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AGENDA

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

Work Session for Board Meeting No. 6-18
September 13, 2018
8:30 a.m.
City of Salmon
Conference Room
200 Main Street
SALMON
Roll Call
Flood Management Grants*
Columbia Basin Partnership
Upper Salmon Water Transactions Program
a. History & Background
b. Current Status & Outcomes

c. Future Considerations

A w e

The Board will break for lunch at approximately 11:30 a.m.

12:15 p.m. — 5:00 p.m.: The Board will depart for a Field Trip
of Lemhi River Basin.

Transportation will be provided for Board members, IDWR staff, and invited
guests.

*Action Item: A vote of recommendation regarding this item may be made at this meeting. Identifying an item as an action item on
the agenda does not require a vote to be taken on the item.

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 nikki.regent@idwr.idaho.gov or by phone at (208) 287-4800.

322 East Front Street ¢« P.O. Box 83720 ¢ Boise, Idaho 83720-0098

Phone: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700 Website: idwr.idaho.gov/IWRB/
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MEMO

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Brian Patton

Subject: Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force
Date: September 5, 2018

The Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force is a special task force organized by NOAA Fisheries. It
will be making recommendations on common goals and helping to define a shared path to long-term
salmon recovery. The Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force will recommend a shared vision for
Columbia basin salmon and quantitative goals to meet conservation needs and provide harvest
opportunities.

Jim Yost is Idaho’s representative on the Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force. As you may know,
Jim is one of Idaho’s Governor-appointed representatives to the Northwest Power and Conservation
Council, and he is currently Chairman of the Council. In addition, the Office of Species Conservation
and the Idaho Water Users Association are part of the Columbia Basin Partnership.

The Idaho representatives on the Columbia Basin Partnership will provide the Water Board with a
update on the Partnership, and its goals and objectives.



James Yost Jennifer Anders

Chair Vice Chair

Idaho Montana
W. Bill Booth Tim Baker

Idaho Montana
Guy Norman Ted Ferrioli
Washington Oregon
Tom Karier Richard Devlin
Washington Oregon

August 7, 2018

MEMORANDUM
TO: Council Members
FROM: Nancy Leonard and Tony Grover

SUBJECT: Update on NOAA Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force
Provisional products

BACKGROUND:

Presenter: Katherine Cheney (NOAA), and Council members and staff engaged in
the Task Force.

Summary: Columbia Basin Partnership (CBP) Task Force members have agreed in
principle to a vision statement and provisional goals. These will be shared
with Council members along with a brief update on the Task Force
process to-date, current outreach effort, and next steps. The provisional
gualitative and quantitative goals for the 24 stocks are included in
Attachment 1 and are also available on the CBP Task Force Member
Outreach Package Summer 2018 . Input received from council members
will be shared with the CBP Task Force during the August and October
CBP Task Force meetings.

Relevance: Contributes to the 2014 Fish and Wildlife Program task for refining natural
origin adult salmon and steelhead abundance quantitative objectives.

Background: The NOAA Fisheries' Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee’s (MAFAC)
Columbia Basin Partnership (CBP) Task Force met on June 19-20, 2018 and reached
agreement, in principle, on the provisional goals and vision statement, and other
elements included in the CBP Task Force Member Outreach Package Summer 2018. A
subset of the CBP Task Force members provided an update on the Task Force’s

851 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100 Steve Crow 503-222-5161
Portland, Oregon 97204-1348 Executive Director 800-452-5161
www.nwcouncil.org Fax: 503-820-2370
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progress to the MAFAC committee meeting on June 27, 2019 in Portland Oregon. The
next meeting for the CBP Task Force is scheduled for October 2-3, 2018 in Portland
Oregon, with a tentative webinar scheduled for August 22, 2018 to check-in on the
outreach progress made by CBP members with their constituents.

The input received from CBP Task Force members’ constituents during the June-
October 2018 outreach period will be discussed during the October 2-3, 2018 Task
Force meeting and will inform recommendations submitted to the MAFAC in January
2019. By the end of the October meeting the CBP Task Force members will finalize
what elements they support moving forward as part of their Recommendations Report
to MAFAC. This Recommendation Report may include a description of the Task Force
process, related work products, provisional goals, vision statement, and description of a
Phase 2 process to continue the Task Force’s work in integrating the goals across
species and to begin analyzing how these goals can be achieved.

The Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force is a task force organized under NOAA
Fisheries' Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee. The CBP task force consists of 28
members and 1 ex-officio representing states, tribes, and diverse stakeholder groups.
The CBP is focused on developing goals for 24 stocks. These stocks represent
groupings of the recognized 331 salmon and steelhead populations in the Columbia
Basin, consisting of the 214 extant, 117 extirpated, and 22 reintroduced populations.
186 of the extant populations are ESA listed. The CBP workgroups, comprised of the
region’s tribal, state and federal fish managers, and NOAA staff have been instrumental
in drafting (see first link below) provisional low, medium and high potential goal ranges
for natural and wild components of these 24 stocks, leveraging the objectives compiled
in the Council’s Fish Objective Mapping tool. The CBP Task Force has met 5 times
during 2017 (January, April, June, September, and December) and 3 times in 2018
(February, April, and June). Two more meetings are currently scheduled during 2018,
an August 22, 2018 webinar and an October 2-3, 2018 meeting in Portland, Oregon.
The CBP Task Force Recommendations Report is anticipated to be submitted to
MAFAC by the end of January 2019.

