer levels as a result of recharge through canal seepage, flood irrigation, and
other sources. The aquifer system contributes to Boise River natural flow by discharging water
back to the river through a network of constructed drains, tributaries, or directly to the river. It is
estimated that in 2000 approximately 1.1 million acre-feet of water recharged the aquifer system
and a total of 1.06 million acre-feet was discharged from the aquifer (881,600 acre-feet
discharged through drains, tributaries, or the river and an additional 175,000 acre-feet diverted
from wells) (Urban 2004).

5. PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN (PMP) PURPOSE

As noted in the FCSA between the Corps and IWRB at Article 1.J., and eisewhere, this PMP
guides the performance of the Feasibility Study. The PMP was developed as a tool to organize
and manage the development and completion of the Feasibility Study, and defines and
documents the assumptions, scope of work, tasks, products, and the level of detail required for
the report. The PMP is the basis for obtaining agreement on study goals and expectations,
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developing a plan to manage the study to meet those goals and expectations, establishing good
communications, defining the study scope, and defining the resources needed to complete the
study. The PMP includes the following:

e Study tasks and responsibility for their accomplishment.

e The estimated cost of individual study tasks and total study cost, including the
negotiated cost of work items to be accomplished by Sponsor as in-kind services.

e The schedule of performance and milestones.

The PMP is a working document and is expected to be revised/modified as needed throughout
the study process. It is intended to compliment any local efforts. Any necessary changes in
project scope, schedule, costs and non-Federal contributions will be mutually agreed upon by
both the Corps and the IWRB.

6. STUDY PROCESS
General Investigation (Gl) studies are conducted in two phases in accordance with WRDA of
1986: the reconnaissance phase and the feasibility phase.

A reconnaissance study, completed with full Federal funding, determines whether or not
planning to develop a project should proceed to a more detailed feasibility study. The Lower
Boise River and Tributaries, Idaho Reconnaissance Study, dated May 1995 identified several
proposals for feasibility-level studies but was put in an inactive status due to lack of local
sponsorship. Recent interest from the IWRB led to the development of a PMP for a feasibility
level study and later the full feasibility described in this PMP.

The purposes of this feasibility phase are:

e To determine the feasibility of a multipurpose project for flood risk management and
water supply including the formulation and analysis of alternatives, analysis of impacts
necessary for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and alll
other relevant environmental laws and regulations, and develop preliminary (30%)
design details for project features associated with the preferred alternative.

7. REGIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

The study will consider previous and ongoing regional efforts including but not limited to those
by Reclamation, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), local communities, flood control districts,
drainage districts, irrigation districts, the University of Idaho Ecohydraulics, |daho Rivers United,
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements, and other state and local organizations.
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8. PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES INDENTIFIED TO DATE
Problems

Numerous problems were identified by the study team who developed the problem statements
below. Additional background information is provided where available.

a. Unreliable and inadequate flood protection results in flood damages along the Boise
River corridor.

e Flood risks were reduced by the addition of Lucky Peak Dam to the Federal
reservoir system in 1955. However, current operational configuration of the Federal
reservoir system only provides a level of protection for up to a 3-percent chance
exceedance flood event.

e Since 1955, when all three Federal reservoirs were operational, the reservoir
system regulation objective of 6,500 cubic feet per second (cfs) has been equaled or
exceeded 21 times and flood stage (7,200 cfs) equaled or exceeded 10 times.

e Current reservoir system operational objectives do not optimize flood risk reduction
or water supply objectives. Optimum flood risk reduction would keep reservoirs
empty, while optimum water supply operation would keep them full.

e Annual precipitation variability has added to the challenge of operation reservoirs
to reduce downstream flood risk.

b.  The river corridor (including the floodplain, channel, and tributaries) is constrained by
development, limiting options for flood risk management.

» More than one-sixth of Idaho’s population and, according to Ada and Canyon
counties, infrastructure greater than $10 billion is located in the lower Boise River
floodplain (Ada City-County Emergency Management 2011; Canyon County 2012).
Estimated damages from a 0.2-percent chance exceedance flood are more than $2.6
billion.

e Infrastructure at risk includes residences, industrial and commercial facilities,
drinking water and wastewater treatment facilities, schools, major arterial roads and
bridges, local, state and Federal government offices, and the Ada County traffic
control operations center.

o Flows above 9,000 cfs would be catastrophic for the entire region.

c. Channel capacity is insufficient to convey large flow events.

» Channel capacity has been reduced by sediment deposition, vegetation growth,
adjacent land development, and unstable stream channgls.

e Push-up dams constrict river channel and exacerbate Boise River flooding.

e Problem areas during flood events include the Boise River in Garden City, Eagle at
Eagle Island, Star Middleton, State Highway 95 Bridge, and numerous gravel pits in
Eagle and throughout Canyon County.

d. The risk to life and property extends beyond the mapped floodplain due to risk
associated with mainstem irrigation diversion headgates and canal bank failure during a
flood event.

e There is a risk that irrigation diversion structures on the mainstem Boise River can
be overtopped or fail and convey water inland.

o Minor Boise River flooding in 2012 resulted in headgate and canal bank failure of
the Little Pioneer Canal, requiring intervention and structural repair by local
emergency managers and the local flood control district.

e. Numerous grave extraction pits and manmade ponds in the floodplain captured during
flood events will cause severe erosion and sudden channel migration.
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f.

» Uncontrolled capture of gravel pits adjacent to the river channel can occur during a
flood event when the river channel erodes a strip of land separating the river from the
pit (pond). The river then migrates into the pit and converts the off-channel pit into
the river channel. This event results in river channel instability through localized
increase in stream flow velocities. Pit capture results in severe stream channel
erosion up- and downstream, putting property at risk and impacting riparian and
aquatic habitat.

e Several reaches of the Boise River have a high density of gravel extraction ponds,
many near residential areas with high value real estate.

e A pit capture that occurred in 2006 resulted in bank and bed instability one mile
upstream of the event.

e Minor flooding in 2012 threatened pit capture which was prevented only after
extraordinary measures were taken.

Existing water storage capacity limits current growth in the basin, and does not meet

current needs and will not meet future demands.

e Existing water supplies are currently limited in some areas of the valley and the
need for additional supplies is expected to increase in the future. Current water
supply issues are managed at the local level by limited new development, using
water marketing programs, and managed curtailment of junior water rights.

e The aquifer and surface water systems are interconnected and very complex.
Natural flow, stored surface water, and ground water are reused in multiple locations
across the valley through a network of natural and manmade drains and direct
discharge into the river.

e Storage water is not available in all areas of the watershed due to access or timing
constraints. These areas must rely on ground water. Due to aquifer declines in
localized areas and the interconnectivity between ground and surface water, there
are some groundwater moratoriums or groundwater management areas in the
watershed, which either prohibit or restrict new ground water development.

e Upstream of Star Bridge, surface water is considered to be fully appropriated
during much of the year and the shallow ground water is considered to be a tributary
to the surface water systems. As a result, there is currently a moratorium restricting
development of new shallow ground water and new surface water uses upstream of
Star Bridge. New surface water uses are prohibited unless a formal plan to mitigate
the new use is submitted and approved. The moratorium impacts both existing and
future water uses and includes several larger cities in the Treasure Valley including
Boise, Garden Valley, Eagle, and parts of Meridian.

o Recent completion of a water right adjudication may result in the administration of
existing junior ground water uses that have not previously been regulated. This could
result in the curtailment of a large number of existing ground water uses.

e Future water needs cannot be met solely with ground water without impacting the
stability of the aquifer. This will result in an increased use of surface water to meet
existing and future water needs.

» Additional annual water supply needed to meet future demand is predicted to
range from 82,000 to 170,000 acre-feet over the next 50 years (IWRB, 2012).

9. Annual precipitation variability affects the reliability of water supply.

8/31/2013

» The fixed water storage capacity is not adequate to store sufficient water in wet
years to offset the dry years. A significant amount of surface water leaves the basin
annually due to limited storage capacity.

e Current and predicted intra-year variability will result in reduced natural flows in the
summer and fall, less water to fill natural flow water rights, increased use of storage
water, and less reservoir carry over.

o Climate variability predictions project that the wet years are getting wetter and dry
years getting drier.
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h.  Current winter operations provide ‘minimum’ flows for fish and instream maintenance
and do not optimize fishery health.

e Reclamation, through administrative decision and in consultation with the |daho
Department of Fish and Game, uses stored water in Lucky Peak to maintain a
minimum winter instream flow of at least 240 cfs for fish and instream maintenance.
Historically, winter flows have exceeded or met this minimum in all but two years.
e IDFG indicates that flows exceeding 240 cfs will improve the quantity and quality of
fish and wildlife habitat. IDFG has also indicated that fish benefits would be
improved if instream releases could be shaped to more closely replicate the shape of
a natural hydrograph.

Opportunities

Charette participants identified very broad, overarching opportunities, which could be achieved
in many different ways.

o Reduce flood risk to life safety and property damage.
* Meet current and future water demands.

9. TASKS AND ANALYSES

The following describes tasks associated with the development of the Feasibility Study. A
breakout of work by discipline is included in Attachment A and a summary of costs and
schedule by task are included in Attachment B.

Develop the Combined Feasibility Report / Environmental Impact Statement

Development of the feasibility report will require the PDT to refine problems and opportunities, identify
objectives, formulate alternatives, assess the future without project conditions (FWPC), assess and
compare alternatives and select a preferred alternative. This alternatives analysis includes modeling of
the river system and development of scenarios to optimize alternatives and to analyze the potential
hydrologic and economic benefits of alternatives in comparison to the FWPC. This report will be
combined with the Environmental Impact Statement to reduce overlap and streamline the documentation.
The Environmental Impact Statement will document existing conditions in the project area, assess the
environmental and socio-economic impacts of alternatives, determine any mitigation measures necessary
and ensure compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations.

Public Involvement

Public Involvement will be conducted as part of the NEPA process and will involve a public scoping
meeting, public meeting on the draft EIS and public hearing on the final EIS. Sharing of information
throughout the study will be conducted using a USACE-hosted public website. Additional coordination
with stakeholders will occur throughout the process on an as-needed basis. Additional public meetings
may be held at milestones throughout the feasibility study process as warranted.

Conduct Surveys

Geotechnical surveys within the project area will occur to assist in determining design considerations for
project features. Cultural resources surveys may also be needed in order to determine presence/
absence and assist in analyses of impacts.

Conduct Modeling and GIS Analyses

Existing models developed for the system (including HEC-RAS and RiverWare) will be used to the extent
possible to develop scenarios for project alternatives and assess the potential benefits of alternatives.
HEC-FDA will be used to assess the economic benefits of alternatives. GIS analyses will be used to
assist in the development of inputs for these models and to assess the environmental impacts of
alternatives.
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Develop the Cost Engineering Appendix

General cost estimates and abbreviated risk analysis will be developed for alternatives. A detailed cost
estimate and formal risk analysis will be developed for the selected plan. A feasibility Cost Report
(including project schedule and TPCS) will be developed for the final plan.

Develop the Engineering Appendix

The Engineering Appendix will summarize engineering information used for the development of
alternatives and 30% design of the selected plan. This will include details and outputs of modeling
activities, design details, and a consequence of failure mode analysis.

Develop the Real Estate Plan

Develop real estate cost estimates (gross order of magnitude) for alternatives in the feasibility phase.
Develop real estate acquisition strategy for selected plan. Develop real estate assessments for any
relocated utilities / facilities.

10. SCHEDULE AND MILESTONES

Major milestones are identified below. The start date and subsequent dates are contingent
upon execution of the FCSA Amendment by the end of November 2013 and availability of
funds.

Scheduled Milestone

Dec 2013 Issue NOI

Jan 2014 Public Scoping Meetings

Mar 2014 IPR with HQ / Alternatives Milestone

Aug 2014 Complete Geotechnical Surveys

Dec 2014 Complete H&H and Econ Modeling

Mar 2015 Complete Draft Report

Apr 2015 District Quality Control

May 2015 NWD Review of Draft

Jul 2015 IPR with HQ / Tentatively Selected Plan Milestone
Aug 2015 Concurrent Policy, Technical, and Public Review
Nov 2015 Address comments, update report

Jan 2016 IPR with HQ/ Agency Decision Milestone

Mar 2016 Complete 30% Design

May 2016 Complete Final Report

Jun 2016 Final Report Submitted to HQ

Dec 2016 Civil Works Review Board

Feb 2017 Final Report Milestone

Apr 2017 Chief's Report Milestone

Jul 2017 Project Closeout

11. FEASIBILITY STUDY COST ESTIMATE

Estimated costs for the Feasibility Study are based on an analysis of the tasks and work
elements to be accomplished by the Corps' Walla Walla District and the Sponsor. Baseline cost
estimates are included in this PMP and contain consideration of in-house labor (Corps and
Sponsor), estimated travel, production of reports, supervision and administration, and indirect
and overhead charges. Attachment B identifies estimated cost by study task.

Total study costs are estimated to be $3,000,000 of which $1,600,000 ($1,400,000 of cost-

shared study costs plus $200,000 of non-cost shared Independent External Peer Review) is the
Federal cash contribution. The non-Federal Sponsor shall contribute 50 percent of the total
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study costs, excluding the cost of the Independent External Peer Review ($200,000) with
$1,300,000 provided in cash and $100,000 provided as in kind contributions.

12. MANAGEMENT OF BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING

As noted earlier, the total estimated study costs of $3,000,000 are to be shared between the
Corps and the Sponsor. The IWRB's contribution of $1,400,000 is comprised of in-kind services
and cash

a) The IWRB agrees to provide its funding in advance of the Corps’ performance of tasks.
Per Article IV.B.1. of the FCSA, the Corps will provide written notification in the form of an
invoice 90 days prior to expending $500,000 of its own funds, requesting the IWRB's 50
percent proportionate share of funds be made available to the Corps to cover work projected
for the upcoming six month period. The Corps shall continue to invoice the IWRB biannually
for its 50 percent proportionate share unless both parties agree to modify the billing period in
accordance with Section 14, Change Management Plan.

c) Funds contributed by the IWRB will only be used to pay for costs incurred by the Corps
associated with completing the tasks described in Section 9 of the PMP.

d) The IWRB shall remit payments to the Corps by providing an electronic funds transfer or
by delivering a check payable to:

FAO, USAED, WALLA WALLA & G4
Attn: District Engineer

Walla Walla District, Attn;: CENWW-PM
Walla Walla, WA 99362

e) The IWRB shall coordinate with the Corps' PM to provide records for credit of services
performed during the previous billing period prior to formulation of the next invoice.

13. CRITICAL ASSUMPTIONS AND CONSTRAINTS
The study scope, costs and schedule described in this PMP are based on the following
assumptions and constraints.

Assumptions
e Congressional funds will be appropriated in time to maintain the schedule provided as

Attachment B. It is anticipated that with a continuous funding stream the Feasibility
Study tasks described in this PMP can be accomplished over a 36 month period. Lack
of continued funding makes it more difficult to schedule and retain PDT members. If a
continuous funding stream is not maintained, schedules costs and budgets will need to
be reassessed as described in Section 14, Change Management Plan.

e The Sponsor, cooperating agencies, and stakeholders will provide information and
comment in a timely manner as scheduled.

Constraints
e The study is adhering to the 3x3x3 tenets of SMART planning which means the study
cost is constrained to 3 years counted as time where funding is actually provided to
complete necessary tasks following the completion of the re-scoping charette. This
overarching constraint limits the type of surveys and detailed engineering analyses that
can be conducted during the feasibility phase of the project.
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14. CHANGE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The PMP documents scope, schedule and budget for the Feasibility Study phase. All additions
to scope, and schedule and budget changes will be considered against the need to enhance the
original scope to include additional local partnerships. Changes will be coordinated between
the Corps and the Sponsor, and the PMP revised to identify any impacts to scope, schedule and
budget.

The Corps’ PM will monitor physical and fiscal progress of all work required for completion of a
product. PDT members are responsible for performing to budget and schedule. Any potential
changes should be raised by the PDT as soon as possible in order to evaluate the impacts to
the entire study.

Formal evaluation for changed conditions will occur quarterly (every three months). These
reviews will provide an opportunity to revise assumed outcomes, scope, cost, and shared
funding commitments as appropriate and ensure a favorable outcome. The Corps and the
IWRB will review the scope, costs and shared funding commitments in the PMP to determine if
modifications are required. Modifications will occur with the mutual consent of both parties and
be documented in writing, and signed and dated by both parties.

A Schedule and Cost Change Request (SACCR) will be used to document major schedule or
scope changes and cost increases of 10 percent or greater.

15. RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN

The PDT will take an active approach to risk management. The PDT will communicate any
significant concerns related to unusual, unforeseen, undocumented, or potential risks that may
arise during the study to the PM. A review of study progress, scope and budget will occur
regularly, at a minimum quarterly (every three months), to determine if scope, schedule, or
budget changes are required. Specific risks and associated control features will be identified
with respect to scope, quality, schedule, and cost during the quarterly reviews. The Risk
Register will be used throughout the process in order to document significant study risks and
IPRs with HQ and NWD will be used to communicate these risks throughout the vertical team.

16. CUSTOMER OBJECTIVES AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Quality objectives:

Meet scheduled milestone dates subject to the availability of funding.

Meet Sponsor expectations.

Meet stakeholders’ expectations.

Monitor and address input from internal and external stakeholders.

Perform independent and peer reviews at appropriate times and consider all
review comments.

17. QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

The review plan for this project is currently being revised and will be included here once
completed. It is anticipated that DQC, ATR, Cost ATR, and Types | and Il IEPR will be required
for this project.

18. ACQUISITION PLAN

The Corps may identify tasks best performed by contract support and has existing contracts in
place through the Planning Branch or Engineering and Design Branch to execute these
activities. Geotechnical surveys may be contracted out to the USBR through a MIPR as they
have significant prior experience conducting surveys associated with Arrowrock Dam.
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19. COMMUNICATION PLAN

a) External

External communications will be handled by the PDT member responsible with that activity. The
NEPA lead will assume responsibility for public meetings and stakeholder coordination related
to NEPA compliance. The lead Biologist will handle communication related to the FWCA, ESA,
and other applicable environmental laws. The Cultural Resources lead with handle
communications related to the NHPA and tribal consultation, The PM will participate in all
external communications as needed and lead communication efforts with the USBR.

b) Internal

Information management and records: All documents will be produced using Microsoft (MS)
Office including, MS Word and Excel and, when transmitted electronically, will be in either *.doc
or *.pdf format. Project schedules will be developed using MS Project.

Project Delivery Team: The PDT will consist of technical study team members within the Corps,
any contract support, and team members identified by the IWRB.

All team members shall support efficient and accessible project communications and specifically
support the necessary team meetings. Effective communications are key to the execution of
this study. Communication among team members will consist of both formal team meetings and
informal day-to-day interaction. E-mail is encouraged as the primary means of written
communication among all team members.

Team meetings will be held as needed to discuss study schedule, work requirements, and
findings. Team meetings may consist of conference calls to help reduce travel expenses. All
significant meetings, e-mails, and phone calls will be documented with memos and/or shared by
e-mail with the PDT. The PDT is encouraged to hold open, frank discussions with the PM,
sponsor, and other members.

c) Corps and Partner
The PMs for the Corps and the IWRB will serve as the central point of communications for day-
to-day activities and coordination between the agencies.

