Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Cynthia Bridge Clark, Randy Broesch

Date: January 7, 2016

Re: Mountain Home Air Force Base Water Supply /Pipeline Project

The following is a status report on the Mountain Home Air Force Base (MHAFB) Water Supply/Pipeline
Project (Project). The Project involves efforts by the State of Idaho to assist the Military to develop a
sustainable water supply to the MHAFB.

Project Concept

The MHAFB currently relies on groundwater for is water supply, but diverts its water from a critical
declining aquifer. The Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) intends to develop a pipeline and water
treatment facility to deliver water from the Snake River to the MHAFB as an alternate water supply to
existing use of groundwater. In 2014, with support from the Governor and Idaho State Legislature, the
IWRB purchased senior Snake River water rights from the Simplot Corporation to provide water supply to
the base. The surface water will be diverted out of the C.J. Strike Reservoir and delivered to the MHAFB
where it will be treated and used for Domestic Commercial Municipal Industrial (DCMI) purposes on the
base. The IWRB is expected to retain the senior water rights and enter into a water utility service
agreement with the MHAFB for the delivery of the DCMI water. The IWRB will undertake the financing,
design, construction, and maintenance methods to bring the project to fruition. The Governor’s office,
Legislature, and the IWRB recognize and are committed to supporting the MHFAB as a $1 Billion annual
economic generator in the local Idaho economy.

Project Status

Technical Planning Report - On August 5, 2015 staff issued the notice to proceed for services to complete a
Technical Planning Report, which will provide a conceptual project plan to assist both staff and MHAFB with
their planning efforts. The report will include:

e An evaluation of the current and future DCMI demand at the base

e Conceptual designs for the pump station at the C.J. Strike Reservoir, pipe conveyance alternatives,
and treatment plant sizing criteria

o Identification of design standards and permitting requirements

e Preparation of detailed total project costs and preliminary operation and maintenance rates

e Development of a project schedule covering phases of the project from permitting and design to
construction and commissioning

e Optional task — planning level design and cost estimates for a possible expansion of the pipeline to
deliver water to other utility users if additional water rights from the Snake River were obtained by
those entities

Completion of the Technical Planning Report is scheduled for February 26, 2016 (the optional task may be
completed at a later date).



Regular Communication with MHAFB- In April of 2015, a significant outcome of a meeting with the MHAFB
and Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR)/IWRB staff was the formation of a Core Action Group
(CAG). The CAG is comprised of IDWR/IWRB staff and representatives from the MHAFB. It meets often to
discuss the status of work and to resolve planning decisions to develop the Technical Planning Report and
to exchange necessary information to assist with their respective processes.

Upon Completion of the Technical Planning Report - IDWR/IWRB staff will continue developing financing
options, project delivery types, and stakeholder involvement. Meanwhile, MHAFB will advance internal
contracting obligations in parallel with the required environmental compliance actions. The CAG expects to
negotiate a water utility service agreement based upon the findings in the Technical Planning Report.

Schedule - The following are important milestones and estimated completion dates:

Primary Milestone Date
Complete Planning Report February/March 2016
Approval of Water Utility Service Agreement October 2017
IWRB Resolution to Finance, Design, & Construct October 2017
IWRB/Simplot Agreement Deadline to Deliver Water February 2021

REQUIRED ACTIONS: No actions are required at this time.


































































MEMORANDUM

To: Aquifer Stabilization Committee
From: Wesley Hipke

Subject: ESPA Managed Recharge — Payment Structure for Deliveries Above American Falls
Reservoir

Date: January 12", 2016

This memo is a follow-up to the previous memos relating to the payment structure for diversion of IWRB
recharge water above American Falls Reservoir (Upper Valley). The original memos provided background and
alternatives for a revised payment structure for IWRB recharge in the Upper Valley.

The following payment structure was developed based on suggestions from individual IWRB members and
staff. The following payment structure is the result of discussion from the previous Committee meeting and is

provided for consideration and review by the Aquifer Stabilization Committee (Committee).