The Northwest Power and Conservation Council agreed to merge their efforts of refining
Program salmon and steelhead quantitative goals with the NOAA’S Columbia Basin
Partnership Task Force effort. The Council has been providing update of the Task Force
effort and progress through its Council meetings. The Council is currently engaged in its
Program amendment process and looks forward to recommendations submitted by
September 14, 2018 from state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and the region’s
Indian tribes, as well as other interested parties, about whether some or all of these
provisional quantitative goals should be considered for amendment into the Program.

More Info:
e Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force membership and meeting materials
web-page
e CBP Task Force Member Outreach Package Summer 2018 available here
e Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program amendment process web-page.


http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/columbia_river/CBP_2017_membership.html
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Attachment 1: Columbia Task Force Member Outreach Package Summer 2018

The Outreach Package provided to the Columbia Task Force Members to communicate
with their constituents during the June-October 2018 outreach period consists of 8
documents.
e MAFAC CBP Task Force Vision & Proposed Guiding Principles - 6.21.2018 (1
page)
e MAFAC CBP Task Force Qualitative Goals Matrix - 6.21.2018, revised draft
6.28.2018 (4 pages)
e MAFAC CBP Task Force Prototype Team Leads and Members - 10.4.2017 (2
pages)
CBP Task Force Talking Points Summer 2018 (2 pages)
CBP Task Force Members (1 page)
CBP Overview Slides for Summer 2018 (24 PowerPoint slides)
CBP Task Force Backgrounder - 6.19.2018 (4 pages)
CBP Quantitative Goals Methodology Summary 07.02.2018 (14 pages)

The content of the outreach package is included in this attachment for your review.


http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/mafac_cbptf_vision___proposed_guiding_principles_-_6.21.18.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/mafac_cbp_task_force_qualitative_goals_matrix_06-21-18_-_revised_draft_6-28-18.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/mafac_cbp_task_force_qualitative_goals_matrix_06-21-18_-_revised_draft_6-28-18.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/mafac_cbp_task_force_prototype_team_leads_and_members_-_10-04-17.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp_task_force_talking_points_summer_2018.docx
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp_task_force_members.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp_overview_slides_for_summer_2018.pptx
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp_task_force_-_backgrounder_-_06-19-18_-_draft.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Fish and Wildlife Committee Members

FROM: Tony Grover and Nancy Leonard

SUBJECT: Discussion on NOAA Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force’s
Provisional Goals

BACKGROUND:

Presenter: Council members and staff involved with the Columbia Basin Partnership
Task Force.

Summary: Staff will present the provisional vision statement, the 4 groups of
gualitative goals, and quantitative goals developed for the 24 stocks based
on the low, mid, and high range goals developed through the Columbia
Basin Partnership Task Force (CBPTK) members and its five regional
workgroups. Staff will also present information related to the questions
posed by the committee during the July 2018 update (Attachment 1). The
information that will be discussed with the Committee have been agreed to
in principle by the CBPTF members who are also engaged in outreach to
receive input on the content of CBP Task Force Member Outreach
Package Summer 2018. Input received from the Council members will be
shared with the CBPTF.

Relevance: Contributes to the 2014 Fish and Wildlife Program task for refining natural
origin adult salmon and steelhead abundance quantitative objectives.

Background: The NOAA Fisheries' Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee’s (MAFAC)

Columbia Basin Partnership (CBP) Task Force met on June 19-20, 2018 and reached
agreement, in principle, on the provisional goals and vision statement, and other
elements included in the CBP Task Force Member Outreach Package Summer 2018. A

subset of the

CBP Task Force members will be providing an update on the Task Force’s
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progress to the MAFAC committee meeting on June 27, 2019 in Portland Oregon. The
next meeting for the CBP Task Force is scheduled for October 2-3, 2018 in Portland
Oregon, with a tentative webinar scheduled for August 22, 2018 to check-in on the
outreach progress made by CBP members with their constituents.

The input received from CBP Task Force members’ constituents during the June-
October 2018 outreach period will be discussed during the October 2-3, 2018 Task
Force meeting and will inform recommendations submitted to the MAFAC in January
2019. By the end of the October meeting the CBP Task Force members will finalize
what elements they support moving forward as part of their Recommendations Report
to MAFAC. This Recommendation Report may include a description of the Task Force
process, related work products, provisional goals, vision statement, and description of a
Phase 2 process to continue the Task Force’s work in integrating the goals across
species and to begin analyzing how these goals can be achieved.

The Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force is a task force organized under NOAA
Fisheries' Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee. The CBP task force consists of 28
members and 1 ex-officio representing states, tribes, and diverse stakeholder groups.
The CBP is focused on developing goals for 24 stocks. These stocks represent
groupings of the recognized 331 salmon and steelhead populations in the Columbia
Basin, consisting of the 214 extant, 117 extirpated, and 22 reintroduced populations.
186 of the extant populations are ESA listed. The CBP workgroups, comprised of the
region’s tribal, state and federal fish managers, and NOAA staff have been instrumental
in drafting (see first link below) provisional low, medium and high potential goal ranges
for natural and wild components of these 24 stocks, leveraging the objectives compiled
in the Council’s Fish Objective Mapping tool. The CBP Task Force has met 5 times
during 2017 (January, April, June, September, and December) and 3 times in 2018
(February, April, and June). Two more meetings are currently scheduled during 2018,
an August 22, 2018 webinar and an October 2-3, 2018 meeting in Portland, Oregon.
The CBP Task Force Recommendations Report is anticipated to be submitted to
MAFAC by the end of January 2019.

The Northwest Power and Conservation Council agreed to merge their efforts of refining
Program salmon and steelhead quantitative goals with the NOAA’S Columbia Basin
Partnership Task Force effort. The Council has been providing updates of the Task
Force effort and progress through its Council meetings. The Council is currently
engaged in its Program amendment process and looks forward to recommendations
submitted by September 14, 2018 from state and federal fish and wildlife agencies and
the region’s Indian tribes, as well as other interested parties, about whether some or all
of these provisional quantitative goals should be considered for amendment into the
Program.

More Info:

Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force membership and meeting materials web-page
CBP Task Force Member Outreach Package Summer 2018 available here

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program amendment process web-page.
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Attachment 1: Summary material based on the Columbia Basin Partnership Task
Force (CBPTF) Outreach Package Summer 2018, focusing on the topics touched upon
during the July Committee meeting, will be presented by staff for discussion with
committee members. The below information is included in this attachment:

A.

moow

CBPTF Draft Vision Statement

CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 1
CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 2
CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 3
CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 4

CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals — Aggregate Adult Run Size

. CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals — Natural Production/Escapement

CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals — Harvest & Fisheries
CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals — Hatchery Production

CBPTF Timeline and Next Steps


http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/columbia_river/CBP_TF_OReach_Sum_2018.html

A. CBPTF Draft Vision Statement (06/20/18 version)

A healthy Columbia River Basin ecosystem with thriving salmon and steelhead that
are indicators of clean and abundant water, reliable and clean energy, a robust

regional economy, and vibrant cultural and spiritual traditions, all interdependent and
existing in harmony.



B. CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 1



C. CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 2



D. CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 3



E. CBPTF Provisional Qualitative Goal 4



F. CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals — Aggregate Adult Run Size (in development)

Aggregate run size goals for adult returns to the Columbia River mouth are in development and will be consistent with the natural
productions/escapement and harvest goals already developed by the CBPTF. The CBPTF Outreach file - CBP Quantitative
Goals Methodology Summary’s Table 4 on page 14 provides for this goal category the approximate current total Columbia River
mouth return of salmon and steelhead based on 2008-2017 adult average returns to the mouth of the Columbia River, the
minimum adult run size estimates for the Columbia River Basin produced by Chapman 1986 and cited by ISAB in its Density
Dependence report (ISAB 2015-1) and estimated abundance in NPCC’s 1987 Fish and Wildlife Program’s historical salmon and
steelhead run size estimates appendix.


http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf
https://www.nwcouncil.org/fish-and-wildlife/fw-independent-advisory-committees/independent-scientific-advisory-board/density-dependence-and-its-implications-for-fish-management-and-restoration-in-the-columbia-river-basin-and-july-2016-addendum
https://www.nwcouncil.org/sites/default/files/AppendixDLosses.pdf
https://www.nwcouncil.org/sites/default/files/AppendixDLosses.pdf

G. CBPTF provisional quantitative goals - Natural Production/Escapement

The natural production/ escapement to spawning grounds goal values developed for the 24 stocks are less than total Columbia
River mouth adult returns due to harvest, other mortality sources, and straying in between the mouth and spawning ground
locations.

The three-provisional goal range for natural production / escapement to spawning ground developed by the CBPTF are:

- Low range escapement abundance goal: represent the best scientific knowledge for the abundance necessary to avoid
extinction or avoid being listed under ESA.

- Mid- range escapement abundance goal: are approximately half-way between the low-range goals and the high range goals.

- High range escapement abundance goal: reflect aspirational “healthy and harvestable” levels that might potentially be
achieved with aggressive improvements in habitat and other conditions currently limiting stocks.

The quality of the data/information used to develop the natural production/escapement quantitative goals will be conveyed in the
detailed documentation for each stock in the report being drafted for review by the CBPTF later this year.