The Corps and IWRB will establish an executive committee made up of the Corps Deputy
District Engineer, the Corps Chief of Planning, the Corps Project Manager, and on behalf of the
IWRB, the IDWR Planning Bureau Chief, IDWR Project Manager, and the IDWR Technical
Services Administrator. This committee will meet quarterly to discuss study progress and
budget. The PDT will present any recommendations to the executive committee.

Upon execution of the FCSA, the Corps shall provide quarterly progress reports (every three
months) to the Sponsor that will:

a) describe costs and staff days expended, status of ongoing and completed tasks, and
accounting of Sponsor credit from previous in-kind work, credit for Sponsor work completed
during PMP execution, and cash contributions for the quarter completed.

b) describe anticipated work and project costs for the upcoming quarter.
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20. GEOSPATIAL DATA MANAGEMENT

Geospatial analyses will be conducted to assist in the determination of project effects, costs,
and benefits to develop maps that will assist in communication. All GIS information will be
stored in a shared network drive and will be accessible throughout the district. The general
engineering section will maintain the geospatial database for this project.
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ATTACHMENT A
Scope of Work by Discipline

1. Plan Formulation

1.1.  Lead the plan formulation process, document the plan formulation process in the
feasibility report and conduct reviews necessary to ensure compliance with USACE regulations:
1.1.1. Identification of Problems and Opportunities: Utilize existing literature, information,
discussions with sponsor and stakeholders to determine problems and opportunities associated
with flood risk management, water supply and ecosystem restoration

1.1.2. Identify Future Without Project Condition: Forecast future changes in the project area
that may have effects on flood risk and water supply which will be used as a basis of
comparison for measuring the benefits of alternatives

1.1.3. Identify Objectives and Constraints: Develop specific project objectives for flood risk
management and water supply based on the problems and opportunities and identify
constraints that limit potential actions or alternatives

1.1.4. Alternatives Formulation: Lead the PDT in the combination of potential measures into
alternatives and the screening of alternatives to arrive at the focused array of alternatives.
1.1.5. Evaluation of Alternatives: Compile information from PDT members on the costs,
benefits and environmental impacts of potential alternatives

1.1.6. Comparison of Alternatives: Develop the system by which alternatives will be compared
and the basis for the selection of the tentatively selected plan

1.1.7. Plan Selection: Provide the rationale for the tentatively‘selected plan

1.2.  SMART Planning Products

1.2.1. Develop products necessary to comply with the USACE SMART planning process

1.2.1.1. Risk Register: Documents project risks, the steps to manage risk and the
eventual outcome throughout the planning process.
1.2.1.2. Decision Management Plans: Provides the steps necessary to meet the next

planning milestone

2. Economics

2.1.  Estimate Economic Benefits of Alternatives

2.1.1. evaluate the baseline economic impacts of flooding and benefits of alternatives and the
economic benefits of water supply based on the most likely alternative to be implemented in
absence of the federal project

2.2. Develop Economic Models and Conduct Analyses

2.2.1. In coordination with Engineering and GIS, develop economic models necessary to
conduct economic benefits analysis of flood risk management and water supply.

2.2.2. Develop data set for use in HEC-FDA model and run risk based analysis for Flood
Damage Reduction measures. Work with GIS to match up previous inventory data to the most
current assessor data available. Inventory downtown Boise and commercial/industrial
structures. Compute depreciated value using Corps approved methodology. Work with H&H,
and GIS staff to load data into HEC-FDA model. Beta test model, run and evaluate results.
Perform risk based FRM model run using HEC-FDA. Evaluate results and write up assumptions
and conclusions resulting from model runs.

2.3.  Evaluate Flood Damages prevented using existing Average Annual Damage model.
Provide FRM benefit estimation for each alternative/measure as differentiated by flow data
provided by engineering. Results will be order of magnitude level using existing data. Analysis
will be used for initial screening of alternatives/measures.

2.4. Water supply Identify Study Area affected by water supply changes, Estimate Future
M&I Water Supplies, Project Future M&! Water Use, |dentify Deficit between Future Water

8/31/2013 14 Boise River Feasibility Study PMP - FINAL





Supplies and Use. |dentify Alternatives Without Federal Plan, Rank and Display Alternative
Plans based on Least Cost Analysis, Identify Most Likely Alternative, Compute M&I Water
Supply Annualized Benefits. Research existing water supply data and reports from Bureau of
Reclamation and State of Ildaho. Determine if existing information on water supply and
projections meet Corps requirements. Review existing information to determine if further data is
needed.

2.5.  Hydropower Analysis Work with NWW H&H, NWD HAC, Seattle City Light, and Idaho
Power to analyze hydropower benefits or impacts from site power and system power.

2.6. Recreation Benefits Review existing recreation use, estimate affect on current
recreation use and project future with-project conditions and affect on recreation. Use existing
data to assign value to net affects.

2.7.  Agriculture Benefits Determine if water will be available for irrigation. If with-project
condition significantly affects irrigation water, then determine existing agriculture uses and
benefits, estimate with and without project future conditions. Work with Bureau of Reclamation
and use their data, or contract with Bureau of Reclamation for Agriculture Benefit estimation.
2.8. Employment Benefits Determine total economic effects on Employment for with-project
conditions. Compute RED affects provided by with-project condition.

2.9. Socio-Economic affects- Evaluate Socio-Economic effects of with-project conditions and
evaluate affects. Examine population trends, determine in benefits or cost disproportionally
accrue to a single category. Determine if with-project condition generate significant
Intensification benefits, and quantify the benefits is significant. Determine if with-project
condition generate significant Location benefits, and quantify the benefits is significant.
Determine projected land use changes between with and without project conditions.

Environmental Effects Analysis

Environmental Impact Statement

Conduct steps necessary to ensure compliance with the National Environmental Policy
NEPA) including:

Publish Notice Of Intent

Conduct Public Scoping / Public Meeting

Write Purpose and Need

Update Existing Conditions

Conduct Environmental Affects Analysis

Prepare Mitigation Plan

Prepare Monitoring and AM Plan

Conduct Public Meetings (Draft EIS)

Prepare Final EIS

Write Record of Decision

1 Publish Notice of Availability

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) Consultation

3.2.1. Conduct coordination pursuant to FWCA compliance and provide summary for report
3.3.  ESA Consultation / Biological Assessment

3.3.1. Consult with Fish and Wildlife Service on the Endangered Species Act and prepare
Biological Assessment

3.4.  Clean Water Act Consultation

3.4.1. Conduct consultation on Clean Water Act and provide summary for report

1.
1.
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4, Cultural Resources and Tribal Consultation
4.1.  Collect existing cultural resources information and conduct on-site investigations if
necessary

4.2.  Determine potential effects of alternatives on cultural resources
4.3.  Provide write-up for inclusion in feasibility report / EIS
4.4.  National Historic Preservation Act Consultation
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4.4.1. Consult with State Historic Preservation Officers and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
as appropriate. Provide summary of consultation for report.

4.4.2. Develop MOA to address adverse effects to National Register listed and eligible
properties including Arrowrock Dam

4.5. Conduct Consultation with Native American Tribes

4.5.1. Initiate and support consultation with Native American Tribes on the study and
alternatives

5. Engineering Analyses

5.1.  Geotechnical Surveys, Analyses, and Design Considerations

5.1.1. Reference Material Review: Review all design data, dam safety reports and evaluations
associated with Arrowrock Dam. Include a review of instrumentation data. Further, investigate

Teddy Roosevelt Dam raise project and consult with applicable USBR representatives.

5.1.2. Surveys and analyses to assess the feasibility of alternatives (including a potential dam

raise) and to assist in design of project features

51.21. Perform detailed geologic mapping in both abutments and lower downstream
foundation.

5.1.2.2. Perform investigation for construction aggregate material source and identify a
possible source and potential haul road routes.

5.1.2.3. Determine seismic load for the new project. This information should be available
through research.

5.1.2.4. Review slope conditions at proposed high water mark for the new reservoir.
5.1.2.5. Foundation Core Drilling

5.1.2.6. Existing Concrete Evaluation

5.1.2.7. Laboratory Testing of Concrete Samples

5.1.3. Water Diversion during Construction: Address how water will be diverted during
construction. Modify existing outlets if possible or explore possibility of opening the old
diversion tunnel.

5.1.4. Downstream cofferdam design: Address downstream cofferdam and what crest
elevation will be required given operation of Lucky Peak Dam and the amount of diversion from
Arrowrock dam.

5.1.5. Spillway design and location based on analysis from H&H: Address alternatives given
location and existing foundation conditions.

5.1.6. Provide evaluation report to include: Site foundation conditions, including geologic data
interpretation and evaluation of core logs, geologic mapping, and lab data analysis of rock
physical properties and load capabilities.

5.1.7. Provide typical design for new levees and quantity estimates. Provide typical redesign
of existing levees to increase conveyance capacity of the Boise River. Generate conceptual
drawings.

5.1.8. Assist in the Consequence and Failure Mode Analysis and Preventative Measures

5.2.  H&H Analyses and Design Considerations

5.2.1. Development of hydrologic data including design flood data.

5.2.2 Development and integration of existing HEC-RAS Models with USBR Riverware model
(or other reservoir modeling software); Coordinate with USBR on use of their model. Includes
substantial reservoir modeling for determining optimal storage allocation and operating rules.
5.2.3. Develop model scenarios to reflect the full range of the focused array of alternatives
5.2.4. Conduct analyses to determine H&H effects of various alternatives including hydraulic
analysis for mapping of inundation areas for with and without project conditions to determine
benefits.

5.2.5. Assist in development of economic model to forecast damages prevented.
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5.2.6. Assist in the plan formulation and development of design details for alternatives
including Arrowrock dam raise, levees, pit stabilization, replacement of bridges, alteration of
diversion structures and replacement of push up dams.

5.2.7 Develop spillway and outlet design of any new or modified hydraulic structures.
5.2.8. Assist in the Consequence and Failure Mode Analysis and Preventative Measures
5.2.9. Provide write-up of results for Report

5.3.  Structural Design Considerations
5.3.1. Provide design details that will allow for estimation of quantities and preparation of cost
estimates for measures / alternatives including

5.3.1.1. Arrowrock Dam Raise
5.3.1.1.1. Concept-level design of spillway structures (piers, control structures, bridge)
5.3.1.1.2. Temporary Structures during construction (cofferdam, diversion tunnel

gates/controls)
5.3.1.1.3. Stability Analysis

5.3.1.2. Irrigation Diversion Modifications
5.3.1.2.1. Concept-level desing for 4 basic sizes / configurations
5.3.1.3. Bridge Replacement

5.3.1.3.1. Concept-level design for 5 bridges
5.3.2. Develop 30% Design for Selected Plan
5.3.3. Assist in the Consequence and Failure Mode Analysis and Preventative Measures

54. GIS Analyses

5.5.  Provide support for engineering, environmental, cultural, economics, and plan
formulation including integration of GIS data, GIS analyses of impact areas, Economic Analyses
and development of maps

5.5.1. Environmental Analysis: Overlay projected project footprint(s) with resource layers to
assist in impacts assessment

5.5.2. Cultural Resources: Overlay projected project footprint(s) with cultural resource layers
to assist in impacts assessment

5.5.3. Economics: Assist in the development of layers for existing structures in the floodplain
and assist in the assessment of projected with and without project flood damages.

6. Cost Estimation

6.1.  Provide general cost estimates for alternatives

6.2. " Abbreviated Risk Analysis for Alternatives

6.3. Provide detailed (MCACES) estimate for selected plan

6.4. Formal Risk Analysis for selected plan

6.5.  Feasibility Cost Report (including project schedule and TPCS).

7. Real Estate

7.1.  Provide real estate cost estimates (gross order of magnitude) for alternatives in the
feasibility phase

7.2.  Procure title information for the proposed project lands

7.3.  Obtain rights of entry for study investigations

7.4.  Develop real estate acquisition strategy and drawings for selected plan

7.5.  Provide real estate assessments and analysis for relocated utilities / facilities

7.6.  Analysis and Application of Navigational Servitude

7.7.  Perform a physical taking analysis (if needed)

7.8.  Provide summary in Real Estate Plan

8. Reviews: The project manager will ensure that the following mandatory reviews are
conducted for this project
8.1.  District Quality Control
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8.2.  Agency Technical Review

8.3. Independent External Peer Review (Type |)
8.4. In Progress Reviews

8.5.  Civil Works Review Board (if needed)

9. Project Management
9.1.  The Project Manager will manage the schedule, budget, upward reporting and take the
lead on coordination with the project sponsor

10. Project close-out

10.1.  Following completion of the project, the PM will ensure that all necessary project close-
out activities have been conducted and conduct an after action review with the PDT to
document lesson learned.

11. Sponsor Work In Kind

11.1. The IDWR (representing the IWRB) will complete the following tasks on the study as
work in Kind:

11.1.1. Project Management: The IDWR will conduct any project management activities on the
sponsor’'s end to manage the budget, schedule and resources, including documentation of work
in kind throughout the process and coordination with the USACE PM.

11.1.2. Coordination with IWRB and IDWR staff. The PM for IDWR will ensure that the IWRB
and IDWR management staff is updated on project status and any potential issues throughout
the process.

11.1.3. Review and Comment on PDT deliverables: The sponsor will provide input on interim
and draft products throughout the feasibility study process including input on the sponsor’s
preferred plan

11.1.4. Assist with Development of Future Without Project Condition: The sponsor will use their
knowledge of ongoing activities within the basin and their own internal plans to assist with
forecasting of the future without project condition over the period of analysis (100 years)
including any reasonably foreseeable water conservation measures that will attenuate demand
for water supply.

11.1.5. Assistance with Water Supply Modeling: Through their water rights accounting program,
the IDWR will assist in the modeling of any potential impacts to groundwater and water supply
to aid in the development of the feasibility study.
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ATTACHMENT B
Schedule and Estimated Cost
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Baise River General Investigation Feasibility Study

Cost Estimate by Task
Task Subtasks Resources | Cost Estimate Start Finish
FY13 Activiles = | $125,000 Juk13  Sep-13
Develop PMP and Amended FCSA 530,000 Jul 13 Sep 13
Prefliminary Alternatives Formulati | 595,000 Jul-13 Sep-13
Project g | $60,000 Oct-13 Jul-17|
E = [Plan Formul 525,000 Oct 13 Jul-17
e |Sponsor WIK 525,000 Oct-13] Jun-17|
Coordination between IDWR and (WRB |Sponsor Wik 510,000 Oct-13 Jun-17|
Davalop Combined Faasibiiity Report / EIS Develop Ibility Report 5401,000 Oct-13 Apr-17]
Identify Problems and Opportunities Plan ki 55,000 Oct-13 May-14
|dentify Future Without Project Condition Plan Formulation 515,000 Jan-13 May-14
Economics $10,000 Jan-13 May-14
= Sponsor WIK $15,000 lan-13 May-14
- Identify Objectives and Constraints Plan Formutation $5,000 Oct-13 May-14
Conduct Alternatives F fation Plan For $60,000 0Oct-13 Jul-14
Evaluation of Alternatives Plan Formulation $80,000 Jul-14 Jul-15
Economics $18,000 Jul-14 Jul-15
Comparison of Alternatives Plan Formulation $45,000 Dec-14 Jul-15
Economics $25,000 Dec-14 Jul-15
Plan Selection Plan Formulation $30,000 Dec-14 Jan-16
Economics $32,000 Dec-14 Jan-16
. Prepare Final Feasibility Report Plan Formulati $44,000 Jan-16 Apr-17
o Economics 517,000 Jan-16' Apr-17|
JDIVCIDP EIS Report Sections $280,000 Dec-13 Apr-17
| Publish Notice of Intent | Compliance $8,000 Dec-13 Dec-13
Develop Draft EIS Envir | Compliance $160,000 Jan-13 Mar-15]
Prepare Final EIS Environmental Compliance $92,000 Mar-15 Apr-17|
Cultural Resources Analysis and Cultural Resources 520,000 Jul-14 Apr-17|
N Reviews $367,000 Apr-15 Feb-17,
o Sponsor Reviews $20,000 Apr-15 Feb-17,
_ District Quality Contral Mutliple 536,000 Apr-15 May-15|
B Agency Technical Review MIPR $75,000 Aug-15 Sep-15
Cost Engi ing $6,000 Aug-15 Sep-15
de d ! Peer Review Contract $190,000 Aug-15 Oct-15|
[Milestone /I1PRs Plan Formulation $30,000 Mar-14 Jan-16
| Civit Works Review Board _Plan Formulation $10,000 Dec-16 Dec-16
Public b / Agency Coordinatl i $183,000 Jan-13 Mar-17
. Conduct Public Scoping Environmental Compliance $24,000 Jan-13 Jan-13
Conduct Public Meetings for Draft Environmental Compliance 540,000 Sep-15 Jan-16
o Public Neview of rinal 15 Environmental Compliance 528,000 Mar-17 Mar-17
NHPA C. 1 Cultural Resources 520,000 Jan-14 May-16|
e Native American Ci ) Cultural Resources 510,000 Jan-15 May-16
__ ESA Consultati Enyir | Compliance 524,000 Jan-14]  May-16
FWCA Ci i MIPR $25,000 Jan-14 May-18
CWA C [ Environmental Compliance $12,000 Jan-15 May-16
Surveys and Data Coll $264,000 Apr-14 Nov-14
Field inventory of Existing Structures Economics $10,000 Apr-14 Apr-14]
H&H Data Preperation and Flood Flow
Development Hydrlogy & Hydraulic Engineering $72,000 Jan-14 Nov-14
Geologic Surveys and Core Sampling Contract $150,000 Aug-14 Sep-14
Laboratory work for Geologic Samples Contract $32,000 Aug-14 Sep-14
Conduct Modeling and GIS Analyses $503,000 Oct-13 Jun-16
. Reservoir Modeling for Alternatives Analysis |Hydrlogy & Hydraulic Engineering $120,000 Jan-14 Dec-14
Hydraulic Modeling for Alternatives Analysis |Hydrlogy & Hydraulic Engineering $115,000 May-14 Dec-14
N Economic Modeling Economics $75,000 Jan-14 Dec-14
R Hydrlogy & Hydraulic Engineering $70,000 Jan-14 Dec-14
Water Supply Modeling Sponsor WIK $30,000 Aug-14 Dec-14
GIS Modeling and Analyses General Engineering $75,000 Oct-13 Jun-16
Model Docurnentation Hydrlogy & Hydraulic i ing $18,000 Dec-14 Apr-15|
Develop Cost Engineari ; d $138,000 Apr-14 May-16
Cost Estimate for Alternatives Cost Engineering 578,000 Apr-14 Dec-14
Cost Esti for Sel d Plan Cost Engi ing $54,000 Jan-16 May-16|
Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis Cost Eg&ineering $6,000 Jan-16 May-16|
lop Engi A d | o $337,000 Jan-14 May-16
Participate in Alternatives Formulation and
Analysis hnical Engi ing $29,000 Jan-14 Apr-15
Hydriogy & Hydraulic Engineering 526,000 Jan-14 Apr-15|
Structural Engineering $12,000 Jan-14 Apr-15|
Design Activities Geotechnical Engineering $28.000 Apr-15 May-16
o Hydrlogy & Hydraulic Engineering 540,000 Apr-15 May-16
Structural | '_ ee ;u_., 597,000 Apr-15 May-16|
1Doc lion Geotechnical Engineering $24,000 Apr-15]  May-16)
| Hydrlogy & Hydraulic Engineering 540,000 Apr-15 May-16
|Structural Engineering 541,000 Apr-15| May-16|
Develop Real Estata Plan 1 » . $302,000 Jan-13] Apr-17
Participate in Alternatives Formulation and |
Analysis o Real Estate | 520,000 Jan-13 Jan-16
o Procure Title Information Real Estate [ 580,000 Dec-14 May-15
___|Gain Rights of Entry for Surveys Real Estate _ ] 55,000 Mar-14 Apr-14
— |Real Estate Analysis of TSP Real Estate 540,000 Jul-15|  Feb-17|
= = |Prepare Real Estate D Real Estate - 1 $20,000 _Jul-1s  Feb-17|
= |Relocations Survay __Real Estate i $27.000 Jut-15 Feb-17
= = |Land Costs Estimate Real Estate | seoooo] Jul-15 Feb-17
Documcnx‘a_(io_n_ - Real Estate I ﬂqgo“. i 15 Apr 17
Reviewss Real Estate 510,000 | Mar 15 May 16
Travel $30,000 Oct-13 Ju-17
Printing $10,000 | Ot 13 11-17
Total ! o $3,000,000 J 13 Ju-17
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Cost Sharing for the Boise Gl Project
September 17, 2013

Following is a discussion of the potential sponsor cost-sharing requirements under various phases of the
Boise River General Investigation project. It should be noted that there is no requirement for the
sponsor to move into additional project phases if they do not choose to or do not have available
funding. It should also be noted that a cost-sharing agreement can be terminated or suspended by
either party once the funding is balanced to the correct proportion of the cost share.