Proposed Conveyance Payment Structure:

1) Base Rate — determined by 5-year aquifer retention zone in which the contracted canal companies or
irrigation district is located using ESPAM2.1:

e 40% or greater retained in aquifer at 5 years $6.00/AF delivered
e 20% up to 40% retained in aquifer at 5 years $5.00/AF delivered
e 15% up to 20% retained in aquifer at 5 years $4.00/AF delivered

2) Cold Weather Incentive — an additional incentive of $1.00/AF for cold weather delivery of IWRB
recharge between Dec. 1% and Mar. 31%. This incentive is provided to compensate the operators for the
additional work and oversight required when recharging in freezing temperatures.

3) Delivery Incentive — an additional $1.00/AF bonus would be applied if recharge water is delivered
over 75% of the days when the IWRB recharge right is in priority and IWRB issues a Notice to
Proceed.

The “Base Rate” establishes the priority placed by the IWRB on retention to support aquifer stabilization. .
The “Cold Weather Incentive” is provided to compensate canal companies for the additional operational
activities required to maintain conveyance during cold weather conditions. The Delivery Incentive is intended
to encourage operators to recharge as many days as possible when the IWRB recharge water right is in
priority.

The proposed payment structure for the Upper Valley is comparable to the Lower Valley structure. The Lower
Valley structure is an increasing scale from $3/ac-ft up to $14/ac-ft depending on the number of days an entity
recharges water. The average rate for the Lower Valley is $7/ac-ft, assuming 120 days of recharge.



Example
The following table illustrates potential payments to canals in different retention zones comparing the

maximum, an average, and minimum delivery rate. The average delivery rate assumes that the delivery
incentive criterion is met and a portion of the recharge occurs during the cold weather period resulting in an
additional $0.20 per acre-foot (ac-ft). The minimum delivery rate assumes that the recharge does not occur
during the cold weather period and recharge is delivered for less than 90% of the days the IWRB recharge is
available.

Upper Valley Payment Structure Comparison
) Maximum Average Minimum
5-Yr Retention
Zones Rate | Conveyance Rate Conveyance Rate Conveyance
(S/AF) Fee* (S/AF) Fee* (S/AF) Fee*
>40% $8.0 $107,109 $7.2 $96,398 $6.0 $80,332
20% - 40% $7.0 $93,720 $6.2 $83,009 $5.0 $66,943
15% - 20% $6.0 $80,332 $5.2 $69,621 $4.0 $53,555

* 150 cfs for 45 days - 13,389 AF, estimated volume of water recharged in those years when it is in priority in the Upper
Valley.

Actual amounts and payments vary based on water availability and conveyance capacity. It is estimated
that these delivery costs would occur approximately every other year.

Conveyance Priority Structure:

The payment structure should also define a process by which managed recharge deliveries are prioritized
between entities. This is particularly important during periods where there is limited water available for
managed recharge. Key factors to be considered with a Conveyance Priority Structure include:

o Prioritize managed recharge in areas that maximize retention to meet the IWRB’s goal of stabilizing
the ESPA.

o Prioritize locations with greater recharge capacity to support the IWRB’s goal of recharging 250,000
AF/yr.

e  Prioritize locations capable of accommodating variable volumes of recharge when water is available
and under variable recharge conditions that exist in the Upper Valley.

Previous Priority Structure:

The following Conveyance Priority Structure was stipulated in the previous Upper Valley Recharge
Conveyance Resolution.

The flow/volume of water available for recharge above American Falls would be allocated as follows:

e 50% of the flow available for recharge would be divided equally between three aquifer retention
Zones:



= Greater than 40%,
= 20% to 40%,
= 15% to less than 20%

o Within the retention zone the flow/volume would be divided equally between the interested
entities that had an active Water Conveyance contract with IWRB.

o If the flow/volume of recharge water allocated to a retention zone is not utilized the flow/volume
will be redistributed at the Board’s discretion.

o 50% of the flow available for recharge would be utilized at the Board’s discretion.