ESA status of listed stocks in the below figures and are included for context.

Note that there are three groupings of populations that are not NOAA-Fisheries designated ESU/DPS: Columbia upriver (fall)
coho, Mid Columbia (summer) sockeye, and Upper Columbia (summer) sockeye. These groupings are not true ESUs that have
been designated by NOAA Fisheries. These are groupings of populations that managers identified for convenience while
developing Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force products. The CBPTF will develop more accurate terminology for these
groupings in final Task Force products. Under the Endangered Species Act, an evolutionarily significant unit—or ESU—is a
Pacific salmon population or group of populations that is substantially reproductively isolated from other conspecific populations
and that represents an important component of the evolutionary legacy of the species. The ESU policy (56 FR 58612) for Pacific
salmon defines the criteria for identifying a Pacific salmon population as an ESU, which can be listed under the ESA.
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http://cdn.loc.gov/service/ll/fedreg/fr056/fr056224/fr056224.pdf#page=130

The below figure is from the CBPTF Outreach file - CBP Quantitative Goals Methodology Summary’s Figure 1 on page 4, and
shows where the current 10-year mean escapement abundance fits relative to the low- to high- quantitative natural
production/escapement goal range for each of the 24 stocks. The relative values are shown in this figure, the specific current 10-
year mean abundance and quantitative goal values for the 24 stocks are in the below Natural Production/ Escapement Table.
This figure is modified from the CBPTF original to highlight topics and depict ESA stocks.
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This Natural Production/Escapement Table is modified from the CBPTF Outreach file - CBP Quantitative Goals Methodology

Summary’s Table 1 on page 5 to show the ESA status..

Species

All
species

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chinook

Chum

ESA status

ESU/DPS (run)

Grand total of values:

Threatened

Threatened

Not Listed

Threatened

Threatened

Not Listed

Not listed

Not listed

Threatened

Threatened

Threatened

Threatened

Lower Columbia
(spring)
Upper Willamette
(spring)

M Columbia Spr
(spring)

U Columbia Spr
(spring)
Snake Spr/Sum
(spring / summer)
U Columbia
Sum/Fall (summer)
U Columbia
Sum/Fall (fall)
Deschutes Sum/Fall
(summer/fall)
Snake Fall (fall -
brights)

L Columbia (fall —
tules)

L Columbia (fall -
late brights)
Columbia (late fall)

Current 10-yr mean
natural escapement
abundance

531,394

4,431

4,095

10,000

1,090

10,000

18,771

85,500

15,400

9,626

12,510

11,593

11,178

Historical natural
escapement
abundance

8,841,957

101,700

312,173

103,700

259,432

671,000 (1800s
abundance)

693,952

533,900

17,000

500,000

166,100

33,000

900,000

Low
goal

611,425 1,410,098 2,950,904

9,800

4,725

15,750

6,433

31,750

22,704

41,950

4,000

4,200

24,550

6,000

16,050

Med goal

21,550

15,262

26,875

16,968

79,375

81,398

53,188

13,000

9,280

46,300

9,200

24,075

High goal

33,300

25,798

38,000

25,452
127,000
123,841
64,425

16,000

14,360

67,300

15,400
32,100

High goal as
% of historic

33%

33%

8%

35%

10%

19%

18%

12%

94%

3%

41%

47%

4%
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Current 10-yr mean

Historical natural

Species ESA status | ESU/DPS (run) natural escapement escapement Low Med goal | High goal H|ghgf)al a-s
goal % of historic
abundance abundance

Coho | Threateneg | - COlumbia (fall 31,401 288,200 54,900 | 98,150 | 140,400 49%
early & late)

Coho | NotListed+ | COlumPia upriver 1,111,800
(fall)

Sockeye | NotListed* | Mid Columbia 5 50,000 1,000 | 3,000 5,000 10%
(summer)

Sockeye | Not Listed * U Columbia 228,000 1,850,000 283,500 | 685,000 | 1,860,000 101%
(summer)

Sockeye | endangered Snake (summer) 134 150,000 2,500 5,750 9,000 6%

Steelhead | Threatened | L Columbia (winter) 8,570 58,000 20,000 | 27,900 | 35,900 62%
L Columbia

Steelhead | Threatened 2,100 7,600 4,650 5,500 6,250 82%
(summer)

Steelhead | Threatened |  Md Columbia 18,155 132,800 21,000 | 62,750 | 104,500 79%
(summer)
U Columbia

Steelhead | Threatened 2,011 577,500 6,713 | 29,252 | 43,878 8%
(summer)

Steelhead | Threatened Snake (summer) 30,500 172,200 21,000 62,750 104,500 61%

Steelhead | Notlisted | SV Washington 11,200 41,900 4900 | 13,200 | 21,100 50%
(winter)

Steelhead | Threatened Um'i':gf)tte 5,150 110,000 3,350 | 21,375 | 39,400 36%

Note:

- the red text indicates placeholder values for work in progress by workgroups.
- the symbol **" indicates ESU/DPS names that have not been formally defined by NOAA.
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H. CBPTF provisional quantitative goals — Harvest & Fisheries

Fishery goals are defined based on exploitation or harvest rates for wild/natural fish Goals are identified as average values and
ranges. Goal ranges reflect abundance-based annual harvest strategies as well as normal annual variation in fisheries.