Reconnaissance Phase
Cost Sharing: 100% federal funds (up to $100,000)

Feasibility Phase
Agreement: Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement
Cost Sharing: 50% Federal / 50% Sponsor funds

Pre-construction Engineering and Design (PED) Phase

Agreement: Design Agreement

Cost Sharing: 75% Federal Funds / 25% Sponsor Funds

The 25% sponsor cost share in PED phase is a down payment on construction. These fees are wrapped
into the Project Partnership Agreement and the sponsor will be required to provide the additional
funding as cash or LERRD values under the construction cost-sharing.

Construction Phase

Agreement: Project Partnership Agreement

Cost Sharing for construction of a multi-purpose project for Flood Risk Management (FRM) and Water
Supply would be dependent upon the allocation of total project costs for each project putpose
(identified in the Feasibility Phase and further refined in the PED Phase).

Cost Sharing for FRM: 65-50% Federal Funds / 30-45% Sponsor Funds (depending on the value of
LERRDs) + at least 5% Sponsor Cash

The sponsor would be required to provide, without cost to the government, all Lands, Easements, Rights
of Way, Relocations and Disposal areas (LERRDs) necessary for the construction of the project and would
receive credit for the costs associated. The sponsor will receive credit for the appraised value of the

- LERRDs which would be counted towards their cost-sharing for the FRM apportioned costs. In addition,
at least 5% of the FRM apportioned costs are owed in cash. If the value of the LERRDs do not total at
least 30% of the FRM apportioned costs, then the remaining balance is owed in cash. If the value of the
LERRDs is above the 30%, then the cost-sharing is adjusted (up to 45% with 5% still owed in cash).
Values of LERRDs above 45% are not credited or paid back to the sponsor. At the sponsor’s request the
USACE can assume the responsibility for attaining LERRDs and the sponsor can contribute the value of
the LERRDs in cash.





Cost Sharing for Water Supply: 0% Federal Funds / 100% Sponsor Funds
Under USACE policy the Sponsor is required for 100% of the construction costs apportioned to Water
Supply. USACE policy is that these costs are paid in cash during the construction phase, however it is

allowable that the sponsor pay back the water supply apportioned costs over a period of 30 years with
interest (rates established in WRDA ’86)

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Phase:
Cost Sharing: 0% Federal Funds / 100% Sponsor Funds

Following construction, the sponsor is required to pay for all costs associated with 0&M of the
completed project.





—

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WALLA WALLA DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
BOISE OUTREACH OFFICE, 720 PARK BOULEVARD, SUITE 225
BOISE, IDAHO 83712

Reply to August 17,2013
Attention
of:

Planning, Programs and Project
Management Division

Mr. Roger Chase, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board
322 East Front Street

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0098

Dear Mr. Chase:

This letter reports the Boise River Feasibility Study progress for the June 1, 2013, through August
31,2013, quarter. This report is provided in accordance with Article IV.2. of the May 29, 2009, Federal
Cost Share Agreement (FCSA) between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Walla Walla District
(USACE) and the Idaho Water Resource Board. Total costs for the quarter were $76,333.10 for a total of
$ 509.496.70 expended to date on the feasibility study. Total costs reflect total Federal funds expended
and $26,869.39 in post-agreement in-kind services provided by Idaho Department of Water Resources
(IDWR) staff in 2010. Table 1 in enclosure 1 summarizes costs expended and progress by task for the
quarter. Table 2 in enclosure | describes funds expended, in-kind cost share credits, and balances to
complete the study under our current agreement.

During this quarter, the project team developed the re-scoped Project Management plan, developed
language for the amended Feasibility Cost Share Development and further refined potential study
measures and alternatives including the development of general estimates of costs and benefits. Credit for
IWRB in kind services was requested in the amount of $11,099.00. Of this, we are limited to a credit of
$10,130.61 to reach the full agreed upon amount for in kind service in the existing Feasibility Cost Share
Agreement. There is still a remaining balance of $27,503.30 credit against the pre-agreement in kind
services. As the Corps has received Federal funding of $561,585.07 through the end of September 2013,
sponsor funds are now required in the amount of $24,585.07 to balance the available study funds per the
existing Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement. This payment must be submitted by check payable to
“FAOQO, USAED, WALLA WALLA & G4” to the District Engineer or by providing an Electronic Funds
Transfer of the required funds in accordance with procedures established by the Government.

The next report of project funds will be issued in January 2014 for the period of September 1 through
December 31.2013. This will allow the project to align with standard reporting quarters. During this
time, the team will be further refining the measures and alternatives to be looked at in the study and
updating the Report Synopsis, Risk Register and Decision Management Plan to reflect these changes. If
you have any questions about the study or information contained in this quarterly report, please contact
Tim Fleeger, Project Manager at 509-572-7247 or Timothy.M.Fleeger@usace.army.mil. I am sending a
copy of this letter to Mr. Patton, P.E., and Ms. Clarke. P.E. P.O. Box 83720, Boise. Idaho 83720-0098.

Sincerely, Fleeger/

Tim Fleeger, Project Manager Boen/
Walla Walla District Office

Kalamasz/PL





BOISE RIVER FEASIBILITY STUDY

Table 1. Summary of Work Completed and Costs Expended

June 1, 2012 through August 31, 2013 Period

Approx. .
Work Item Staff Percent Progress this Period COSt.thls
Days Period
Complete
Regional Planning 100 % | Completed team review of Charette $4,533.00
Charette Documents.
In Progress Review 100% | Developed meeting materials, held IPR with $4,678.27
with USACE HQ USACE HQ, developed post-IPR
memorandum for record.
Update Project 39% | Held Project Delivery Team meeting, refined $19,385.39
Management Plan initial array of Alternatives, began
developing sections for PMP update.
TOTAL $28,596.66
Table 2. Study Budget Summary
As of 9/1/2012
Federal Funds State Funds State In-Kind ' TOTALS
Expended to date $ 509,496.70 0 $509,496.70 * $1,018,993.40
Remaining $360,503.30 $ 333,000 $27,503.30° $ 721,006.60
Balance
TOTALS $ 870,000.00 $ 333,000.00 $ 537,000.00 $ 1,740,000.00
1. In-kind comprised of §500,000 pre-agreement credit and 837,000 for post-agreement work.
2. Includes §26,869.39 credit for in-kind services performed by IDWR staff in 2010.
3. Comprised of §27,503.30 (balance of §500,000 pre-agreement credit) and $0 remaining
post-agreement in-kind services.
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IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

TO: IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

FROM: Neal Farmer and Mat Weaver

DATE: September 9, 2013

SUBJECT: Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Recharge Activities Update

This memo provides a summary of current ESPA managed recharge
activities.

Prospects for Late-Season Recharge

American Falls reservoir and Palisades reservoir are down to
approximately 4% capacity. Both North Side Canal Company and
American Falls Reservoir District 2 (Milner-Gooding Canal) have
informed IDWR that they have maintenance and construction projects and
will not be able to assist with recharge this fall. Southwest Irrigation
District indicates they will attempt to inject recharge waters if the Board’s
water right comes into priority.

Walcott Recharge Site Progress

The contract between the Board and A&B Irrigation District and the Magic
Valley Groundwater District is signed and completed. CH2M Hill and WH
Pacific contractors are continuing to work on the Lake Walcott Recharge Site
base map, preliminary engineering design, and information for the
Environmental Assessment process. On August 12, two 12-inch diameter test
boreholes were drilled using A&B Irrigation District’s well drilling equipment
and IDWR staff were onsite to assist and record information (see photos).
The first well was drilled to 120 feet and the second well to 140 feet depth.
Depth to water in a nearby stock well measured 132 feet. The intent of these
two wells was to drill down to just above the water table to explore the
subsurface geology between land surface and the water table. If the geology
is fractured and porous enough above the water table for injection of recharge
water, then water quality might be improved from filtration before the water
enters the aquifer. On August 28", injection tests were completed for the two
test wells to evaluate the character of the subsurface rocks and preliminary
information suggests that the shallow zone above the water table has low
permeability and a report is in progress.

Site Tour for Recharge Water Right Application Stakeholders

On July 11™, a tour of recharge sites was provided by IDWR for recharge
water right application stakeholders to view onsite conditions at Lake Walcott
recharge site, Mile Post 31 recharge site, Southwest Irrigation District
recharge, and the Shoshone recharge site. Participants seemed pleased to get
the chance to view the sites.

322 East Front Street, Boise, Idaho 83720 Tel: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700





Above: test well drilling on August 12™.
Below: injection tests in the test wells on August 28"
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IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

MEETING MINUTES 9-13

Idaho Water Center
Conference Rooms 602 B,C,D
322 East Front Street, Boise ID 83702

July 18, 2013
Work Session

Chairman Roger Chase called the meeting to order at approximately 8:00
am. All Board members were present.

During the Work Session the following items were discussed: Overview
of Swan Falls Agreement by Clive Strong; Swan Falls Agreement Streamflow
Measurement Plan by Sean Vincent; Water District 02 Update by Tim Luke;
Water Management Implications of Swan Falls Agreement by Brian Patton and
Mike McVay; and lIdaho Power Integrated Resource Plan by Jon Bowling,
Mark Stokes, and David Blew. No action was taken by the Board during the
Work Session.

July 19, 2013
IWRB Meeting

Chairman Roger Chase called the meeting to order at approximately
8:00 am. All Board members were present.
Agenda Item No. 1, Roll Call
Board Members Present

Roger Chase, Chairman Bert Stevenson
Peter Van Der Meulen, Vice Chairman Vince Alberdi
Bob Graham, Secretary Chuck Cuddy
Jeff Raybould Albert Barker

Staff Members Present

Brian Patton, Planning Bureau Chief Mat Weaver, Deputy Director
Clive Strong, Deputy Attorney General Cynthia Bridge Clark, Engineer
Mandi Pearson, Administrative Assistant ~ Gary Spackman, Director
Jennifer Cuhaciyan, Hydrologist Tech

David Hoekema, Technical Hydrologist

Harriet Hensley, Deputy Attorney General

Jack Peterson, Senior Advisor Emeritus
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Guests Present

Jon Bowling, Idaho Power Teresa Molitor, Great Feeder Canal Company
Julia Pierko, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Jerry Rigby, Western States Water Council

Ray Houston, Legislative Services Hal Anderson, Idaho Water Engineering

Liz Paul, Idaho Rivers United Walt Poole, Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Jerrold Gregg, US Bureau of Reclamation Norm Semanko, Idaho Water Users Association
Bob Lorkowski, LSRARD Barbara Hurt, Mountain Home Air Force Base

Col. Chris Short, Mountain Home Air Force Base
Chief Ron Anderson, Mountain Home Air Force Base

Agenda Item No. 2, Executive Session

This item was removed from the agenda.

Agenda Item No. 3, Agenda and Approval of Minutes

There were no additions or deletions from the agenda.

Mr. Raybould noted an error on the minutes for meeting 8-13, in which Mr. Graham was
erroneously marked as abstaining from a vote. The correction will state that it was Mr. Barker who
abstained from the vote. Mr. Raybould made a motion that the minutes for meetings 7-13 and 8-13 be
approved with the noted changes. Mr. Barker seconded the motion. VVoice Vote. All were in favor.
Motion passed.

Agenda Item No. 4, Western States Water Council Report (Jerry Rigby, WSWC)

Mr. Rigby discussed issues that the Western States Water Council (WSWC) is currently
addressing. He discussed federal issues that are affecting western states, including President Obama’s
climate change plan, drought issues, USGS stream gauge monitoring funding, the Bureau of
Reclamation Small Conduit Hydro Development and Rural Jobs Act, and weather modification. Mr.
Rigby discussed policies that were adopted by the Western Governors Association, including a 10-year
energy policy. The WSWC strongly discourages a federal water policy.

Mr. Rigby discussed an analysis that Sandia came out with describing the states’ extra water. Mr.
Rigby stated that this description did not take important details into consideration. The WSWC has
developed a program called the Water Data Exchange (WaDE) that takes these details into
consideration. There was discussion among the parties regarding federal water policy, the USGS
gauging stations, weather modification, and the Columbia River Treaty.

Chairman Chase noted that the agenda may need to be amended to accommodate the
representatives of the Mountain Home Air Force Base.

Agenda Item No. 5, Public Comment

Chairman Chase opened the meeting to public comment. Ms. Liz Paul of Idaho Rivers United
discussed two reports regarding the connection between energy and water. One of the reports was from
the U.S. Department of Energy entitled “U.S. Energy Sector Vulnerabilities to Climate Change and
Extreme Weather.” The second report was entitled “Water-Smart Power: Strengthening the U.S.
Electricity System in a Warming World.” Ms. Paul encouraged the Board to be engaged in the energy
policy arena.

Agenda Item No. 6, Recharge Legislation Update (Harriet Hensley, Deputy Attorney General)

Mr. Patton reminded the Board of the Idaho Water Users Association working group that has
been working on draft recharge legislation. Ms. Hensley updated the Board on the current draft. She
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stated that there are not a lot of substantive changes, but reminded the Board of the primary components
that are being considered. This draft retains the same focus on ensuring that managed groundwater
recharge is consistent with the goals in the State Water Plan. It authorizes the Board to adopt rules
governing the use of managed recharge rights and requires that they are consistent with aquifer credit
rules and requires rules for the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA) that are consistent with ESPA
CAMP objectives. There is considerable disagreement regarding the scope of the Director’s authority to
subordinate the water right. She encouraged the Board to think about this and work with staff regarding
this issue. Ms. Henley further discussed components of the legislation regarding managed recharge and
the aquifer credit program. There was discussion regarding which entity will submit the legislation, the
timeline to submit the legislation, and new recharge applications.

Agenda Item No. 7, Water Right Accounting Program Update (Jennifer Cuhaciyan, Staff)

Mr. Patton discussed the effort to update the accounting programs that track the allocation of
water rights and storage in the various basins and introduced Ms. Jennifer Cuhaciyan. Ms. Cuhaciyan
provided a recap of the current status of the new accounting model and announced the completion of the
development of the new accounting model. Staff is moving forward with making it operational this
week. Staff has finished the Snake model and completed testing for the years of 2011 and 2012. The
new and old models matched almost perfectly. Staff has finished the Payette and will be working on the
Big Lost, Boise and Bear basins and hope to have those finished by 2014. A large effort to upgrade
accounting databases from Access to SQL servers is underway. The Committee of Nine has formed a
WRA Technical Subcommittee to review and evaluate the new Snake River accounting model and
accounting policy. There was discussion among the parties regarding the timeline for the switch to the
new program, the plan for rollout in the rest of the State, the engagement of the watermasters in the
other basins, and the development of the model for the Payette. Mr. Spackman recognized the efforts of
Ms. Cuhaciyan and Mr. Zach Maillard and their work on this program.

Agenda Item No. 8, Storage Studies Update (Cynthia Bridge-Clark, Staff)

Ms. Bridge-Clark reminded the Board of the Minidoka Dam Special Raise Study. The U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) completed the study in May 2010. Results from the study indicated the
dam raise was feasible and would result in an additional storage capacity of approximately 67,115 acre-
feet. The total cost would be approximately 205 million, which includes repair of the spillway. Further
action on the dam raise has been postponed.

Ms. Bridge-Clark discussed the Weiser-Galloway Project. The final report for the Geologic
Investigation is scheduled for September 2013. A presentation of the final results will be provided at the
November IWRB meeting, and will include a revised project cost estimate. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps) continues to refine the riverware model for the Weiser River basin. The Corps is
coordinating with Idaho Power Company, BOR, and IDWR staff in this effort. It was decided that the
Eastern Snake Plain river planning model would be used in conjunction with the Weiser River reservoir
model to evaluate impacts to the system upstream of the Hells Canyon Complex. Completion of the
Operational Analysis is scheduled for spring 2014. There was discussion among the parties regarding
the geologic survey, the decision to hold off the Corps’ presentation to the Board until the November
meeting, the need to increase the Weiser River to carry the additional water, and hydropower
production.

Ms. Bridge-Clark discussed the Henrys Fork Basin Study. The study is scheduled to be
completed by December 2013. BOR and staff are meeting with stakeholders to identify which
alternatives have technical promise and public support. The IWRB Water Storage Projects Committee
meeting will meet on August 8, 2013 in Rexburg to review the study process, findings to date, and
discuss how promising alternatives might be advanced. A draft report is anticipated in October 2013.
Ms. Bridge-Clark encouraged the Board to begin considering which of the alternatives might be carried
forward.
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Ms. Bridge-Clark discussed the Boise Feasibility Study. She introduced Mr. Tim Fleeger of the
Corps who is now Project Manager of the study. Study work to date has indicated that enlarging the
Arrowrock Reservoir is the preferred storage option. The Corps recently secured approximately
$125,000 for use in federal fiscal year 2013 to advance the study. The proposed Project Management
Plan (PMP) and federal cost share agreement will be presented to the Water Storage Projects Committee
and the full Board as the project progresses. Ms. Bridge-Clark discussed the study budget and the
timeline for review of the study scope and potential cost share agreement. There was discussion among
the parties regarding the engagement of potential partners. Mr. Fleeger discussed the revision of the
PMP, funding for the study, as well as coordination with the Board. There was discussion among the
parties regarding the potential of Arrowrock Reservoir and other alternatives, water supply measures,
and flood risk management measures.

Agenda Item No. 9, Pristine Springs Update (Brian Patton, Staff)

Mr. Patton discussed a letter submitted to the Board by the College of Southern Idaho (CSI)
regarding their interest in Pristine Springs. Mr. Patton also provided photos of construction on the Blue
Lakes Pipeline. Mr. Alberdi discussed the letter and CSI’s interest in the property and the appraisal that
is currently in process.

Mr. Graham and Mr. Alberdi were absent for the rest of the meeting.

Mr. Barker moved to amend the agenda and discuss Item No. 13 before moving onto Item No. 10. Mr.
Stevenson seconded the motion. Voice Vote. All were in favor.