Under these guidelines, equal allocation of available water to multiple entities within an aquifer retention zone
can result in unreasonably low delivery rates and payments. In the case of the spring 2015 recharge, five
entities were interested in recharging 170 cfs within one retention zone. Had the IWRB split the water equally,
each entity would have delivered 34 cfs for the 17 days recharge water was available. The conveyance
payments would have been $3,000 to $5,700 depending on the retention zone. When splitting the volume up
within the retention zones it has been suggested by one of the recharge partners that the size or
diversion/recharge capacity should be considered when distributing the IWRB’s recharge right.

Alternative Priority Structure:

The following is an alternative to the previous methodology that takes into account retention rate and focuses
on entities with the largest capacity. The intent is to prioritize recharge in the areas with the greatest retention
and ensure the diversion rates are sufficient to make it worth the entity’s time.

Recharge capacity for each site/location would be determined before each recharge event based on reported
and historic recharge capacities and the conditions of the sites at the time of the specific event. Determining
the capacity before each recharge event/season ensures that the entities are able and willing to conduct
recharge. This can be helpful especially in the late winter months where a canal might not be able to conduct
recharge or ongoing maintenance could keep them from delivering recharge water. Only the canals/entities
with active conveyance contracts would be considered.

All participating entities would be rated using the point system outlined in the following tables. The points
from the Retention Rate would be added to the points from the Diversion Capacity to obtain on overall rating.

Retention Rate Retes(t)iic;r;sRate Diversion Capacity Divers::i;\i rizlpacity
>40% 3 >300 25
20% to 40% 2 200 to <300 2
15% to < 20% 1 100 to <200 15
50 to <100 1
<50 5




The available flow rate for IWRB managed recharge would be divided equally between the top three rated
entities. If the flow rate is greater than an entity’s recharge capacity the excess water will be assigned to the
remaining of the top three entities. Excess flow above the top three rated entities’ capacity would be allocated
to the next highest rated entity. The diversion rate assigned to any entity would be adjusted to take into account
any other potential stream flow limitations at the point of diversion.

Below are some examples of how this system would work:

Pre-irrigation season using canals

Entity Ezﬁntlon Capacity (cfs) Score Ranking

FMID/Egin Bench 59% 300 55 1
Aberdeen-Springfield 21% 250 4 2
Snake River Valley 20% 75 4
Great Feeder 18% 300 3.5 3
Progressive 18% 90 25 5

In this scenario, anything less than 850 cfs would be split equally between FMID/Egin Bench, Aberdeen-
Springfield, and Great Feeder. Anything over 850 would go to Snake River Valley, over 925 would then go to
Progressive.

Irrigation season limited to off-canal sites

Entity Egintlon Capacity (cfs) Score Ranking
FMID/Egin Bench 59% 150 4.5
Aberdeen-Springfield 21% 200 4 2
Snake River Valley 20% 30 25 3
Great Feeder 18% 0 - -
Progressive 18% 0 - -

During the irrigation season, recharge is limited by the capacity of the main canal and off-canal sites above
normal irrigation deliveries.


































































































































































IDAHO

Water Resource Board

Allocating Limited Volumes — Alternate

* Irrigation Season

Retention Capamty
Entit Score | Rankin
-

FMID/Egin Bench 59%
Aberdeen-Springfield 21% 200
Snake River Valley 20% 30
Great Feeder 18%
Progressive 18%













June 11, 2015

Municipal Curtailment

AIC Annual Meeting

e

~ Concerns

* ElImore County water supplies are insufficient to support
existing uses and future development

¢ Appropriation of new groundwater supply for
consumptive uses is restricted

* Existing uses are threatened by curtailment as
groundwater levels decline

P

Management Areas
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'/Proposed Basin 61 Water District