Collaborative work is ongoing to identify fishery goals (exploitation rates) consistent with restoration of healthy, productive natural
stocks for abundance-based goal ranges with revised products to be reviewed during the October 2018 CBPTF meeting.
Ongoing work will also estimate numbers of fish harvested corresponding to specific exploitation rate.

The three-provisional goal range for wild/natural fish in combined marine and freshwater fisheries for Columbia Basin salmon
and steelhead stocks:

e Low-range fisheries goal: based on existing fisheries management frameworks for weak stocks and currently-healthy
stocks.

e Mid-range fisheries goal: based on existing fisheries management framework for currently-healthy stocks. For currently
weak or depleted stocks the goal value is an intermediate value between low and high range goals for these stocks.

e High-range fisheries goal: based on existing fisheries management framework for currently-healthy stocks. For currently
weak or depleted stocks, the goal value is based on reasonably-realistic harvest rates expected to be sustainable by
healthy abundance for these wild/natural stocks.

For reference purposes, the CBPTF also provided, based on the current management frameworks, the current
exploitation/harvest rates per stock and the projected approximate increases in harvest rates based on the Provisional Natural
Production/Escapement Abundance goals.

Harvest rate goals are not specifically identified for hatchery fish at this time.

Higher harvest rates may be achieved for hatchery-origin fish than can be achieved for natural-origin fish through fishery time,
area or gear measures.

14



The below Harvest Table shows the current exploitation/harvest rates based on the existing management frameworks (green
box) and expected increases under existing management frameworks with achievement of Provisional Natural
Production/Escapement Abundance Goals (Blue box). The Provisional Fisheries Exploitation/Harvest Rate Goals are show as an
average rate and the rate range for each stock in the 6 columns to the right (Black box). The below table is modified from the
CBPTF Outreach file - CBP Quantitative Goals Methodology Summary’s Table 2 on page 10, to depict ESA stocks, topics and
stocks that are currently managed with an abundance-based management framework.

15


http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf

The figure to the right identifies provisional
Fishery/Harvest goals that can be sustained by
wild/natural stocks with restoration to higher levels of
abundance and productivity. The CBPTF goals for
fisheries go beyond the modest increments that can be
expected under existing management frameworks due to
natural abundance increases alone.

This figure to the right illustrates how the low-, mid-, and
high- Provisional Fishery Exploitation/Harvest Rate Goal
ranges compare to the current exploitation/harvest rates.
This is modified from CBPTF Outreach file - CBP
Quantitative Goals Methodology Summary’ Figure 3 on
page 9, and reflects the rates shown in the above
Harvest table under ‘Low Goal — Medium Goal — High
Goal (black box).

As illustrated in the figure to the right and in the above
harvest table, the current harvest rate and the
provisional low-goal harvest rate range align, although
some low-goal harvest rate averages (vertical line within
the orange colored bars) are slightly higher than the
current average rate (vertical bar in the yellow colored
bars). The harvest rate average and range are also
shown for the medium goal range (green bar) and the
high goal range (blue bar).

This figure is modified from the CBPTF figure to depict
ESA listed stocks.

16


http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf

The below figure illustrates how the current harvest rate may change under existing management frameworks if the increased
fish abundance levels (low-, mid-, high- goals ) developed for the Provisional Natural Production/Escapement Abundance Goal
levels are attained. Relatively modest increases occur because existing management frameworks were generally not designed
to include healthy stock levels This is modified from CBPTF Outreach file - CBP Quantitative Goals Methodology Summary’s
Figure 2 on page 12 and reflects the rates shown in the above Harvest Table under ‘current exploitation’ (green box) and
increment’ (blue box). The below figure is modified from the CBPTF original figure to highlight topics and depict ESA stocks.
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http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf

|. CBPTF provisional quantitative goals - Hatchery Production

Current hatchery production goals are defined in different fashions for conservation and mitigation programs throughout the
basin. Some programs define goals based on adult returns. However, goals for many programs are identified solely in terms of
juvenile production.

For the quantitative Hatchery Production goal category, the CBPTF documented in the below Hatchery Table from the CBPTF
Outreach file - CBP Quantitative Goals Methodology Summary’s Table 3 on page 13:

o Current hatchery production levels:
= Current juvenile (yearling and subyearlings) production levels from all existing programs. For context, the
CBPTF also included the recent average numbers of hatchery adult returning to the Columbia River mouth
by stock.