Agenda Item No. 13, Mountain Home Area Water Supply (Jack Peterson, Senior Advisor Emeritus)

Mr. Peterson provided a brief history of the long-term drawdown of the Mountain Home regional
aquifer. He introduced the panel of speakers as Senator Bert Brackett, Col. Chris Short, Col. Byron
Anderson, Col. Billie Ritchie, Mayor Tom Rist, Commissioner Bud Corbus, and Director Gary
Spackman. Mr. Peterson discussed a possible solution to the problem which entails bringing surface
water to the area and coordination among all the stakeholders.

Senator Brackett discussed the economic importance of the Mountain Home Air Force Base, the
importance of sustainable water supply to the Air Force Base, and recommended the Board take an
active role in promoting a water supply solution for this area of the state.

Col. Short discussed the role of the Air Force Base in national security. He discussed three
options to convert the water supply from groundwater to surface water. There was discussion among the
parties regarding the conversion of gray water for certain uses and the water usage at the Air Force Base
including possible future needs.

Mayor Rist discussed the economic impact a water shortage would have on Mountain Home.
There was discussion among the parties regarding the city’s potential shortfall, the city’s water rights,
the city’s availability to help with cost, the logistics of the pipeline, and partnerships and funding.

Director Spackman discussed the importance of water supply to the growth of the Mountain
Home Air Force Base and his role in finding a solution. Col. Short discussed the importance of
partnerships in solving this problem. Mr. Peterson discussed an alternative solution, which is a public-
private partnership without Air Force Base dollars using bonding authorities, etc. The Air Force Base
would then purchase the water as though they are purchasing a utility. There was discussion among the
parties regarding the possibility of AWEP funding, the Board’s participation in the project, the
acquisition of water rights, and the need for timeliness.

Mr. Stevenson made a motion to make this issue the highest priority, reassign staff and
collaboratively work together to get this done. Mr. Barker seconded the motion. VVoice Vote. All were in
favor.
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Agenda Item No. 10, Planning Program Update (Brian Patton, Staff)

Mr. Patton discussed a letter to the Governor addressing the Governor’s request for the Board to
develop a statewide water sustainability policy. The plan is for the Water Resource Planning committee
to develop it over the next year and bring it before the Board for approval and inclusion into the State
Water Plan. Mr. Patton also discussed a letter from Chairman Chase to legislative leadership regarding
the State Water Plan issues that were raised during the 2013 legislative session. The interim Natural
Resources Legislative Committee meeting is scheduled for August 6, 2013, and Chairman Chase and
Mr. Patton will be addressing the committee regarding these matters.

Agenda Item No. 11, Financial Program (Brian Patton, Staff)

a. Status Report

As of June 1, the Board had approximately $19.9 million in funds committed but not yet
disbursed, just under $15 million in loan principle outstanding, and a total uncommitted balance of about
$4.5 million. Pursuant to the Board’s direction regarding Water Supply Bank monies, the owner’s share
of these funds has been moved from the IDWR Fee Account into the Board’s Revolving Development
Account. Mr. Patton also discussed a situation with Emmett Irrigation District that may require a
substantial amount of financing. There was discussion among the parties regarding the Bell Rapids
annual commitment.

b. Treasureton Irrigation

The Financial Programs Committee drafted a resolution for the matter with Treasureton
Irrigation. There was discussion among the parties regarding admission of liability and the determination
that this was a unique situation and does not set a precedent. Mr. John Homan does not believe that the
resolution would be an admission of liability, but advised the Board to solicit a promise that they would
agree not to bring any further lawsuits. He discussed the possibility that other parties may request the
same payment. There was further discussion among the parties regarding this issue. Mr. Barker
suggested changes to the language of the resolution. There was discussion among the parties regarding
the language of the resolution.

Mr. Cuddy made a motion to approve the resolution regarding Treasureton Irrigation with the
agreed upon changes. Mr. Raybould seconded the motion.

Roll Call VVote: Mr. Cuddy: Aye; Mr. Alberdi: Absent; Mr. Stevenson: Aye; Mr. Raybould: Aye; Mr.
Van Der Meulen: Aye; Mr. Graham: Absent; Mr. Barker: Aye; Chairman Chase: Aye. Motion carried.

Agenda Item No. 12, ESPA Management
a. Update (Mat Weaver, Staff)

Mr. Weaver discussed the status of 2013 NRCS AWEP projects. This is the last year for funding.
Staff has completed water right reviews for all projects submitted and determined the projects are
eligible for funding. NRCS is in the process of providing funds to these projects. The most notable was
the A&B pipeline for conversion. There were three other conversion projects, two water savings
projects, eight projects in Teton County, and three end-gun removal projects.

Mr. Weaver discussed the Board’s water right applications for recharge. Staff is continuing
settlement negotiations with protestants of the lower valley recharge applications. Currently staff has not
initiated settlement negotiations with any of the protestants regarding upper valley applications. Mr.
Weaver also discussed new recharge applications from private entities.

Mr. Weaver discussed the Lake Walcott Recharge Project. CH2MHill has signed a contract for
preliminary design and environmental assessment. Staff also has a signed contract in place with W&H
Pacific for survey services. A formal request has been submitted to BOR to be the lead agency in the
environmental assessment process. Staff is developing a geologic and hydrologic understanding of the
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Lake Walcott area to help guide engineering and planning efforts.

Mr. Weaver updated the Board on prospects for fall recharge efforts. Due to a low water year,
recharge anywhere above Minidoka Dam is not likely to occur. Staff will concentrate on recharge below
Minidoka Dam. Contracts with American Falls Reservoir District 2, Southwest Irrigation District, and
Big Wood Canal Company are in place.

b. Effects of 2012 Magic Reservoir releases on ESPA (David Hoekema, Staff)

Mr. Patton gave a brief history of the 2012 Magic Reservoir releases and discussed staffs’
interest in the effect of the releases on the aquifer. He introduced Mr. David Hoekema. Mr. Hoekema
provided a background on the November recharge on the Big Wood River. He discussed stream gage
data and the recharge rate data that was used to quantify the recharge. He discussed modeled impacts to
the aquifer. Mr. Hoekema also discussed the impacts to the Snake River, including recharge distribution
among area springs and storage.

Agenda Item No. 14 Director’s Report (Gary Spackman, Director)

Director Spackman recapped the Mountain Home area water supply issue. There was discussion
among the parties regarding new applications in the Mountain Home groundwater area. Director
Spackman discussed the Sandia lab analysis of available water for appropriation. The analysis identified
Idaho as a state with a lot of water available for appropriation. Director Spackman discussed staff efforts
to review water availability in hydrologic basins in the state, including the identification of groundwater
and surface water restrictions and moratoriums that were not taken into account in Sandia’s analysis.
There was discussion among the parties regarding the importance of this study.

Agenda Item No. 15, Other Non-Action Items for Discussion

There were no items for discussion.
Agenda Item No. 16, Next Meeting and Adjourn

An interim legislative committee meeting is scheduled for August 6, 2013. Several Board
members are planning to attend. The next regularly scheduled meeting is set for September 17-18, 2013
in Montpelier. There was discussion among the parties regarding these dates, and it was decided to move
the meeting to September 19-20, 2013. The other scheduled meeting is November 21-22, 2013, which
conflicts with the Idaho Water Users Association Winter Law Seminar. There was discussion among the
parties regarding these dates, and it was decided to move the meeting to November 20, with a work
session tentatively scheduled for the 19th. The Water Storage Projects Committee meeting and Henrys
Fork tour is scheduled for August 8", and a Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Streamflow
Committee meeting and Lemhi basin tour is scheduled for August 29". Mr. Barker made a motion to
Adjourn, and Mr. Stevenson seconded the motion. VVoice Vote. All were in favor. Motion Carried.

The IWRB Meeting 9-13 adjourned at approximately 12:30 pm.

Respectfully submitted this day of September, 2013.

Bob Graham, Secretary

Mandi Pearson, Administrative Assistant Il
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Board Actions:

1. Mr. Raybould made a motion that the corrected minutes for meetings 7-13 and 8-13 be approved
as printed. Mr. Barker seconded the motion. VVoice Vote. All were in favor. Motion carried.

2. Mr. Barker moved to amend the agenda and discuss Item No. 13 before moving onto Item No.
10. Mr. Stevenson seconded the motion. VVoice Vote. All were in favor. Motion carried.

3. Mr. Stevenson made a motion to make the Mountain Home area water supply issue the highest
priority, to reassign staff and collaboratively work together to get this done. Mr. Barker seconded
the motion. Voice Vote. All were in favor. Motion carried.

4. Mr. Cuddy made a motion to approve the resolution regarding Treasureton Irrigation with the
agreed upon changes. Mr. Raybould seconded the motion. Roll Call Vote. Motion carried.
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Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Cynthia Bridge Clark

Date:  September 9, 2013

Re: Water Storage Projects Committee Meeting - August 8, 2013

The Idaho Water Resource Board’s (IWRB) Water Storage Projects Committee (committee) held a meeting in
Rexburg, Idaho on August 8, 2013. Committee members include Chuck Cuddy (Chairman), Bert Stevenson,
Jeff Raybould, Al Barker and Pete VVan Der Meulen. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss progress on
both the Henrys Fork Basin Study and Boise River Feasibility Study. A tour of the Henrys Fork basin was
provided during the day and a committee meeting held from 6:30 — 8:30 pm in Rexburg, Idaho.

Committee members, invited guests, and staff participated in a tour of parts of the Henrys Fork River basin to
view the area, several of the surface water storage sites evaluated in the study, and the Egin Lakes recharge site.
Participants in the tour included:

¢ IWRB members Roger Chase, Chuck Cuddy, Bert Stevenson, Jeff Raybould, Pete VVan Der Meulen,
and Vince Alberti

o Representative Marc Gibbs, Mike Webster (Office of the Gov.), Steven Goodson (Office of the Gov.),
Jerry Righy (Western States Water Council Idaho representative), Dale Swensen (FMID)

¢ Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR): Director Gary Spackman, Brian Patton, Helen
Harrington, Cynthia Bridge Clark, and Kade Raymond

e Bureau of Reclamation: Lesa Stark, Rick Gold

All of the committee members participated in the even meeting (Al Barker participated by telephone). Staff
provided a presentation of the Henrys Fork Basin Study process and an overview of the water management
alternatives evaluated and results to date. Staff also discussed the anticipated schedule for study completion
around December 2013, and a proposal to draft a companion document to the final Basin Study report. The
supplemental report would provide recommendations and prioritization of projects to pursue along with a
possible path forward. It would be developed by the IWRB and staff in collaboration with Reclamation and a
small group of stakeholders. The information contained in the report could be used by the State of Idaho to
inform decisions regarding projects to pursue. The committee was supportive of the proposal.

An update on the Boise River Feasibility Study was provided by Tim Fleeger with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. He provided a summary of feasibility study process and reviewed the anticipated project tasks.

The committee received public comments regarding the Henrys Fork Basin Study.

l|Page






Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From:  Helen Harrington

Re: Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Streamflow Committee Update
Date:  September 9, 2013

Information; no action necessary

The Streamflow Committee held a meeting on August 29, 2013. The meeting was held in Salmon, Idaho and was in
conjunction with a field tour of the Lemhi River Basin. The agenda for the Committee meeting included an overview
and history of the efforts in the Lemhi River Basin to address Endangered Species Act issues from the state’s
perspective. Mr. Clive Strong provided this presentation. Mr. Mike Edmondson, Governor’s Office of Species
Conservation, followed up with a presentation and discussion about OSC activities.

Ms. Morgan Case, Idaho Water Transactions Program Coordinator, spoke to the committee about a recent review of
the program by the Independent Scientific Review Panel, a group charged with reviewing programs supported by the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s Fish and Wildlife Program. The Idaho Water Transactions Program
meets the criteria for programs, indicating the program is supporting the NPCC program objectives.

Ms. Case also requested Committee guidance on adjustments to compensation for a transaction. The Committee
recommended that Ms. Case review the Little Springs McFarland Livestock (Kauer) transaction to determine the basis
for the differences which are occurring between the estimated costs and the actual costs over the last two years. After
she reviews the information, she will provide the committee with an assessment of the situation and discuss any
proposed recommendations.

The Lemhi River Basin field tour itinerary consisted of selected locations where ldaho Water Transactions Program
projects have been completed or are underway. The committee members met with local water users and personnel
involved with the projects.

In addition to IWRB members, participants on the tour included representatives from the Governor’s Office, Office of
Species Conservation (OSC), and the Office of the Attorney General; the local water master; and Representative Terry
Gestrin, who represents the district. The full-day tour provided Board members and others with discussion about the
implementation of the Idaho Water Transactions Program and local attitudes toward the program.
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42-234. Managed &ground water recharge -- Authority of department to grant permits and
licenses -- Promulgation of rules.

(1) It is the policy of the state of Idaho to promote and encourage the optimum
development and augmentation of the water resources of this state. The legislature deems it
essential, therefore, that water projects designed to advance this policy be given maximum
support. The legislature finds that the use of water to recharge ground water basins in accordance
with ldaho law and the state water plan may enhance the full realization of our water resource
potential by furthering water conservation and increasing the water available for beneficial use.

(2) The legislature hereby declares that the appropriation of water for purposes of
managed ground water recharge shall constitute a beneficial use of water. The director of the
department of water resources is authorized to issue permits and licenses for the purpose of
managed ground water recharge, which is defined as the intentional diversion and use of water
for the sole purpose of recharging ground water basins, pursuant to the provisions of this chapter
and in compliance with other applicable Idaho law and the state water plan.

(3) The Idaho water resource board is authorized to promulgate state-wide and basin-
specific rules governing the use of water rights for managed ground water recharge designed to
protect, sustain and enhance the water resources of the state of Idaho, while ensuring the
optimum development and augmentation of the water resources of this state.

(a) The board shall promulgate rules governing the use of water rights for
managed ground water recharge to the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA). The rules
shall provide standards for prioritizing projects that enhance the ESPA and improve water
supplies in furtherance of the hydrologic goals identified in the ESPA comprehensive
aquifer management plan (CAMP) component of the state water plan. In promulgating
managed ground water recharge rules for the ESPA, the board shall consider the
following: i. the optimum use and development of unappropriated stream flows and the
optimum augmentation of the ground water resource; ii. the ESPA CAMP goal of
sustaining and enhancing the ESPA and hydraulically connected reaches of the Snake
River; iii. the State minimum flows at Murphy gage; and iv. managed ground water
recharge not interfering with the optimal storage of water in the Snake River reservoir
system.

(b) Rules developed by the board pursuant to this section shall be administered by
the director of the department of water resources and shall be consistent with rules
developed pursuant to section 42-1762B, Idaho Code, for the creation of an aquifer credit
program related to ground water recharge.

(34)_The director of the department of water resources may regulate the amount of water
which may be diverted for recharge purposes and may reduce such amount, even though there is
sufficient water to supply the entire amount originally authorized by permit or license. Fo
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| Version dated 9/9/13

(45) To ensure that other water rights are not injured by the operations of an aguifer
managed ground water recharge project, the director of the department of water resources shall

have the authority to approve, disapprove or require alterations in the methods employed to
achieve managed ground water recharge. In the event that the director determines that the
methods of operation are adversely affecting existing water rights or are creating conditions
adverse to the beneficial use of water under existing water rights, the director shall order the
cessation of operations until such alterations as may be ordered by the director have been
accomplished or such adverse effects otherwise have been corrected.

(56) The legislature further recognizes that incidental ground water recharge benefits are
often obtained from the diversion and use of water for various beneficial purposes. However,
such incidental recharge may not be used as the basis for claim of a separate or expanded water
right. Incidental recharge of aquifers which occurs as a result of water diversion and use that
does not exceed the vested water right of water right holders is in the public interest. The values
of such incidental recharge shall be considered in the management of the state's water resources.

(7) Managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits from managed ground water
recharge shall not be the basis for approval of an application for permit for a new water right
unless: (a) the application satisfies the criteria of chapter 2, title 42, Idaho Code, and is consistent
with rules promulgated pursuant to section 42-234(3), if such rules have been promulgated; (b)
there is reasonable certainty the managed ground water recharge or aquifer credits will provide a
sufficient supply of water to sustain the diversion and use of water proposed by the permit
application; and (c) the proposed diversion and use of water is in furtherance of any applicable
comprehensive aquifer management plan and consistent with any applicable aquifer credit
program.

(8) Nothing contained in this section shall prevent a water user from using a water right
for a mitigation plan as provided under the department’s conjunctive management rules or from
using a water right as mitigation in conjunction with a new water right application or transfer.

(9) If the use of the diversion works or irrigation system is represented by shares of stock
in a corporation or if such works or system is owned or managed by an irrigation district, no
application for managed ground water recharge may be approved by the director of the
department of water resources without the consent of such corporation or irrigation district.

Page 2
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42-1762B. Aquifer credit defined -- Aquifer credit program authorized — Rules authorized.

(1) Aquifer credit is defined as credit for that portion of water that accrues from managed
ground water recharge that may be used for mitigation for either existing water rights or new
appropriations of water.

(2) The Idaho water resource board is authorized to develop an aquifer credit program to
be managed as part of the board’s water supply bank established pursuant to section 42-1761,
Idaho Code. As part of the aquifer credit program, the board is authorized to establish and
maintain methods to calculate and track the accrual of aquifer credits, to track expenditures of
aquifer credits to mitigate for existing water rights or new appropriations of water as the
mitigation may be approved by the director of the department of water resources, and to
compensate the contributors of the aquifer credits from the proceeds of the sale of their credits.
The board is authorized to adopt fee rules necessary to provide a source of revenue to operate the
aquifer credit program.

(3) The board is authorized to adopt state-wide and basin-specific rules governing the
accrual of aquifer credits under the aquifer credit program in compliance with chapter 52, title
67, Idaho Code, and consistent with the rules developed pursuant to section 42-234(3), ldaho
Code. The rules shall be consistent with any approved comprehensive aquifer management plan
(CAMP) or plans for the basin or basins covered by the rules.

(a) The board shall adopt rules governing the accrual of aquifer credits on the Eastern

Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA). For credit in the ESPA, whether using natural flow or

stored water, the managed ground water recharge must further the hydrologic goals

identified in the ESPA CAMP component of the state water plan.

(4) For purposes of the board’s aquifer credit program, the allocation of the benefits of
managed ground water recharge identified and confirmed through modeling and measurements
shall be determined by the board.

(5) The board shall not allow aquifer credits for incidental recharge.

(6) The board may enter into contracts with others to exercise the board’s managed
ground water recharge rights and participate in the aquifer credit program. The board may
provide a preference to those parties who help achieve the board’s hydrologic goals identified in
an approved comprehensive aquifer management plan for the basin.