* Formation of Basin 61 Water District being considered as
a result of concerns about groundwater-level declines

¢ District would include about 460 ground water rights
(and 460 wells)

~ 250 rights w/irrigation use > 5 acres (~ 240 wells)
~ 140 rights w/ irrigation use <= 5 acres (~ 120 wells)
~ 70 non-irrigation rights

41 groundwater rights > 0.24 cfs (~100 wells)

In aggregate, ground water rights authorize gross
diversion of approximately 568 cfs

Source: IDWR 1/12/2016

I Pro Water
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urpose and General Objectives

© Purpose: Improve s YN
Mountain Home E:;wt:mauu-cem
Plateau water-supply : il

—— Sashe_Aiver

sustainability ™ g
» General Objectives:
Better quantify water- TR
supply deficit _JJ\(\W(‘K
Explore possible . Proposed %
sources of additional Study 4

supply Boundary m,iu.

Evaluate cost-
effectiveness of
additional supply “| o s

Gienns Eerry]

Review groundwater-level declines

Approximate groundwater diversions based on water-
right analysis

Define existing water-supply deficit

Develop projections of future water demand

Explore economic impact of water-supply deficiency
Describe possible sources of additional water supply
Prepare preliminary cost opinions for selected direct-use
and ASR alternatives

8. Explore operational and administrative options for
additional water delivery

N =

MOy e
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‘aj\pproach

1. Refine project scope
Based on stakeholder meetings and comments
IWRB/IDWR comments

2. Evaluate groundwater-level declines
Prepare groundwater-level hydrographs for study area
Describe groundwater-level trends
Review existing estimates of natural recharge
Evaluate historical reduction in aquifer storage

#;\pproach (continued)

3. Evaluate consumptive use based on water right review
and other data sources
Estimate the number of acres currently authorized for
surface water and groundwater irrigation
Estimate consumptive use based on acres authorized for
irrigation (based on large-POU water rights)
Review history of groundwater development

- Categorize groundwater diversions based on 5-year priority-date
increments

- Basis for comparison with historical groundwater-level trends(
next task)

Williams, McHugh, Bromley, and Petrich Page 10
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’pproach (continued)

o —

4. Describe existing water-supply deficit

Reconcile irrigation-development history with groundwater-
level trends

Estimate water-supply deficit based on estimates of current
consumptive use and historical groundwater-level trends

Review surface-water supply in dry and wet years
5. Review projections of future water demand
Domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial (DCMI) uses
Supplemental irrigation needs
Consider impacts of “water-constrained” conditions

Fl\pproach (continued)

6. Discuss economicimpact of water-supply deficiency
Consider

- Deferred agricultural production resulting from water-supply
deficiency in drought years

- Lost opportunities for economic development

- Possible impact of groundwater curtailment

+ SPF will subcontract with an economist to assist with this analysis
7. Describe potential sources of additional water supply

Most likely sources: Boise River and Snake River

Describe water availability and potential infrastructure needed
for water delivery
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'Approach (continued)

8. Describe water-utilization approaches
Describe possible methods for using additional water supply,

e. 8
Direct use of untreated surface water (e.g., offset groundwater
|rr|gat|on use)

- Direct use of treated surface water
- Aquifer recharge
- Aquifer recharge, storage, and recovery (ASR)
9. Develop preliminary cost opinions for direct use and ASR
alternatives
Conceptual-level cost estimates for construction, operation,
and maintenance
Compare cost estimates on a per acre-foot basis

Feasibility discussion

—

FApproach (continued)

10. Consider operational and administrative options for
new water-supply sources

Outline potential options for ownership, administration,
and operations

Describe advantages and disadvantages of each option
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" Summa ry

* Mountain Home Plateau is experiencing areas of water
insufficiency

® Project purpose: identify and explore options for
additional supply

® Proposal outlines tasks to assist Elmore County in
evaluating water-supply options

* Some of the tasks may be refined after project begins
based on initial results
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