0 New Production:

= Planned hatchery production levels: planned / in-development additional hatchery juvenile productions
defined in existing processes and plans (e.g., John Day Mitigation). Corresponding adult returns also
provided as defined or inferred from current program return rates.

= Additional hatchery production needs: additional or reduced hatchery juvenile production needs to address
specific purposes identified by Task Force members (e.g., currently blocked historical anadromous
production areas). Corresponding adult returns also provided as defined or inferred from current program
return rates.

The below table is modified from the CBPTF original to highlight table sections and depict ESA listed stocks.
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http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/col_basin_partnership/2018_outreach/cbp-quantitative-goals-methodology.pdf
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The figure to the right shows the current
total juvenile hatchery production by
stock.

This figure is modified from CBPTF
Outreach file - CBP Quantitative Goals
Methodology Summary Figure 4 on
page 12 to depict the ESA listed stocks.
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Discussion QOutline

Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force (Task Force)

Detailed Review of Provisional Vision and Goals

Task Force Timeline

FW Program amendment and Task Force

Specific Input Sought by Task Force



Purpose: NOAA Columbia Basin Partnership
(CBP) Task Force

= Common and shared goals for all Columbia River Basin
anadromous salmon and steelhead

= to facilitate achieving existing management, mitigation and
recovery responsibilities

= implement a more coherent, integrated, and efficient means
of addressing the complexities of salmon recovery

= developed through a NOAA fisheries convened regional
process engaging regional sovereigns and stakeholders



Outcomes: NOAA Columbia Basin Partnership
(CBP) Task Force

Goals that address both conservation and harvest/fishing
aspirations.

Goals that are understandable and consider various users of
Columbia Basin resources.

Quantitative adult abundance goals for both listed and non-listed
stocks.

Better coordination, more effective use of resources, and
alignment of strategic priorities.

Enhanced relationships, trust, and knowledge.



Provisional Products Overview:
NOAA Columbia Basin Partnership (CBP) Task Force

Natural Hatchery / Harvest / Social, Cultural,
Production Mitigation Fisheries Economic, and Ecological
Natural Production Hatchery / Mitigation Harvest / Fisheries

Escapement to spawning sites

Aggregated Run Sizes to the Basin
(considers Natural Production, Hatchery/Mitigation, Harvest/Fisheries)

Working Quantitative Goals for Populations within Stock Units

Natural Production Hatchery / Mitigation Harvest / Fisheries
Escapement to spawning sites



Provisional Products: NOAA Columbia Basin
Partnership (CBP) Task Force

The following tables and figures are In
the packet memo attachment.



Questions to Consider

Do we understand what these goals represent?
Do we support the Task Force recommending these goals?
Do we support the Task Force continuing its work (Phase 2)?

Would we like more information?



DRAFT VISION STATEMENT

A healthy Columbia River Basin ecosystem with

thriving salmon and steelhead that are indicators of clean and
abundant water, reliable and clean energy, a robust regional
economy, and vibrant cultural and spiritual traditions, all
Interdependent and existing in harmony.



PROVISIONAL QUALITATIVE GOALS

Describe the desired outcomes CBP Task Force members hope to achieve
within selected timeframes which guide development of the quantitative goals















PROVISIONAL QUANTITATIVE GOALS

AGGREGATE ADULT RUN SIZE NATURAL PRODUCTION

HARVEST & FISHERIES HATCHERY PRODUCTION

Describe the low, medium, and high ranges that reflect a continuum aspiration
for progressive improvements to be achieved over an extended time period.

Take into account factors such as ESA delisting requirements, habitat
constraints, habitat production potential, density dependence, cultural needs
of tribes, fishing interests and sustainability, mitigation responsibilities.



PROVISIONAL QUANTITATIVE GOALS
AGGREGATE RUN SIZES



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Aggregate Adult Run Size to Columbia River Mouth
(in development)

Note:

- red text indicates approximations o _ , o

- values under the ISAB 2015 column are Chapman 1986 minimum run size estimates cited in
ISAB 2015-1 report



PROVISIONAL QUANTITATIVE GOALS
NATURAL PRODUCTION / ESCAPEMENT TO
SPAWNING GROUND



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Natural Production / Escapement to Spawning Sites
Low range escapement abundance goal

= represent the best scientific knowledge for the abundance
necessary to avoid extinction or avoid being listed under ESA.

Mid- range escapement abundance goal

= are approximately half-way between the low-range goals and
the high range goals.

High range escapement abundance goal

= reflect aspirational “healthy and harvestable” levels that might
potentially be achieved with aggressive improvements in
habitat and other conditions currently limiting stocks.