(7) Nothing contained in this section shall prevent a water user from using a water right
for a mitigation plan as provided under the department’s conjunctive management rules or from
using a water right as mitigation in conjunction with a new water right application or transfer.
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MEMO

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Brian W. Patton

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

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

Revolving Development Account (main fund)
Committed but not disbursed

Loans for water projects $5,948,499

Water storage studies 1,579,783
Total committed but not disbursed 7,528,282
Loan principal outstanding 7,654,034
Uncommitted balance 1,974,008
Estimated revenues next 12 months 2,300,000
Commitments from revenues next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 4,603,288

Rev. Dev. Acct. ESPA Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed

CREP 2,419,581

Aquifer recharge 350,000

Bell Rapids 361,620

Palisades storage 10,000

Black Canyon Exchange 529,445

Loan for water project 250,000
Total committed but not disbursed $3,920,645
Loan principal outstanding 321,316
Uncommitted balance 145,417
Estimated revenues next 12 months 172,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 316,882

Rev. Dev. Acct. Bell Rapids Sub-Account

Committed but not disbursed (finance costs) $179,993
Estimated revenues next 12 months (/) 2,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 2,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0

Rev. Dev. Acct. Water Supply Bank Sub-Account

Committed but not disbursed (payments to owners) $481,545
Estimated revenues next 12 months (/) 2,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 481,545

Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 2,000





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

$1,344,576
200,000
200,000

0

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

Committed but not disbursed $263,745
Estimated revenues next 12 months (5) 200,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Rev. Dev. Acct. Pristine Springs Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed
Repair fund $1,177,428
ESPA CAMP 616,455 (to be transferred to Secondary
Aquifer Fund)
Total committed but not disbursed $1,793,883
Loan principal outstanding 7,127,940
Uncommitted balance 0
Estimated revenues next 12 months 800,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 800,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Rev. Dev. Acct. Upper Salmon/CBWTP Sub-Account
Committed but not disbursed $2,710,094
(Upper Salmon flow enhancement/reconnect projects)
Estimated revenues next 12 months (4) 30,000
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 30,000
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 0
Water Management Account
Committed but not disbursed: $111,376
Loan principal outstanding 201
Uncommitted balance 9,666
Estimated revenues next 12 months 500
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months $10,166
Secondary Aquifer Management Fund
Committed but not disbursed:; $1,603,124
Uncommitted balance 1,789,780
Estimated revenues next 12 months 643,455
Commitments from revenues over next 12 months 0
Estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 2,432,762
Total committed but not disbursed $19,937,263
Total loan principal outstanding 15,103,491
Total uncommitted balance 3,732,215
Total estimated uncommitted funds over next 12 months 7,365,098
(¢)) Exclusive of pass-through payments made by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.
) Excess funds generated by the Dworshak Hydropower Project are deposited into the Revolving Development Account (Main Fund) on
a monthly basis. To the date of this report this has totaled $2,161,520.
3) This line item includes power sales and interest income after removing debt service. Debt service is paid prior to the funds being
deposited in the Revolving Development Account.
“4) Exclusive of project funds provided by Bonneville Power Administration or federal appropriation sources. These funds are provided

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





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

Potential Applicant Potential Project Preliminary | Comment
Loan
Amount
Raft River Ground Water | Ground water-to- $2 million Project in planning and design.
District surface water Applying for NRCS cost share grants.
conversion pipeline
A&B Irrigation District Ground water-to- $2 million Project in planning and design.

surface water
conversion pipeline

Applying for NRCS AWEP cost share
grants,

Marysville Irrigation
Company/North Fremont

Gravity pipeline
system — next phase

$1.5 million

Project in planning and design.
Applying for NRCS cost share grants

Emmett Irrigation District

Canal repair

District is assessing repair options






Patton, Brian

Subject: FW: IWRB Pool 2011 Amendment
Attachments: Resolution Clean 8 20 13.docx; Supplemental Indenture RL 7-11.doc; Supplemental Indenture
Clean 8-20.doc

From: Rick Skinner [mailto:rskinner@skinnerfawcett.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 11:15 AM

To: Jim Wrigley (Jim.Wrigley@wedbush.com); Patton, Brian
Cc: Leigh.McVicker@wellsfargo.com; Kevin Smith

Subject: RE: IWRB Pool 2011 Amendment

All—as you probably recall we had previously sent out a supplemental indenture to deal with various concerns of the
trustee and at least one of the Pool borrowers to allow reserve amounts exceeding 10 % of the outstanding bonds to be
sent back to the borrower districts and to allow for redemptions in other than the full authorized denomination. The
trustee’s counsel has reviewed the supplemental indenture and has only the changed marked on the attached
document which is minor. A clean version is also attached. | believe that we should now be in a position for the IWRB to
approve the supplemental indenture and have attached a brief resolution for that purpose. If there are any other
comments or questions, please advise as soon as possible. | am in the office until August 30 and then out for about 2
weeks.--Rick

Rick Skinner

Skinner Fawcett LLP

P.0O. Box 700, 515 So. 6th Street, Boise, Idaho 83701 (P.O. Box)
e-mail: rskinner@skinnerfawcett.com

Phone: (208) 345-2663  Fax: (208) 345-2668

The information contained in this e-mail message is attorney privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the
individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copy of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please immediately notify us by telephone or the sender's e-mail address.

IRS Circular 230 disclosure:

To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any tax advice contained in this communication,
unless expressly stated otherwise, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of {i) avoiding tax-
related penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related
matter(s) addressed herein.





BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE A RESOLUTION OF THE IDAHO WATER
WATER RESOURCE BOARD RESOURCE BOARD, APPROVING A
POOLED WATER LOAN SUPPLEMENTAL INDENTURE AND
LOAN BOND PROGRAM AUTHORIZING VARIOUS MATTERS IN

CONNECTION WITH ITS WATER RESOURCE
POOLED LOAN PROGRAM REVENUE BONDS
2011 SERIES A (FEDERALLY TAXABLE) AND
PROVIDING FOR OTHER MATTERS
RELATING THERETO.

WHEREAS, the Idaho Water Resource Board (the "Board") is a constitutional agency of
the State of Idaho established and empowered by the provisions of Title 42, Chapter 17 of the
Idaho Code, as amended, (the "Act") to issue its negotiable bonds and notes for the purpose of
financing loans to local water project sponsors (the "Water Project Sponsors") throughout the
State in order to finance or refinance in whole or in part the acquisition, construction and
rehabilitation of facilities in connection with the use, development and conservation of water in
accordance with the State Water Plan, as amended; and

WHEREAS, the Board has developed a water resource pooled loan borrowing program
(the "Program"), to lower financing costs, to increase the amount of financing available for
eligible water projects and to improve access to capital markets for Water Project Sponsors and
to issue nonrecourse revenue bonds of the Board to fund such Program; and

WHEREAS, the Board has previously authorized the issuance of its Water Resource
Pooled Loan Program Revenue Bonds, 2011 Series A (Federally Taxable), in the principal (the
"Series 2011A Bonds"); and

WHEREAS, in connection with the Series 2011A Bonds, the Board did authorize and
approve a Trust Indenture (the "Indenture") dated as of October 1, 2011, entered into by the
Board and Wells Fargo Bank, National Association, Boise, Idaho, as trustee (the "Trustee"),
authorizing the issuance of and setting forth the terms and conditions of the Series 2011A Bonds,
and setting forth the proposed recitals, covenants and agreements of the parties with respect
thereto; and

WHEREAS, the Trustee and one or more borrowers under the Series 201 1A Bonds have
requested certain amendments to the Indenture to be set forth in a Supplemental Indenture

(“Supplemental Indenture”) between the Trustee and the Board and to be consented to by the
holder of the Series 2011A Bonds.

BOND RESOLUTION - PAGE 1
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE IDAHO
WATER INRESOURCE BOARD, as follows:

SECTION 1. Authorization and Approval of the Supplemental Indenture. The form of
the Supplemental Indenture and any related documents, are approved subject to such
modifications as are deemed appropriate and approved by the Chairman and Counsel for the
Board, which approval shall be conclusively evidenced by execution and delivery of the
Supplemental Indenture by the Chairman (or Director of the Idaho Department of Water
Resources, or Administrator, Planning and Technical Services Division of the Department of
Water Resources, or Vice Chairman, Secretary or other Board Member) and/or designee of the
Board as therein required.

SECTION 2. Execution and Delivery of Supplemental Indenture. The Chairman and
Secretary of the Board, any member of the Board, the Director of the Department of Water
Resources, the Administrator, Planning and Technical Services Division of the Department of
Water Resources, and such other officers or designees of the Board as may be appropriate, are
authorized and directed to execute by facsimile or manual signatures for and on behalf of the
Board the Supplemental Indenture and related documents.

SECTION 3. Prior Proceedings Ratified. All proceedings, resolutions, and actions of the
Board and its officers and agents, taken in connection with the issuance and sale of the
Supplemental Indenture, are hereby ratified, confirmed, and approved.

SECTION 4. Execution and Filing of Resolution. Immediately after its passage, this
Resolution shall be signed by the Chairman, and attested by the Secretary, and the Secretary
shall cause a copy of this Resolution to be forthwith filed in the records of the Board.

SECTION 5. Conflicting Actions Repealed. All resolutions and orders, or parts thereof,
heretofore adopted, or passed, which are in conflict with any of the provisions of this Resolution
are, to the extent of such conflict, hereby repealed.

SECTION 6. Severability of Invalid Provisions. If any one or more of the covenants or
agreements, or portions thereof, provided in this Resolution shall be contrary to law, then such
covenant or covenants, such agreement or agreements or such portions thereof, shall be null and
void and shall be deemed separable from the remaining covenants and agreements or portions
thereof and shall in no way affect the validity of the remaining provisions of this Resolution or of
the Supplemental Indenture.

BOND RESOLUTION - PAGE 2
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ADOPTED by the Idaho Water Resource Board, this ___ day of ,2013.

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

By:

Chairman

ATTEST:

By:

Secretary

BOND RESOLUTION - PAGE 3
C:\Documents and Settings\bpatton. DWRPROD\Local Settings\Temporary Internet
Files\Content . QUL 10Ok \ S1N88R41\Resolution Clean 8 20 13.docx





IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
SUPPLEMENTAL INDENTURE

between the

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
and

WELLS FARGO BANK, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION

Dated as of , 2013

Regarding
IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
WATER RESOURCE POOLED LOAN PROGRAM

REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 2011A (FEDERALLY TAXABLE)





SUPPLEMENTAL INDENTURE

THIS SUPPLEMENTAL INDENTURE, made and dated as of 2013, by and
between the Idaho Water Resource Board (the “Issuer”), a constitutional agency of the State of
Idaho, organized and existing under the laws of the State of Idaho and Wells Fargo Bank,
National Association, a national banking association organized and existing under the laws of the
United States of America, as Trustee (the “Trustee”),

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, pursuant to the original Trust Indenture, dated as of October 1, 2011
(the “Indenture”), between the Issuer and Trustee, the Issuer did issue its Water Resource Pooled
Loan Program Revenue Bonds Series 2011A (Federally Taxable) (the "Bonds"), in accordance
with the Indenture; and

WHEREAS, the Issuer has requested, and the Trustee has agreed, that the Indenture be
amended by this Supplemental Indenture, in accordance with Section 9.03 of the Indenture, to
clarify and amend certain provisions for Optional Redemption and Reserve Fund requirements
under the Indenture.

WHEREAS, the sole Owner of the Bonds has consented to this Supplemental Indenture;
and

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and promises herein
contained, the Issuer and the Trustee agree as follows:

Section 1. Definition Revised. The following definition in Article I of the Indenture is
hereby amended to read as set forth below:

"Reserve Fund Requirement" shall mean the lesser of $218,100 or 10% of the Outstanding
principal amount of the Bonds.”

Section 2. Section 4.01 of the Indenture Amended. Section 4.01 of the Indenture is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“SECTION 4.01 Optional Redemption of the Bonds. The Bonds are subject to
redemption at the option of the Issuer, on any date hereafter either in whole at any time or in part
(and if in part, in integral multiples of $.01) on any date, at the Redemption Price of par plus
accrued interest to the date of redemption.

In the event of a partial redemption, the Issuer shall direct the maturity or maturities, and
the amounts thereof, so to be redeemed.”

Section 3. Section 5.15 of the Indenture Amended. Section 5.15 of the Indenture is hereby
amended to read as follows:

SUPPLEMENTAL INDENTURE - PAGE 1
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“SECTION 5.15 Reserve Fund. There is hereby created and established with the
Trustee the Reserve Fund, into which shall be deposited, immediately upon delivery of and
payment for the Bonds, the Reserve Fund Requirement. In the event no monies are available in
the Bond Fund, Revenue Fund or the Project Fund, the monies in the Reserve Fund shall be
utilized to pay the principal of and interest on all Bonds. In the event a depletion of such Fund
shall have occurred as a result of a default in the payment of the debt service requirements of a
Loan, the Loan Obligation payments of the Borrower causing such depletion shall be adjusted so
as to the extent feasible replenish the Fund as soon as possible after such depletion and to take
such other action as may be required under the Loan Agreement. The monies in such Fund shall
be transferred to, the Principal Account and/or the Interest Account of the Bond Fund to prevent
a default in the payment of principal of and interest on the Bonds as the same becomes due and
payable. Amounts held in the Reserve Fund may be used to make the last payment due on the
Bonds. The Trustee shall promptly notify Owners of $1,000,000 or more in principal amount of
the Bonds who have made written request of the Trustee to be so notified in the event monies are
transferred from the Reserve Fund to the Bond Fund to cover deficiencies therein. In the event of
any payment default by a Borrower which results in a reduction in the amount of the Reserve
Fund below the Reserve Fund Requirement, all investment income shall be retained within the

Reserve Fund until the balance in such Fund equals the Reserve Fund Requirement.

Upon the payment or prepayment in whole or in part of a Loan Obligation and
corresponding redemption of Bonds and a resulting reduction in the Reserve Fund amount due to
the reduction in the Reserve Fund Requirement, the amount of such reduction shall, provided the
Reserve Fund is maintained at the Reserve Fund Requirement, be paid or credited to the
Borrower paying or prepaying such Loan Obligation, in an amount not to exceed the original
principal amount of such Loan Obligation allocated from the Loan to the Reserve Fund. Such
payment to a Borrower may be less than the original principal amount of its Loan allocated to the
Reserve Fund if there has been a draw on the Reserve Fund due to a default by such Borrower or
another Borrower which has not been repaid by such Borrower and in such event, the amount
paid or credited to such Borrower shall be reduced by the unpaid amount. If there has been a
default by another Borrower causing a draw on the Reserve Fund and such amount has not been

repaid, then the said payment to such Borrower shall be reduced by the unpaid amount in the

SUPPLEMENTAL INDENTURE - PAGE 2
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proportion of said Borrower’s original Loan amount to the original Loan amounts of the other
Borrowers prepaying who have contributed to the Reserve provided that the Reserve Fund shall
always be maintained at the Reserve Fund Requirement. Such payment or credit to the Borrower
shall be made as soon as practicable after the applicable reduction in Reserve Fund amount. To
the extent that the Borrower does not receive back its projected amount of the Reserve Fund due
to the default of another borrower in repayment of amounts drawn on the Reserve Fund, the
Borrower shall be paid such deficiency on a pro rata basis with the other Borrowers when and if
such defaulted amount is paid to the Trustee. It is understood that payments of Reserve Fund
amount back to Borrower will be transmitted by Borrower to the respective owners of the

respective Systems for maintenance and operation of such Systems or used for any other lawful

purpose.

All investments, if any, in the Reserve Fund shall be valued, on each annual principal
payment date, at cost if maturity is less than one (1) year and shall be valued at the lower of cost or
market value marked to market annually if maturity is greater than one (1) year. No investments in
the Reserve Fund shall have maturities later than the final maturity of the Bonds.

The Trustee shall make deposits to the Reserve Fund from Revenue Fund as required
under Section 5.03 hereof in order to meet the Reserve Fund Requirement.”

Section 2. All Other Provisions. All other provisions of the Indenture shall remain the
same.
Section 3. Counterparts. This Supplemental Indenture may be executed in several

counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, and all of which shall constitute but one
and the same instrument.

(The remainder of this page intentionally left blank.)
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the of the Issuer and the undersigned officer of
the Trustee have hereunto duly executed this Supplemental Indenture all as of the day and year
first above written.

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD,
as Issuer

By
Its:

WELLS FARGO BANK, NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION,
as Trustee and Paying Agent/Registrar

By

Vice President
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Mooby’s

INVESTORS SERVICE

Rating Update: Moody's affirms A2 rating on Idaho Water Resource Board's
Dworshak Project Bonds, Series 2006; Outlook Stable

Global Credit Research - 05 Sep 2013

Approximately $2.94 million of rated project debt outstanding

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
Electric Generation
ID

Opinion

NEW YORK, September 05, 2013 --Moody's Investors Service today has affirmed the A2 rating on the Idaho
Water Resource Board's (the Board) $2.94 million Water Resource Development Revenue Refunding Bonds,
Series 2006. The outlook is stable.

LEGAL SECURITY: Net system revenues. The bonds are additionally secured by a cash-funded debt service
reserve fund that is sized at the lesser of 125% of average annual debt service, maximum annual debt service or
10% of principal outstanding. The additional bonds test requires 1.25x coverage of maximum annual debt service
by prior-year net revenues.

INTEREST RATE DERIVATIVES: None.
RATING RATIONALE:

The rating is based on the long and satisfactory historical operating performance of the plant, adequate liquidity
and coverage ratios, and a take and pay agreement with a highly rated of-ftaker beyond the life of the debt. The
rating also considers the single asset nature of the project and no obligation on the part of the off-taker in the event
of unexpected outages.

STRENGTHS:

* Take and pay contract with a highly rated off taker, Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), rated Aa1, stable,
extends well past the final maturity of the bonds in 2019. BPA purchases 100% of delivered power

* Water flow to hydroelectric plant is stable due to the essentiality of two Federal fish hatchery projects, and not
prone to weather-related volatility

* Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license issued in 1998 extends for 50 years. Re-licensing is not
arisk while debt is outstanding

* Projected debt service coverage remains strong and is based on net revenues from electricity production based
on the worst water year on record since the Dworshak Dam was constructed

CHALLENGES:

* Under the take and pay agreement, BPA is under no obligation to make payments to the Board should an
unexpected outage at the plant occur. This risk is mitigated by the proven technology, stable water flow,
availability of reserves and sound projected financial margins

* BPA has the right, but not the obligation, to terminate the agreement if the project is unable to generate electricity
due to the discontinuance of the water supply for more than 24 consecutive months or the permanent cessation of
the Hatchery operations. Moody's believes this event is highly unlikely.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

Idaho Water Resource Board's Dworshak Project is a 3 MW hydroelectric facility which generates power using
the flow from two pipelines supplying water to the Clearwater Fish Hatchery and the Dworshak National Fish





Hatchery from the Dworshak Dam. Water flow to the project is controlled by these two Federally-owned
hatcheries, therefore is not susceptible to weather-related volatility.

A key risk in this credit rating is the single-asset nature of the project. Should the facility have an unanticipated
outage that reduced power production, revenues from BPA and debt service coverage would decline
proportionately. The board's indenture-required Capital Improvement, Repair and Replacement account partially
mitigates the revenue interruption risk. The current balance is above the $771,685 requirement, at $1.3 million as
of May 31 2013, and the board deposits 10% of gross revenues to the reserve annually. Also, the debt service
reserve account is currently funded at $294,000, which is 10% of the outstanding debt balance.

Total generation during calendar year 2012 was 16,106 MWh, which was 13.6% lower than the FY 2011 output
owing to unscheduled repair and replacement work done from September through November 2012 on the pipeline
valves that services the national and state fish hatcheries. There are no scheduled outages for 2013 or 2014,
aside from regular maintenance. There were no unscheduled power outages or shut downs during FY 2011 and
2010. The current contract power sales' rate is currently .055/kWh, which is below the average electric within the
states of Idaho and Oregon.

The project's fiscal year ends in June of each year. FY2012 debt service coverage by net revenues was 1.49x, in
comparison to a five-year average of 1.4x. Debt service is generally level, while rates charged to BPA under the
agreement escalate at 3% per year. Projected debt service coverage for FY2013 is expected to be lower at 1.26x,
as a result of the unscheduled repair and replacement work which occurred during the fiscal year. The debt
outstanding matures in 2019.

No other borrowing is planned and it is not expected the Board will leverage the revenue stream any further.
Outlook

The outlook is stable based on the long term agreement with BPA which provides a market for the energy
generated from this project.

What Could Change the Rating - UP

The single-asset nature of the project, the exposure to operating risks and the relatively thinner liquidity protections
limit the upside potential for this project rating.

What Could Change the Rating - DOWN

An extended outage of the plant, resulting in the loss of revenues from BPA and lower than projected debt service
coverage ratios, would result in a downgrade

KEY STATISTICS:

Type of System: Hydroelectric generation

Project Offtaker: Bonneville Power Administration (rated Aa1, stable)
Revenue Per kWh: FY 2012- $0.62

Average Generation (2010-2012): 18,020,608 Kw-hours per year

Debt Service Coverage, FY2012: 1.49x

Debt Service Coverage, FY2013 Projected: 1.26x

Capital Improvement, Repair and Replacement account balance, FY2012: $1.3 million
RATED DEBT OUTSTANDING

Water Resource Development Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2006
RATING METHODOLOGY

The principal methodology used in this rating was Power Generation Projects published in December 2012.
Please see the Credit Policy page on www.moodys.com for a copy of this methodology





REGULATORY DISCLOSURES

For ratings issued on a program, series or category/class of debt, this announcement provides certain regulatory
disclosures in relation to each rating of a subsequently issued bond or note of the same series or category/class
of debt or pursuant to a program for which the ratings are derived exclusively from existing ratings in accordance
with Moody's rating practices. For ratings issued on a support provider, this announcement provides certain
regulatory disclosures in relation to the rating action on the support provider and in relation to each particular rating
action for securities that derive their credit ratings from the support provider's credit rating. For provisional ratings,
this announcement provides certain regulatory disclosures in relation to the provisional rating assigned, and in
relation to a definitive rating that may be assigned subsequent to the final issuance of the debt, in each case where
the transaction structure and terms have not changed prior to the assignment of the definitive rating in a manner
that would have affected the rating. For further information please see the ratings tab on the issuer/entity page for
the respective issuer on www.moodys.com.

Regulatory disclosures contained in this press release apply to the credit rating and, if applicable, the related rating
outlook or rating review.

Please see www.moodys.com for any updates on changes to the lead rating analyst and to the Moody's legal
entity that has issued the rating.

Please see the ratings tab on the issuer/entity page on www.moodys.com for additional regulatory disclosures for
each credit rating.

Analysts

Jennifer M. Chang

Lead Analyst

Public Finance Group
Moody's Investors Service

Dan Aschenbach

Backup Analyst

Public Finance Group
Moody's Investors Service

Chee Mee Hu
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250 Greenwich Street

New York, NY 10007

USA
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© 2013 Moody's Investors Service, Inc. and/or its licensors and affiliates (collectively, "MOODY'S"). All rights
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CREDIT RATINGS ISSUED BY MOODY'S INVESTORS SERVICE, INC. ("MIS™) AND ITS AFFILIATES ARE
MOODY'S CURRENT OPINIONS OF THE RELATIVE FUTURE CREDIT RISK OF ENTITIES, CREDIT
COMMITMENTS, OR DEBT OR DEBT-LIKE SECURITIES, AND CREDIT RATINGS AND RESEARCH
PUBLICATIONS PUBLISHED BY MOODY'S ("MOODY'S PUBLICATIONS") MAY INCLUDE MOODY'S
CURRENT OPINIONS OF THE RELATIVE FUTURE CREDIT RISK OF ENTITIES, CREDIT COMMITMENTS,
OR DEBT OR DEBT-LIKE SECURITIES. MOODY'S DEFINES CREDIT RISK AS THE RISK THAT AN
ENTITY MAY NOT MEET ITS CONTRACTUAL, FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS AS THEY COME DUE AND ANY
ESTIMATED FINANCIAL LOSS IN THE EVENT OF DEFAULT. CREDIT RATINGS DO NOT ADDRESS ANY
OTHER RISK, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: LIQUIDITY RISK, MARKET VALUE RISK, OR PRICE
VOLATILITY. CREDIT RATINGS AND MOODY'S OPINIONS INCLUDED IN MOODY'S PUBLICATIONS ARE
NOT STATEMENTS OF CURRENT OR HISTORICAL FACT. CREDIT RATINGS AND MOODY'S
PUBLICATIONS DO NOT CONSTITUTE OR PROVIDE INVESTMENT OR FINANCIAL ADVICE, AND
CREDIT RATINGS AND MOODY'S PUBLICATIONS ARE NOT AND DO NOT PROVIDE
RECOMMENDATIONS TO PURCHASE, SELL, OR HOLD PARTICULAR SECURITIES. NEITHER CREDIT
RATINGS NOR MOODY'S PUBLICATIONS COMMENT ON THE SUITABILITY OF AN INVESTMENT FOR
ANY PARTICULAR INVESTOR. MOODY'S ISSUES ITS CREDIT RATINGS AND PUBLISHES MOODY'S
PUBLICATIONS WITH THE EXPECTATION AND UNDERSTANDING THAT EACH INVESTOR WILL MAKE
ITS OWN STUDY AND EVALUATION OF EACH SECURITY THAT IS UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR
PURCHASE, HOLDING, OR SALE.

ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS PROTECTED BY LAW, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO,
COPYRIGHT LAW, AND NONE OF SUCH INFORMATION MAY BE COPIED OR OTHERWISE
REPRODUCED, REPACKAGED, FURTHER TRANSMITTED, TRANSFERRED, DISSEMINATED,
REDISTRIBUTED OR RESOLD, OR STORED FOR SUBSEQUENT USE FOR ANY SUCH PURPOSE, IN
WHOLE OR IN PART, IN ANY FORM OR MANNER OR BY ANY MEANS WHATSOEVER, BY ANY PERSON
WITHOUT MOODY'S PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT. All information contained herein is obtained by MOODY'S
from sources believed by it to be accurate and reliable. Because of the possibility of human or mechanical error as
well as other factors, however, all information contained herein is provided "AS IS" without warranty of any kind.
MOODY'S adopts all necessary measures so that the information it uses in assigning a credit rating is of sufficient
quality and from sources Moody's considers to be reliable, including, when appropriate, independent third-party
sources. However, MOODY'S is not an auditor and cannot in every instance independently verify or validate
information received in the rating process. Under no circumstances shall MOODY'S have any liability to any
person or entity for (a) any loss or damage in whole or in part caused by, resulting from, or relating to, any error
(negligent or otherwise) or other circumstance or contingency within or outside the control of MOODY'S or any of
its directors, officers, employees or agents in connection with the procurement, collection, compilation, analysis,
interpretation, communication, publication or delivery of any such information, or (b) any direct, indirect, special,
consequential, compensatory or incidental damages whatsoever (including without limitation, lost profits), even if
MOODY'S is advised in advance of the possibility of such damages, resulting from the use of or inability to use,
any such information. The ratings, financial reporting analysis, projections, and other observations, if any,
constituting part of the information contained herein are, and must be construed solely as, statements of opinion
and not statements of fact or recommendations to purchase, sell or hold any securities. Each user of the
information contained herein must make its own study and evaluation of each security it may consider purchasing,
holding or selling. NO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, AS TO THE ACCURACY, TIMELINESS,
COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF ANY SUCH
RATING OR OTHER OPINION OR INFORMATION IS GIVEN OR MADE BY MOODY'S IN ANY FORM OR
MANNER WHATSOEVER.

MIS, a wholly-owned credit rating agency subsidiary of Moody's Corporation ("MCQ"), hereby discloses that most
issuers of debt securities (including corporate and municipal bonds, debentures, notes and commercial paper) and
preferred stock rated by MIS have, prior to assignment of any rating, agreed to pay to MIS for appraisal and rating
services rendered by it fees ranging from $1,500 to approximately $2,500,000. MCO and MIS also maintain policies
and procedures to address the independence of MIS's ratings and rating processes. Information regarding certain





affiliations that may exist between directors of MCO and rated entities, and between entities who hold ratings from
MIS and have also publicly reported to the SEC an ownership interest in MCO of more than 5%, is posted annually
at www.moodys.com under the heading "Shareholder Relations — Corporate Governance — Director and
Shareholder Affiliation Policy."

For Australia only: Any publication into Australia of this document is pursuant to the Australian Financial Services
License of MOODY'S &ffiliate, Moody's Investors Service Pty Limited ABN 61 003 399 657AFSL 336969 and/or
Moody's Analytics Australia Pty Ltd ABN 94 105 136 972 AFSL 383569 (as applicable). This document is intended
to be provided only to "wholesale clients" within the meaning of section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001. By
continuing to access this document from within Australia, you represent to MOODY'S that you are, or are
accessing the document as a representative of, a "wholesale client" and that neither you nor the entity you
represent will directly or indirectly disseminate this document or its contents to "retail clients" within the meaning of
section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001. MOODY'S credit rating is an opinion as to the creditworthiness of a
debt obligation of the issuer, not on the equity securities of the issuer or any form of security that is available to
retail clients. It would be dangerous for retail clients to make any investment decision based on MOODY'S credit
rating. If in doubt you should contact your financial or other professional adviser.
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IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

Sources and Applications of Funds
as of June 30, 2013

Original Appropriation (1969).......ccccucviiiiiiiivieeiieiceieiesissisisiessenens

REVOLVING DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT

Legislative Audits : i
IWRB Bond Program.........ceeceeeeeeriiinsinicsinan

Legislative Appropriation FY90-81........coieieiieeeeeeeeeeee oo ss
Legislative Appropriation FY91-92
Legislative Appropriation FY93-04...........coiiiiieeeeese oo eeeesesesseeeonns
IWRB Studies and ProJECES........ovoeur it esens e
Loan Interest........ ,,

Interest Earned State Treasury (Transferred)........c.coocovovennnnn..
Filing Fee Balance.........co.ovesisovssioneennann

Bond FEes .....cc.ccoovrvvnnen
Arbitrage Calculation Fees. ..
Protest FEES.......ociiiiiiiiiiiieeiieii i
Series 2000 (Caldwell/New York) Pooled Bond lssuers fees..
2012 Ground Water District Bond Issuerfees.....................
Bond I185UBT fBE5... . cceceereiivinainiiinsineiinanis
Attorney fees for Jughandle LID.............
Water Supply Bank Receipts..............cco......

Legislative Appropriation FYO1..........cccceuvemnnn...

Pierce Well Easement .
Transferred to/from Water Management Account
Legislative Appropriation 2004, HB843................. .
Legislative Appropriation 2009, SB 1511 Sec 2, Teton/Minidoka Studies....................
Legislative Appropriation 2009, SB 1511 Sec 2, Teton/Minidoka Studies Expenditures..
Weiser Galloway Study - US Army Corps of Engineers

Bell Rapids Water Rights Sub-Account
Legislative Appropriation 2005, HB392.............c.ceiivieeeeoes e eeeeeeoee e
Interest Earned State Treasury...........
Bell Rapids PUIChase............ovvieiiuniiieeic e
Bureau of Reclamation Principal Amount Lease Payment Paid ...........
Bureau of Reclamation Interest Paid ..................cccceeeeveneennn.
Bureau of Reclamation Remaining Amount Lease Payment Paid.
First Installment Payment to Bell Rapids.............cc...cceeennnennn.
Second Installment Payment to Bell Rapids
Third Installment Payment to Bell Rapids
Fourth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids
Interest Credit due to Bureau of Reclamation (Part of Fourth Installment)
Fifth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids

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

$21,300,000.00
$692,133.24
($16,006,558.00)
$8,294,337.54
$179,727.97
$9,142,649.54
($1,313,236.00)
($1,313,236.00)
($1,313,236.00)
($1,040,431.55)
($19,860.45)
($1,055,000.00)
($21,300,000.00)
($772,052.06)
$1,040,431.55
$1,313,236.00
$1,302,981.70
$1,055,000.00
$7,117,971.16
($7,118,125.86)
($6,740.10)

Commitments

Ongoing Bell Rapids Finance Costs (trustee fees, B1C.).........ovueeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeooe e $179,992.68
Committed for alternative finance payment $0.00
Total Commitments...........ccocvvriieiieiiieeeeeeies $179,992.68
Balance Bell Rapids Water Rights Sub-Account .
Pristine Springs Project Sub-Account
Legislative Appropriation 2008, SB1511, Pristing SPrings.........coveoovecueeeseoeeeeeeeessoeo $10,000,000.00
Legislative Appropriation 2006, HB870, Water Right Purchases.. $5,000,000.00
Interest Earned State Treasury..........c..ooovvvvieveerreeeeneenns $31,709.76
LOAN INEBIEST. . ...uiiiiiii et $1,443,691.29
Transfer from ESP Sub-Account .............. $1,000,000.00
Payment for Purchase of Pristing Springs (3).......c.cvveeurtoireeeeeeeseoeeces oo ($16,000,000.00)
Payment from Magic Valley & Northsnake GWD for Pristine Springs......cccovveeeens $2,872,059.82
APPIAISAL ..ouiiiiiiiiiii ettt ($15,000.00)
INSUFBNCE. ..ottt e a et et a e e eee et e e et e et sseee e e e e s oo see e ($20,650.00)
Recharge District Assessment............ ($6,051.00)
Water District 130 Annual Assessment............. ($1,467.81)
Hydro Plants Engineering Certification (Straubhar) ($3,000.00)
Payment to EHM Engineers for pipeline work.............cccc.covuv.... ($1,200.00)
Payment to John Root for Easement Survey... ($1,000.00)
Payment 1o MWH AMENCAS INC........eiiiieeii it e e ee e ($11,326.27)
Telemetry Station Equipment............coecovveeeen.... ($15,193.92)
Rein Tech LLC (Satellite phone annual PAYMENt).........ccveereeeereeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeessoeeeans ($495.00)
Standley Trenching (Trac system for communication @qUIP)..........ccveveerveereeerevreeereensnn ($1,400.00)
Property Taxes and other fee assessments (Jerome County)...........ccoeuveoeeeereeroeeeeevin ($6,319.39)
Rental PAYMENIS. ... .ottt $1,398,634.32
Payments 10 SCOM KASIET.............c.ooiieiiiiii ettt e e ($11,006.97)
Utility Payments (Idaho Power) ($4,310.41)
Costs for house Maintenance............c..uveeeeevereereeeeeeeeeeeee e, ($3,543.13)
Travel costs for property maintenance..............cccoceeevvuveeeeisvcneseen, ($351.30)
Transferred to Secondary Aquifer Fund (2011 Legislature; HB 291).... ($2,465,300.00)
Transferred to Secondary Aquifer Fund (2012 Legislature; SB 1389)........ccccevvvevveveressnannn. ($1,232,000.00)
Pristine Springs Hydropower Projects
NEt POWET SAIBS TBVENUBS. ...eviiiieiiietiieeetiiee et e e e e e e eeees e oo $259,585.07

ESPA CAMP (to be transferred to Secondary Fund)...........c............ 616,454.72
Repair/Replacement Fund..................o.oooveeienanne. $1,177,427.96
TOTAL COMMITTED FUNDS 793,
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$500,000.00
($45,834.45)
($15,000.00)
$250,000.00
$280,700.00
$500,000.00
($249,067.18)
$6,352,819.54
$1,616,848.14
$47,640.20
$1,469,601.45
($9,000.00)
($350.00)
$43,657.93
$377,000.00
$48,774.09
($3,600.00)
$3,433,035.91
$200,000.00
$2,000.00
$317,253.80
$500,000.00
$1,800,000.00
($1,221,960.18)
($1,345,225.70)





Loans Outstanding

North Snake and Magic Valley Ground Water Districts.................... $7,127,940.18

Total Loans Outstanding...............cooovvvvvnniiieeeeeeeennne $7,127,940.18
Funds to RP CAMP & TV CAMP Sub-Account ........ccccovereerrereerrrenenns $266,672.34
Pristine Springs Revenues into Main Revolving Development ACCOUNL........uccviieiiiinsirsireesiiereeeereeesseessessasssssressessonss
Rathdrum Prairie CAMP & Treasure Valley CAMP Sub-Account
Pristine Springs Hydropower and Rental REVeNUES.............ccevivviiiieeciiineeeeeereneeeenas $266,672.34
Interest Earned State Treasury...........vuvveiiieiiniee it eeeee e $573.11
SPOKANE RIVEr FOTUM. ....iiiiiiitiiiiniiiiie et e et e e e e e e e e, ($3,000.00)
Treasure Valley Water Quality SUMMIL............ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee oo eeeeveee e e e e ee s e ($500.00)
COMMIREA FUNGS. ......oeiiiiiiiieecitcres e et eebe et eeee s eeeateeeseneeenesenas
Treasure Valley Water Quality Summit . 0.00
Balance Rathdrum Prairie CAMP & Treasure Valley CAMP SUD-ACCOUNL.......cccoviverereeroreeresesesssnesens T %263,74545

Upper Salmon/CBWTP Sub-Account
Water Transaction Projects Payment Advances from CBWTP/ACCOId ........c..occveevvereceeennn.,
PCSRF Funds for Administration of Non-Diversion Easements on Lemhi RiVer......................
Interest Earned State TrEASUNY............uuuiieiiiiiiiiiiiii i ereeee e
Transfer to Water SUPPIY BanK...........uriieercieiieie oo eeee et e ee e e e e e e e eeeaeeaen s
Change of Ownership.............. .
Alturas Lake Creek Appraisal....
Payments for Water ACQUISIION ............coooiiiiiieiiiinier it
Committed Funds
Administration of Non-Diversion Easements on Lemhi River.... $158,532.38
Alturas Lake Creek (Breckenridge).......ccoeeeevvvvveenneeeennnnn, ($0.00)
Bayhorse CreekK......................... $28,992.56

Beaver Creek (DOT LLP)... $15,756.01
Big Hat Creek..........cocceevviiiiinniiniiininnn, $270.85
Big Timber Tyler (Leadore Land Partners).. $429,168.31
Canyon Creek/Big Timber Creek (Beyeler). $402,367.55

Fourth of July Creek (Vanderbilt).............. $17,581.57

Iron Creek (Phillips)................... $216,368.67
Lemhi River & Little Springs Creek (Kauer). $18,827.49
Little Springs Creek (Snyder)..........cccooeevivivneeenns $251,817.65
Lower Eighteenmile Creek (Ellsworth Angus Ranch).. $6,058.63

Lower Lemhi M Olson (Mark OIson)...................... $11,218.29

Lower Lemhi Thomas (Robert Thomas).. $2,370.46
P-9 Bowles (River Valley Ranch)........ $278,581.23
P-9 Charlton (Sydney Dowton)..... $18,439.38
P-9 Dowton (Jim Dowton Ranch).. $220,962.37
P-9 Elzinga (ElZiNGa).......eucevruiiiiiiiiieeiieeeiiieeeeeeeeeeee v $273,312.38
Patterson-Big Springs (PBSC9) $167,848.67
SUIPAUF CrEEK.......eiviieiiiiiiciiiiiiee e $12,305.00
Whitefish (Leadore Land Partners).. $179,314.72