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Natural Production / Escapement to Spawning Sites

Compares current escapement abundance to provisional goal ranges

for escapement

Current 10-year
mean escapement
abundance

High-range goal (aspirational

Low-range goal “healthy and harvestable” levels
(delisting/avoid with aggressive habitat/limiting
listing) shown by factors improvements) shown by
left margin of bar right margin of bar

Note: indicates stock is ESA-listed



Species

Chinook

Chinook
Chinook
Chinook

Chinook

Chinook
Chinook
Chinook

Chinook
Chinook

Chinook

Note: - See packet for population level goal values within each stock

CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Natural Production / Escapement to Spawning Sites

Current 10-yr
ESA status ESU/DPS (run) mean natural
escapement
abundance
Threatened . .
Lower Columbia (spring) 4,431
(Th)
(Th) Upper Willamette (spring) 4,095
Not Listed M Columbia Spr (spring) 10,000
(Th) U Columbia Spr (spring) 1,090
(Th) Snake Spr/Sum (spring / 10,000
summer)
Not Listed U Columbia Sum/Fall 18,771

(summer)

Not listed U Columbia Sum/Fall (fall) 85,500
Not listed Deschutes Sum/Fall 15,400
(summer/fall)

(Th) Snake Fall (fall — brights) 9,626

(Th) L Columbia (fall — tules) 12,510
L Columbia (fall — late

(Th) brights) 11,593

Historical
natural
escapement
abundance

101,700

312,173
103,700

259,432

671,000
(1800s
abundance)

693,952
533,900
17,000

500,000
166,100

33,000

Low goal Med goal

9,800

4,725
15,750
6,433

31,750

22,704
41,950
4,000

4,200
24,550

6,000

- Red numbers are placeholder values for work in progress

21,550

15,262
26,875
16,968

79,375

81,398
53,188
13,000

9,280
46,300

9,200

High goal

33,300

25,798
38,000
25,452

127,000

123,841
64,425
16,000

14,360
67,300

15,400

High goal
as % of
historic

33%
8%
35%
10%

19%

18%
12%
94%
3%
41%

47%



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Natural Production / Escapement to Spawning Sites

Current 10- Historical High
ESA ESU/DPS (run) and yrmean natural Low goal as
Species o natural Med goal High goal
status other organization escapement goal % of
rouping* escapement abundance historic
9 abundance
Threatened .
Chum (Th) Columbia (late fall) 11,178 900,000 16,050 24,075 32,100 4%
Coho Th CO'“mb'fai:)“”' early& 31401 288200 54,900 98,150 140,400  49%
0 . : "
Coho Listed * Columbia upriver (fall) 1,111,800
Sockeye Lisl\tls;cl . Mid Columbia(summer)* 5 50,000 1,000 3,000 5,000 10%
Sockeye Listgd . U Columbia (summer)* 228,000 1,850,000 283,500 685,000 1,860,000 101%
Endangered
Sockeye (En) Snake (summer) 134 150,000 2,500 5,750 9,000 6%

Note: - See packet for population level goal values within each stock

- Red numbers are placeholder values for work in progress
- "*”indicates groupings of populations that managers identified for convenience while
developing Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force products. These are not ESUs

designated by NOAA Fisheries.



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Natural Production / Escapement to Spawning Sites

Species ESA  ESU/DPS (run)
status
Steelhead Thrf;:)ned L Columbia (winter)

Steelhead Th

Mid Columbia

Steelhead Th
(summer)

Steelhead Th

Steelhead Th Snake (summer)

SW Washington
(winter)

Not

Steelhead listed

Steelhead Th

All species

. Grand total of values:
combined

L Columbia (summer)

U Columbia (summer)

U Willamette (winter)

Current 10- . .
Historical
yr mean
natural Low
natural
escapement goal
escapement
abundance
abundance
8,570 58,000 20,000
2,100 7,600 4,650
18,155 132,800 21,000
2,011 577,500 6,713
30,500 172,200 21,000
11,200 41,900 4,900
5,150 110,000 3,350

Med goal

27,900
5,500
62,750
29,252
62,750
13,200

21,375

High goal

35,900
6,250
104,500
43,878
104,500
21,100

39,400

High
goal as
% of
historic
62%
82%
79%
8%
61%
50%

36%

531,394 8,841,957 611,425 1,410,098 2,950,904 33%

Note: - See packet for population level goal values within each stock
- Red numbers are placeholder values for work in progress



PROVISIONAL QUANTITATIVE GOALS
HARVEST / FISHERIES



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Harvest/Fisheries

Low-range fisheries goal

= based on existing fisheries management frameworks for weak
stocks and currently-healthy stocks.

Mid-range fisheries goal

= currently-healthy stocks, based on existing fisheries
management framework.

= currently weak/depleted stocks, an intermediate value between
low and high range goals.

High-range fisheries goal
= currently-healthy stocks, based on existing fisheries
management framework.

= currently weak/depleted stocks, based on reasonably-realistic
sustainable harvest rates healthy abundance for natural stocks.
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CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Harvest/Fisheries

- Voo
Compares the provisional Note:

harvest rate goal ranges to ESA-listed
current harvest rates.

The provisional harvest
rate goal depicts harvest
that can be sustained by
natural-origin fish stocks
when restored to higher
levels of abundance of
productivity (greater than
under existing rates).