Total Committed Funds...................... $2,710,094.35

Water Supply Bank Sub-Account
Payments received from renters for 2013 SBASOM. ...........ceevvvumiiiiiiireiieeeeeeereeeeaesssssessrenes
Payments made to owners for 2013 season .
Interest EArned S1ate TrOASUIY........cciuurieeeiirieeeetiee e ettt e e e e eeer e e e s eeaaa s

Committted Funds:

OWNETS SNAIE......iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e eeer e e e e e ee e

$481,545.26
$481,545.26

Eastern Snake Plain Sub-Account
Legislative Appropriation 2005, HB392...........ccuuvieeiuiiie e eeeeae e

Legislative Appropriation 2005, HB392, CREP Program..
Interest Earned State Treasury
Loan Interest..........ccoveevivvnnnrnnennn. .
Bell Rapids Water Rights ClosiNg COSS.........cceeeivveriiiiiieeceireee e
First Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial).... .
Second Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial)...............ccccuveeevnnnen...
Third Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial)......
Fourth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Partial).
Fifth Installment Payment to Bell Rapids Irr. Co. (Final)...
Reimbursement from Commerce & Labor W-Canal.................oovvvviieiiioiieeeeeieeeeeeeeerae s
Transfer to Pristine Springs SUD ACCOUNM.........coivveiiiiiiiiie i
Reimbursement from Magic Valley GWD - Pristine Springs

Reimbursement from North Snake GWD - Pristing SPrings.........ccouvveeeeeeieveeeieieeeeeeeerveeanns
Reimbursement from Water District 1 for Recharge.............
Palisades (FMC) Storage Costs.............coveeveeeen.n.
Reimbursement from BOR for Palisades Reservoir.. .
W-Canal ProjECt COSES.......ccuiiiiiiiiieiie et eeeee e e e e e e s s s st eaaeeesee oo
Black Canyon Exchange ProjECt COSIS..........ccvvuiiiiiiireeeeeiiieee e eeeeeeeaeeeeanaee e
Black Canyon Exchange Projet REVENUES. .............ccuvvieeeiiieee e eeeeeeeeee e e e e e
2008 Recharge Conveyante COSES........ccccuuiiiiiiiiiiiriiiireeteee e cseereeeeeeae s .
2008 Recharge ConveyanCe COSIS. ..........uiriiiiieiiiiiiiiiiieieeeseeeenseeeesee e ereeeeeeeesesseeeans
2010 Recharge ConveyanCe COSIS. ..........uuvtiiiiiieiiiiiiiiieeverseeeeisesee e areeeeseeeseesas
Pristine Springs Cost Project COSIS.........iuuiiiiiuiiie i

$2,840,997.65
$157,279.26
$91,856.63
(844,715.10)
($600.00)
($8,989.23)
($337,190.65)

($11,455.59)

$481,645.26
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$7,200,000.00
$3,000,000.00
$1,884,100.09
$195,705.49
($6,558.00)
($361,800.00)
($361,800.00)
($361,800.00)
($614,744.00)
(81,675,036.00)
$74,709.77
($1.000,000.00)
$500,000.00
$500,000.00
$159,764.73
($3,511,902.39)
$2,381.12
($326,834.11)
($71,680.00)
$23,800.00
($14,580.00)
(8355,253.00)
($484,231.62)
($6,863.91)

Loans and Other Commitments
Commitment - ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan - CDR Contract...................
Commitment - North Snake & Magic Valley GWD Loan - Mitigation Pipeline.......
Commitment - Remainder of Bell Rapids Water Rights Purchase (1)...........
Commitment - CREP Program (HB392, 2005)............c.cccccevvvrennnnen
Commitment - Recharge Conveyance..............oovvvevieeeeeeeeeeneennn. .
Commitment - Additional recharge projects preliminary development..............coovceeeeveeevnnnnnn.
Commitment - Palasades SIorage O&M...........ccovviiicieieeeiiiiee oo eeen s
Commitment - Black Canyon Exchange Project (fund with ongoing revenues).. .
Commitment - W-Canal Aquifer and Recharge CONVEYaNCe. .............ueeeeeveeeeeeeeereeeeernnnnnn

$0.00
$260,000.00
$361,620.00
$2,419,580.50
$0.00
$350,000.00
$10,000.00
$629,444.95
$0.00
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$145,510.04





Total Loans and Other COMMItMENtS.........cccccveeveiviiniiiiiiiiieeeeieeeennen.
Loans Outstanding:
American Falls-Aberdeen GWD (CREP)..............ovvveiveeeenreeeeeenenns
Bingham GWD (CREP).....................
Bonneville Jefferson GWD (CREP)..
Magic Valley GWD (CREP)..........
North Snake GWD (CREP)..........

................ $3,820,645.45

$105,055.70
$0.00
$62,317.68
$100,453.62
$63,488.61

Dworshak Hydropower Project
Dworshak Project Revenues

Power Sales & Other..........cccovvvivvviiiiiniiieeiineeene s

Interest Earned State Treasury....

$321,316.61

$5,710,719.01
469,569.30

Total Dworshak Project REVENUES............coovvveeeeiieeeiiiieeeeeeeereerann,
Dworshak Project Expenses (2)
Transferred to 1st Security Trustee Account.................
Construction not paid through bond issuance.....................
1St SeCUrity FEES.....oui i
Operations & Maintenance.
Powerplant Repairs..........
Capital Improvements...........cccovvecciiciiinieiiee e
FERC Payments............ccco.....

$148,542.63
$226,106.83
$314,443.35
$1,5672,286.95
$58,488.80
$318,366.79
$35,956.16

Total Dworshak Project EXPENSES. .........ueeineeveeeiieeiiiiiieeeeeennenann,
Dworshak Project Committed Funds

Emergency Repair/Future Replacement Fund........

FERC Fee Payment Fund...........................

$145,417.11

$6,180,288.31

................................. ($2,674,191.51)

$1,314,575.00
$30,001.49

Total Dworshak Project Committed Funds
Excess Dworshak Funds into Main Revolving Development Account
TOTAL

Loans Outstanding:
Aberdeen-Springfield Canal Company (WRB-491; Diversion structure)
Big Wood Canal Company (23-Jan-09; Thorn Creek Flume).............
Boise City Canal Company (WRB-492)...18th St Canal Rehab
Boise City Canal Company (WRB-492)...Grove St Canal Rehab
Bonnie Laura Water Corporation (14-Jul-06; Well repairs)................
Canyon County Drainage District No. 2 ( 28-Nov-12; Drain tile pipeline
Carlin Bay Property Owners ASSOCIation. .........ceeeoevviiiieiiiveeieninne.
Challis Irrigation Company (28-Nov-07; river gate replacement)
Chaparral Water ASSOCIAtioN...........cccooeerrevivieeerersreressceeens
Chaparral Water Association (21-Jan-11; Well deepening & imprevem:
Cloverdale Ridge Water Corp. (irrigation system rehab 25-sep-09).....
Consolidated Irrigation Company (July 20, 2012; pipeline project).......
Country Club Subdivision Water Association (18-May-07, Well Project).
Cub River Irrigation Company (18-Nov-05; Pipeline project)...............
Cub River Irrigation COMPaNnY........coceivveeerieeneeireiieriiiieieeeeenan.
Dalton Water Association (14-Mar-08; Water main replacement)
Deep Creek Property Owners Association....................
Enterprise Irrigation District (14-Jul-06; Pipeline project)
Enterprise Irrigation District (North Lateral Pipeline)......
Evergreen Terrace Water Association (water study; 25-sep 9)
Firth, City Of..eoiiiii e
Foothills Ranch Homeowners Association (7-oct-11; well rehab)..........
Garden Valley Ranchettes Homeowners Association (25-Jan-05)........
Genesee, City of (Storage tank, 22-Jan-10)...............cc..coeveen.
Georgetown, City Of.........eiiiiiiii e,
Harbor View Water & Sewer District (Combined Loans)......

Harvest Valley Homeowners Association (22-Mar-13; Pump Replacems
Hoyt Bluff Water Association (Rathdrum Prairie Well)............c.cocevvmueeee.
Jefferson Irrigation Company (well deepenings)......
Jefferson Irrigation Company (well deepenings)......... .
Jefferson Irrigation Company (9-May-2008 Well Replacement)............
Jughandle HOA/Valley County Local Improvement District No. 1 (well p
King Hill Irrigation District (24-Sep-10; Pipeline replacement_...............
Kulleyspell Estates Property OWNErs ASSOC..........cco.ccuveveeevveremsnnsssssisones
Lake Reservoir Company (29-July-11; Payette Lake-Lardo Dam Outle
Lakeview Water District

Last Chance Canal Company (WRB-497)..
Lava Hot Springs, City of........................
Lindsay Lateral Association (22-Aug-03)
Lindsay Lateral Association (Engineering Design Project)
Lindsay Lateral Association (Pipeline Study)
Live-More Lake Community (9-Jun-04)............covvrvevriieeiriiieeeens
Lower Payette Ditch Company (2-Apr-04; Diversion dam replacement]
Marsh Center Irrigation Company (13-May-05; Hawkins Dam).............
Marysville Irrigation Company (18-May-07, Pipeline Project Phase 1)...
Marysville Irrigation Company (9-May-08, Pipeline Project Phase 2).....
McGuire Estates Water Users Association (4-Mar-05)....
Meander Point Subdivsion Homeowners Association (7-
Meridian Heights Water & Sewer Assaciation (18-May-07).................
Monument Ridge Homeowners Association (20-Mar-09; irrigation syst
Mores Creek Rim Ranches Water DiStrict..............cc.ovvveneremiccrensennnenens
New Hope Water Corporation...............coceieeeeiieceiniiiiiiennee e,
New Hope Water Corporation.............cccoevveeeeiieeeriiiiniennea e,
Oakley Valley Water COMPany .............cooeoiiieiiiivnieieeeeeeisiinineees
Packsaddle Water Corporation ............co.ccoeevveeeneernnnnn..
Picabo Livestock Co (Picabo town water system new well)...
Pinehurst Water District (14-mar-08; Water Storage tank).. .
Powder Valley-Shadowbrook Homeowners ASSOC. ..............c...........
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Amount

Loaned
$329,761
$90,000
$82,362
$110,618
$71,000
$35,000
$115,609
$50,000
$90,154
68,000
106,400
1,500,000.00
$102,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$375,088
$25,115
$37,270
$105,420
$15,000
$112,888
$150,000
$2,716
$250,000
$278,500
$602,819
4,500.00
$273,029
$110,780
$207,016
$81,000
$907,552
$300,000
$219,510
$594,000
$45,146
$500,000
$347,510
$9,600
$35,000
$15,000
$42,000
$875,000
$236,141
$625,000
$1,100,000
$60,851
$330,000
$350,000
$360,000
$221,400
$42,000
$151,460
$138,331
$49,600
$38,000
$160,000
$201,500

$1,344,576.49

Principal
Outstanding

$176,089.24
$15,311.59
$10,712.08
$42,410.13
$31,928.91

$35,000.00
$0.00
$25,843.98
$17,165.69
$32,625.39
$72,611.48
$475,000.00
$57,568.63
$813,111.70
$402,731.19
$0.00
$0.00
$17,396.11
$52,592.14
$0.00
$38,715.57
$135,187.76
$1,641.85
$86,387.30
$77,603.92
$187,051.41
$3,777.12
$0.00
$0.00
$48,947.11
$57,168.03
$755,084.37
$123,313.41
$0.00
$308,243.11
$0.00
$133,482.81
$190,259.92
$2,100.26
$15,200.00
$4,500.00
$15,187.93
$374,320.29
$148,277.20
$331,877.80
$631,477.52
$25,725.37
$82,907.62
$248,719.30
$0.00
$51,154.62
$0.00
$59,973.25
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

0.00
$5,039.12

$2,161,520.31

$17,156,323.90






Point Springs Grazing Association (July 20, 2012; storck water pipeline’ 48,280.00 $47,382.73

PPRT Water SyStem............cccoeovuiiiiiiiiie e, $70,972 $29,901.31
Preston Riverdale & Mink Creek Canal Co............ $400,000 $0.00
Preston-Whitney Irrigation Company (29-May-09; Fairview Lateral Pipe $800,000 $201,801.16
Producers Irrigation Company (17-Mar-06; well replacements).. $185,000 $43,181.96
Ranch Subdivision Property Owners ASSOC.........cco.covveceverenn. $24,834 $11,232.12
Riverside Independent Water District ...... $350,000 $174,787.77
Robertson DItCh Co......ceevveic i $30,000 $0.00
Skin Creek Water Assaciation................... . $188,258 $95,582.38
Sourdough Point Owners Association (23-Jan-07; water supply & treat $750,000 $60,852.81
Spirit Bend Water Association $92,000 $47,881.62
Thunder Canyon Owners Association (6-Feb-04) $92,416 $45,328.86
Twenty-Mile Creek Water Association $104,933 $0.00
Twin Lakes Canal Company - Winder Lateral Pipeline Project (13-Jul-0 $500,000 $376,757.34
Twin Lakes Canal Company (2-Apr-04)...........ccccvveeeeereeeeeereeeeriennn, $90,000 $19,328.88
Twin Lakes-Rathdrum Fid Cont Dist (24-Oct-02; Twin Lakes Dam). $399,988 $24,875.90
Whitney-Nashville Water Company................ccccecevvreeereoneeessescsresenns $225,000 $53,717.20
TOTAL LOANS OUTSTANDING $7,654,034.27
Loans and Other Funding Obligations:
Senate Bill 1511 - Teton Replacement and Minidoka Enlargement Studies...........cceevvveveeue.n. $678,161.82

Boise River Storage Feasibility Study....................... $350,000.00
Weiser-Galloway Study (28-May-10)..........ccooeveevrreereennnn. $551,620.87
Canyon Creek Canal Company (14-Mar-08; Pipeling project).............ooeeereeeeoeeeeeeeevneennns $133,599.00
Canyon County Drainage District No. 2 ( 28-Nov-12; Drain tile pipeline replacement) $0.00
Chaparral Water Association (21-Jan-11; Well deepening & imprevement)...........c...coceeevenn... $18,465.16
Clearwater Water District - pilot plant (13-Jul-07)............cooeeervviverrenn... . $80,000.00

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

Dover, City of (23-Jul-10; Water Intake project)...................... $194,063.00

Evergreen Terrace Water Association (water study; 25-sep-09)... $1,316.09

Foothills Ranch Homeowners Assaciation (7-oct-11; well rehab)..........coceveeeeeereeeeeeeaeinnn., $14,812.24

Garden Valley Ranchettes Homeowners Association (25-Jan-05).............. $8,183.69

Harvest Valley Homeowners Association (22-Mar-13; Pump Replacement)..........cc..cccveevvven... $722.88

Lake Reservoir Company (29-July-11; Payette Lake-Lardo Dam Outlet Gates)....................... $285,756.89

Lindsay Lateral ASSOCIAtION .............ccccoviiiviviiiniiieeeeeeeeeeeseirenn, $15,300.00

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

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

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

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

Sunset Heights Water District (17-May-13; Exchange water project)............coccevvveeieeeeeennan.. $48,000.00
TOTAL LOANS AND OTHER FUNDING OBLIGATIONS $7,528,281.64
Uncommitted Funds $1,974,007.99

TOTAL

(1) Actual amount needed may vary depending on final determination of water actually purchased and interest income received.
(2) Debt service on the Dworshak Project bonds is paid before the Dworshak monies are deposited into the Revolving Development Account
and is therefore not shown on this balance sheet.

Revolving Development Account - June 30, 2013 - Page 4 of 4





Idaho Water Resource Board
Sources and Applications of Funds
as of June 30, 2013
WATER MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT

Original ApPropriation (1978)...........cecvicurimiieseinieriectsssie e s e eesseseess s sses e s s es st s e eeessessos $1,000,000.00
Legislative AUditS..........ccocvvevniieie i, ($10,645.45)
IWRB Appraisal Study (Charles Thompson) ($5,000.00)
Transfer funds to General Account 1101(HB 130, 1983)........ccevieeeeerrereeeeeeeeeseeeesese e os s ($500,000.00)
Legislative APpropriation (6/29/1984)..........cc.cvevureerurreisiiieiisseoseeeseessessssesesessses e eseses s sess oot eeeeeee e $115,800.00
Legislative Appropriation (HB988, 1994) $75,000.00
Turned Back to General Account 6/30/95, (HB988, 1994)..........cccooveeereerererrsrns ($35,014.25)
Legislative Appropriation (SB1260, 1995, Aquifer Recharge, Caribou Dam)....ccoviveeieeiciesicie e $1,000,000.00
INEEIESE EAIMEM. ...ttt s s et ee s et e s s s e e e st e et oe et e s e s eeesoe s $120,427.04
Filing Fee Balance.........c..cc.oveu.... $2,633.31
Water Supply Bank Receipts $841,803.07
BONG FBES... ittt sttt ettt e ee et et st et e e e s er e et et s et et et es e $277,254.94
Funds from DEQ and IDOC for Glenns Ferry Water Study.............oovoeeeeereeeeeeireeeeeeeeesesoeneei, $10,000.00
Legislative APPropriation FYOT.......ccovccmmiiiniiieiiitiiceesseteeceeeeee e cees et ses e ses s e s esessesesees e $200,000.00
Western States Wate Council AMNUEI DUES..........cveiiiiiiiieiieeeeee e ee e eeeee e, ($7,500.00)
Tranfer to/ffrom Revolving Development ACCOUNL..............uivireoreees e e e ee oo ($317,253.80)
Legislative Appropriation (SB1239, Sugarloaf Aquifer Recharge Project)...........coevvvvvveerrevrsveneins, $60,000.00
Legislative Appropriation (HB 843 SEC B)........uvuuuuiirereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e, $520,000.00
Legislative Appropriation (SB1496, 2006, ESP Aquifer Management Plan)...ccoooivviiiiiiiien $300,000.00
Legislative Appropriation (HB 320, 2007, ESP Aquifer Management Plan)...ccccooviciiiniiiinin, $849,936.99
TOTAL $4,497,441.85
Grants Disbursed:

Completed Grants.. ... vvereiieiiie et a e $1,291,110.72

ArCO, GItY Of et e $7,500.00

ArMO, City Of ..o $7,500.00

BanCroft, City Of....ceuuie i e $7,000.00

Bloomington, City Of.......cceeuiiiiieriniieie sttt e e s e e $4,254.86

Boise City Canal COmMPANY..........cuviiiieiieiiiiiiiiiiirneereeeeeeeeesseeesnenos $7,500.00

Bonners Ferry, City of ........oooioiiiiiiee e $7,500.00

Bonneville County COMMISSION. .........vceeeeieeerereereeeererserseserserseesetesse s $3,375.00

BoVill, City Of ..o e, $2,299.42

Buffalo River Water ASSOCIation................vvvvveuieiieeee e eeeeeeeseeeeeeessininn, $4,007.25

Butte Gity, City 0f......oiviiiiiiie i $3,250.00

Cave Bay COmMMUNItY SEIVICES. .......oievereeeee et oo e $6,750.00

Central Shoshone County Water DiStriCt..............vveeereeeeeeeeeoiieeneeeeenennnns $7,500.01

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

Clearwater Water DIStriCt.........c..ouuviivimiiiiiiieiii e $3,750.00

Cottonwood Point Water and Sewer Association ...........coovevvvevevvenninn, $7,500.00

Cottonwood, City Of.......iirniiiii e $5,000.00

Cougar Ridge Water & SEWET..........ovvee e e $4,661.34

Curley Creek Water ASSOCIAtION. ........ccoivevcuireiireiieisisee e eeeesese s $2,334.15

Downey, City of.....oovviiiic e, $7,500.00

Fairview Water DiStrict.........c.coovvviiieiiiiiiic e e e $7,500.01

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

Franklin, City of .....cooiiiiiiiiiie e $6,750.00

Grangeville, Gty Of .....iuii i $7,500.00

Greenleaf, City Of.....oiiiiii i e $3,000.00

HaNSEN, CitY Of ..ot $7,450.00

Hayden Lake Irrigation DistriCt............ccooiiiivirirriiiiiiee e eeeeeeeeaeenn $7,500.00

Hulen Meadows Water COMPany...............vvuveeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeseeenannnnn, $7,500.00

10N, CIY Of ..ottt e $1,425.64

Kendrick, CitY Of....u et e $7,500.00

Kooskia, City Of........uiiiiiiiiiieiiiee e $7,500.00

Lakeview Water DIStriCt........cvieeeeriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e eee e ee e e e $2,250.00

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

Lindsay Lateral ASSOCIAtION. .......vvvvee et $7,500.00

Lower Payette Ditch COmMPany...........cocvvviiieeeviiee e $5,500.01

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

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

Moreland Water & Sewer DisStrict..........oceerieeeiee e ee e, $7,500.00

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

North Lake Water & Sewer DisStriCt..........cvurereeeeees e e e $7,500.00
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Northside Estates Homeowners ASSOCIAtioN. ........vvveeeeeeeeeeeieeeeeseeaeiinns $4,492.00

North Tomar Butte Water & Sewer District..........cccovveevriiiviiiieiineniiiin, $3,575.18
North Water & Sewer DistriCt...........covviiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e $3,825.00
Parkview Water ASSOCIAHON..........c.cccvviririeniciiitiree e ese e ereae s $4,649.98
Payette, City 0o e $6,579.00
Pierce, City Of...o.ooiiii e $7,500.00
Potlatch, City Of ... e $6,474.00
Preston Whitney Irrigation COmMPany............ceuvvevivirreeiiiniieerieerireeereenenens $7,500.00
Preston & Whitney Reservoir COmpPany............c.cuvvvvieeeeiiiiienieeennieinnenns $3,606.75
Preston & Whitney Reservoir COmpany............cooeevvvueeeivunieennannnns $7,000.00
Roberts, City Of ... $3,750.00
Round Valley Water.......cooviiiriiiiiii e $3,000.00
Sagle Valley Water & Sewer DiStriCl........cccocvivmverinrinirerieeeeen s $2,117.51
South Hill Water & Sewer District............ccooviiiiriiiiiii e $3,825.00
St Charles, City Of.......ccoveiecirircee ettt st e $5,632.88
Swan Valley, City Of........oceiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e eeeeaens $5,000.01
Twenty-Mile Creek Water ASSoCiation...........ooovvieviiiieiieeeiiericrenannns $2,467.00
Valley View Water & Sewer DistriCt...........coeceeeiiiiiiiieiiiiiininececeiieeen e $5,000.02
VICHOE, CItY Of e e e e e e e e e e eraees $3,750.00
Weston, City Of.....coeeiiieiiiii e $6,601.20
Winder Lateral ASSOCIAON. ...........viueiiiiiii et e e e e en s $7,000.00
TOTAL GRANTS DISBURSED ($1,632,755.21)
IWRB Expenditures
Lemhi River Water Right Appraisals...............cuuiieviiimiiienie i eeeerenens $31,000.00
Expenditures Directed by Legislature
Obligated 1994 (HBIBB).........ccevvereeeiirnririesresieecte ettt et st e seerenes $39,985.75
SB1260, AQUIfer REChAIGE......cciviiiiiiieei ittt sttt eeseeseens $947,000.00
SB1260, Soda (Caribou) Dam StUdY..........cccvvivrenreniieics s $53,000.00
Sugarloaf Aquifer Recharge Project (SB1239).........ccceeeeiiiiiieiiniiiiiiiiieenns $55,953.69
ESPA Settlement Water Rentals (HB 843 2004)............ccuvvvumernvivvnnnnnennnns $504,000.00
ESP Aquifer Management Plan (SB1496, 2006)...........ccccecvvvvveeireeerenennn, $300,000.00
ESP Aquifer Management Plan (HB320, 2007)........coeevvvniriveieeeirineeenenn. $801,077.75
TOTAL IWRB AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTED EXPENDITURES ($2,732,017.19)
WATER RESOURCE BOARD RECHARGE PROJECTS ($11,426.88)

CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE

$121,242.57

Committed Funds:

Grants Obligated
Cottonwood Point Water & Sewer Association..............couvevveeieiiiiiiinnnnennns $0.00
Preston - Whintey Irrigation CoOmpany...........cooooveeiiiiiieiinineeiieeeeeeeenann $7,500.00
Water District No. 1 (Blackfoot Equalizing Reservoir Automation)................ $35,000.00
Legislative Directed Obligations
Sugarloaf Aquifer Recharge Project (SB1239)........c.ccoeivviviiineieiiiiiiinnnnn, $4,046.31
ESPA Settlement Water Rentals (HB 843, 2004).........ccccccvvvvvveeverreennnnnn.. $16,000.00
ESPA Management Plan (SB 1496, 2006)...............ccvvuvrverniiiiiiissieeeneenes $0.00
ESP Aquifer Management Plan (HB320, 2007).........cccoeeeviiiveenieeeririninnnnnes $48,829.24
TOTAL GRANTS & LOANS OBLIGATED & UNDISBURSED $111,375.55
Amount Principal
Loans Outstanding: Loaned Outstanding
Arco, City of .eeviiie i $7,500 $0.00
Butte City, City of .....cocevviiiiiiiiin e, $7,425 $201.04
Roberts, City Of....ccocovveeiiiiiin i $23,750 $0.00
Victor, City Of.....ovvviiiieiiiniicn i, $23,750 $0.00
TOTAL LOANS OUTSTANDING $201.04
UNCOMMIEEA FUNAS......cootiiiriireiniie ettt eteetess st e s eeeeeeeasosestessessessessessessessessesssessesessessessesnes $9,665.98
CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE........ccconmsecersermrrrrsererserasesensseseesssssssnssssssnsnnns $121,242.57
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Idaho Water Resource Board
Sources and Applications of Funds
as of June 30, 2013

SECONDARY AQUIFER PLANNING, MANAGEMENT, & IMPLEMENTATION FUND

Legislative Appropriation (HB 291, Sec 2)
Legislative Appropriation (SB 1389, S€C 5)........ccvevveeeeereeicerenaeeaainn
Interest Earned State Treasury (Transferred)
Water Users Contributions

Contribution from GWD's for 2011 ESPA Managed Recharge
Contribution from GWD's for Revenue Bond Prep Expenses
American Falls Res. Dist#2 - MP31 Recharge Site Engineering......

American Falls Res. Dist#2 - MP31 Recharge Site Construction......

BONd iSSUBT FBES.........uvviiiiiieiiieiiiiiiii e
Payments for 2012 Recharge
Payments for 2013 Recharge
Payment for Recharge............oocoviviiiiiiioiiiie e
Payment for High Country RC&D Cloud Seeding
Payment for Idaho Irrigation District

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

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

.............................................................

TOTAL UNCOMMITTED FUNDS

Conversion project (AWEP) measurement device payments.........co.....cccveeeenn...

$2,465,300.00
$1,232,000.00
$38,761.03
$100.00
($16,455.21)
$71,893.16
$14,462.50
($1,593.75)
($34,435.44)
($3,500.00)
($260,031.02)
($8,133.00)
($80,000.00)
($12,264.62)
($13,200.00)

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

$40,000.00

$1,603,124.12

CURRENT ACCOUNT BALANCE

$1,789,779.53

$3,392,903.65






Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From:  Helen Harrington

Re: Water Resource Planning Program Update
Date:  September 9, 2013

Information; no action necessary

State Water Plan

Since March 2013 when the 2012 Idaho State Water Plan became effective, IWRB members and staff have been
reviewing areas which may need amendment. There were several areas of concern which were raised by legislators
during meetings. These concerns will be reviewed through the Water Resource Planning Committee at upcoming
meetings. Additionally, the Governor requested the IWRB develop a policy on Sustainability. Background research and
development of a draft policy for committee review is underway.

Treasure Valley CAMP

At the November 2012 IWRB meeting concerns were raised by some Board members regarding the final draft version
of the Treasure Valley Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan (TV CAMP). With these concerns in mind, the Board
remanded the plan back to the Water Resource Planning Committee to determine how to proceed forward. The Water
Resource Planning Committee met on December 13th 2012 and recommended the Board hold the plan and not submit it
to the Legislature in 2013. The Committee recommended that all comments received on the plan will be reconsidered
and revisions to the plan will be brought to the Board later this year prior to taking it to the Legislature in 2014.

Board staff is comparing the Advisory Committee recommended plan with the public comments received. Staff will
bring a revised draft to the Water Resource Planning Committee this fall based on reconsideration of public comments.

Wood River Valley Planning Activities

The Wood River Valley Groundwater Flow Model Project was initiated to help provide a scientific foundation for the
management of aquifers underlying the Wood River Valley. The Idaho Department of Water Resources and the United
States Geological Survey (USGS) are partnering to develop a groundwater-flow model of Idaho’s Wood River Valley
aquifer system. The Wood River Valley groundwater-flow model will be designed to further the basic understanding of
the aquifer system and ultimately to examine effects on the groundwater system and its interaction with the Big Wood
River due to changes in water use, recharge, or discharge.

Since the initial public meeting on March 19th 2013 to inform the public about the project, a technical advisory
committee (MTAC) has been established to provide the USGS and IDWR modeling team with input during model
construction. The MTAC has held three meetings (April, June, and August) and is scheduled to meet again in October.
The project is anticipated to be completed in late 2015.

Funding for this project is supplied through the Aquifer Management and Planning Fund. Planning staff are providing
logistical support for meetings and planning perspective to the technical work.

Other Activities

IDWR staff attended the Colorado Water Congress Summer Conference to discuss the Idaho State Water Plan. The state
of Colorado has been directed by the Governor to develop the first Colorado State Water Plan. Staff was asked to
present information about Idaho’s plan, process, history and suggestions. This panel discussion provided an opportunity
to learn about state water planning in other states and assist the state of Colorado with lessons learned through Idaho’s
experience.






Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From:  Helen Harrington

Date: September 9, 2013

Re: Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Status Update

ACTION: Consider request for CAMP funding to Kootenai-Shoshone Soils and Water
Conservation District in the amount of $20,000

Funding Requests

On July 24, 2013, the Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Advisory Committee met to discuss implementation
activities and review several funding requests. Three funding requests have been received over the
past several months. They are for the following projects:

1. Rathdrum/Spokane Aquifer Technology Project (sponsor: Kootenai-Shoshone Soil and
Water Conservation District). The objectives of the project are to install technologies and
demonstration projects which will lead to water and energy savings. The project is a three-
year term, with the first year budget of $50,000. The US Bureau of Reclamation has
committed $30,000. Multiple partners will be providing in-kind match. RP CAMP AC
recommendation: $20,000. Staff agrees with funding as recommended by RP CAMP AC.
This project can implement RP CAMP actions through good stewardship of the shared
water resources of the region and demonstrate strategies to use the water resources
efficiently. There are long-term benefits which this initial funding can leverage with local
water districts and agencies.

2. Evaluation of Alternative Ground-Water Pumping Schemes as an Approach to Mitigating
Problems of Critical Low Flow in the Spokane River at Spokane, Washington (sponsor:
Ralston Hydrologic Services). Low flows in the Spokane River at critical times during the
year are a potential conflict in the basin. The objective of this project is to evaluate
feasibility of mitigating the extreme low flows by reducing or relocating ground-water
pumpage at strategic locations to increase stream flow. Proposed budget for the study is
$70,000. Applicant has requested delay in IWRB consideration of this funding request until
November to allow for applicant and RP CAMP AC members to be present during the
discussion. RP CAMP AC recommendation: $70,000 with efforts to obtain local
support for the project. The AC recommendation recognizes that financial match may be
difficult to obtain, although local support for the project has been voiced. Staff recommends
the funding as recommended by the RP CAMP AC. This project has potential to
demonstrate different approaches to preventing conflicts.

3. Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer Water level Water Quality Response Model
(sponsor: University of Idaho). This project is a characterization and analysis of the aquifer
geochemistry and sediments to evaluate the potential water quality effects of introducing
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water into the aquifer through activities such as recharge of surface water. The project is
proposed for completion over three years with a total budget of $656,000; RP CAMP
funding request is $328,000. RP CAMP AC recommendation was to not fund at this
time. Staff agrees with RP CAMP AC recommendation.

During the review process, it became apparent that a protocol and formal process needs to be
designed to provide RP CAMP AC and others with a framework for receiving, reviewing and
recommending actions for funding requests. The above described requests have come in over
time and it was felt that the applicants deserved a response. However, the AC has recommended
that any future requests be held pending the development of the framework.

The framework will be developed with staff and AC participation and presented to the Board at
an upcoming meeting. A key element of the framework will be a clear description of the
priority actions for which proposals should target. The components of the framework will be:

1. Solicitation for Proposals Document

2. Schedule of Solicitation Issuance, Deadline, Review Period

3. Submission of AC Recommendation to IWRB

4. Notice to Applicants of Outcome

Staff anticipates the completion of the framework to be submitted to the IWRB in January 2014,
with the issuance of the Solicitation for Proposals in early 2014. This framework will be
designed to be used in CAMP implementation funding requests throughout the state.

RP CAMP Membership

Stimpson Lumber Company recently requested that the current appointed representative, Hal
Keever, be replaced with Mr. Ed Squires. Mr. Squires is a consultant who has worked closely
on hydrogeologic issues on properties in north Idaho for several years with Stimpson Lumber
Co.

Staff recommended this request be delegated to the Planning Committee for consideration and
recommendation.





BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF PROJECTS ASSOCIATED
WITH RATHDRUM PRAIRIE COMPREHENSIVE
AQUIFER MANAGEMENT PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION

A RESOLUTION
TO ALLOCATE FUNDS

—~_— ~— ~— ~—

WHEREAS, the Idaho Water Resource Board (Board), pursuant to its planning authorities in
Article XV, Section 7 of the Idaho Constitution, and Idaho Code 42-1779, and as directed by House Bill
No. 428 passed and approved by the 2008 Idaho Legislature, adopted the Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer
Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan on July 29, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Board has set aside funds to be used for implementation actions which support
implementation of actions contained in the Rathdrum Prairie Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan
and other aquifer management plans developed in the future; and

WHEREAS, the Kootenai-Shoshone Soil and Water Conservation District (KSSWCD) has
requested financial support in the amount of $20,000 with match from other funding sources to support
the Rathdrum/Spokane Aquifer Technology Project whose purpose is to demonstrate innovative
technologies which can improve the efficiency of water use in the Rathdrum Prairie region; and,

WHEREAS, the KSSWCD has developed a work plan and quarterly reporting schedule; and

WHEREAS, the Rathdrum Prairie CAMP Advisory Committee reviewed the proposal and
recommended funding $20,000; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby IWRB approves the expenditure of a
total of $20,000 from the IWRB Revolving Development Account’s Rathdrum Prairie/Treasure Valley
CAMP Subaccount, to the Kootenai-Shoshone Soil and Water Conservation District.

DATED this 20th day of September, 2013.

Roger Chase , Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board
ATTEST

Bob Graham, Secretary






Memorandum
To: Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB)

From: Neeley Miller, IDWR Planning Bureau

Date: September 5, 2013

RE: Water Smart Grant Status Report

At the January 2013 meeting of the Idaho Water Resources Board (IWRB or Board), Board
members were briefed about the creation of Water District 02 (WDO02) and a coordinated effort
among district water users and both IDWR and IWRB staff to secure cost share funding through
a US Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) Water Smart Grant to assist with the installation of
measuring devices and telemetry equipment for diversions in the district.

WDO02 was created in July, 2012. The district will provide for the administration of water rights
from the Snake River between Milner and Swan Falls Dams. Water right administration includes
delivery and regulation of water rights, and measuring and reporting of water diversions.
Measurement of water diversions is a critical and necessary function of the water district.
Measurement and regulation of diversions in the district is one of a number of tools that the
State can employ to help maintain the IWRB’s minimum in-stream flow at the Murphy Gage in
accordance with the Swan Falls Agreement. The Board supports the installation of
measurement devices in WD02 as evidenced by policy 1H of the Idaho State Water Plan
adopted by the Board in 2012 which states, “Quantification and measurement of Idaho’s water
supply and use is essential for sound water resource planning, management, and
administration.”

In May 2013 the BOR announced that the IWRB Water Smart proposal will receive funding in
the amount of $151,425. Funds will be available under the grant starting in October 2013.
IWRB and IDWR staff (project manager Neeley Miller and watermaster Corbin Knowles) has
met several times with the local BOR grant coordinator to work through regulatory compliance
issues and coordinate with water users. In early September we finalized the Financial
Assistance Agreement with the BOR. Additionally, all project regulatory compliance has been
completed under budget. Board staff is currently coordinating with each irrigation entity to put
in place cost-reimbursement contracts. Installation of measurement devices and telemetry
equipment will begin in October 2013 and we anticipate completion by spring/summer 2014.

The total budget for this grant is $352,152, with $200,726 coming from water users and
$151,425 coming from the BOR. The Board will have no financial obligation other than the cost
of staff time to work with WDO02 to administer grant funds. The estimated cost-share for the
parties is attached.





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

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD
MEETING NO. 10-13

September 20, 2013 at 8:00 am

C.L. "Butch™ Otter The National Oregon/California Trail Center
Governor Allinger Community Theatre
320 North 4™ Street, Montpelier, Idaho 83254

RogerW.Chase EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENI]

Chairman
Pocatello
District 4 1. Roll Call
2. Executive Session — Board will meet pursuant to Idaho Code § 67-2345
Peter Van Der Meulen subsection (1)(f), for the purpose of communicating with legal counsel regarding
Vice-Chairman legal ramifications of and legal options for pending litigation, or controversies not yet
Hailey being litigated but imminently likely to be litigated. Executive Session is closed to
At Large the public.
Bob Graham 3. Agenda and Approval of Minutes 9-13
Secretary 4, Public Comment
Bonners Ferry 5. Committee Reports
District 1 .
a. Water Storage Projects

Charles “Chuck” b. Streamflow Enhancement and Minimum Streamflow
Cuddy 6. Recharge Legislation Update
Orofino . .
At Large 7. Financial Program

. Planning Programs
Vince Alberdi a. Update
Kimberly
At Large b. RP CAMP

9. WDO02 WaterSMART Grant Update
gffLRt?]ybomd 10.  Pristine Springs
. Anthony - I

At Large 11. Sustainability Initiative

12. Storage Studies Update
Albert Barker 13.  ESPA Update

Boise . ,
District 2 14, IDWR Director’s Report
15. Other Non-Action Items for Discussion
John “Bert” Stevenson 16. Next Meeting and Adjourn
Rupert
District 3

Americans with Disabilities

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

322 East Front Street, Boise, Idaho 83720 Tel: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700
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