Harvact Rate



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Harvest/Fisheries

Note: indicates stock is ESA-listed DepiCtS h()W
harvest rates
would change
based on
achieving
provisional natural
production goal
abundance
ranges

Mid-range provisional
natural
production/escapement

abundance goal levels
High-range provisional

natural
production/escapement
abundance goal levels



PROVISIONAL QUANTITATIVE GOALS
HATCHERY PRODUCTION



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Hatchery Production

Current hatchery production levels
= Current juvenile production levels from existing programs.

= Recent average hatchery adult returning to the Columbia River
mouth by stock.

New Production

= Planned hatchery production levels: planned / in-development
additional hatchery juvenile productions

= Additional hatchery production: hatchery juvenile production
needs to address specific purposes identified by Task Force
members



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Hatchery Production

Current juvenile Recent hatchery adult New Production:
hatchery production returns to the Columbia -Planned/in-development
River mouth -Additional needs

Note: indicates the stock is ESA-listed



CBPTF Provisional Quantitative Goals
Hatchery Production

Current total juvenile
hatchery production by
salmon and steelhead

stock.



Timeline: NOAA Columbia Basin Partnership
Task Force (CBPTF)

Aug 22, 2018 (Tentative)
Oct 2- 3,2018 Jan 2019 submit
report for review

We are here

Outreach
Period

2019 — dates to be

CBPTF — Columbia Basin Partnership Task Force determined

MAFAC - Marine Advisory Fisheries Committee



FW Program and the CBPTF Task Force Goals

Program Amendment Timeline



Discussion on Input Sought by Task Force

Do we understand the Task Force provisional goals and what
they represent?

Do we support the Task Force recommending these provisional
goals to MAFAC and NOAA Fisheries? If not, why not?

Do we support the Task Force continuing its work to further
explore and refine these provisional goals (Phase 2)?

Would we like more information?
Would we like to keep up to date on Task Force activities?



Idaho Water Resources Board Meeting — September 13-14, Salmon, Idaho

Columbia Basin Partnership Presentation

State of Idaho Team
Jim Yost

Paul Arrington
Norm Semanko
Mike Edmondson
John Simpson

Paul Kline

Packet Table of Contents:

Background and update on the Columbia Basin Partnership pg. 1-4
Columbia Basin Partnership members pg. 5
Columbia Basin Partnership Vision Statement and Guiding Principles ------------- pg. 6
Columbia Basin Partnership Qualitative Objectives pg. 7-10
Historical and current salmon and steelhead run size pg. 11-12

Columbia Basin Partnership Quantitative goals for natural fish, hatcheries and
Harvest pg. 13-18







In 2012, NOAA Fisheries commissioned two neutral, university-based institutions — the Oregon
Consensus Program at Portland State University and the William D. Ruckelshaus Center at the
University of Washington — to gather the views of representatives of Columbia Basin states, tribes,
federal agencies, and stakeholders regarding long-term salmon recovery strategies. The resulting
Columbia Basin Situation Assessment Report (Assessment Report), issued in December 2013,1
highlighted the absence of common goals and called for bold leadership to address the complexities
of salmon recovery in a more coherent, integrated, and efficient way.

In the spring of 2016, after additional discussions with Columbia Basin managers and stakeholders,
NOAA Fisheries presented the outcome of the Columbia Basin Situation Assessment Report to its
Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee (MAFAC). NOAA Fisheries identified the opportunity to
establish a task force within the MAFAC framework as a way to convene regional stakeholders and
sovereigns to collaborate on long-term salmon and steelhead recovery goals. The MAFAC agreed to
support the task force, and NOAA Fisheries then held an open nomination process for members. In
January 2017, NOAA Fisheries formed the Columbia Basin Partnership (CBP) as a MAFAC Task Force.
The CBP Task Force consists of 28 members, including:

* Four representatives from the states in the Basin (Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana; one
representative per state),

* Four tribal representatives (covering 13 tribes), and

¢ 20 stakeholders representing commercial and recreational fishing, navigation and river users (e.g.,
ports and navigation), public utilities, agriculture, irrigation, environmental groups, and local
recovery planning entities.

The purpose of the CBP Task Force is to provide a science-based, results-driven, transparent, and
publicly embraced process for identifying “broad-sense” goals for Columbia Basin salmon and
steelhead based on the multiple overlapping federal, state, and tribal recovery and management
responsibilities and plans that currently exist. These goals will address long-term conservation,
harvest/fishery, and hatchery production/mitigation needs across the basin for both ESA-listed and
non-listed species.

So far, the CBP Task Force has developed various interrelated, draft components of its
recommendations to MAFAC, including a draft vision statement, guiding principles, provisional
qualitative goals, and provisional quantitative goals. The CBP Task Force identified provisional
qualitative goals that describe desired outcomes they hope to achieve within selected timeframes, or
sooner. Qualitative goals cover natural production; harvest fishing opportunities;
hatchery/mitigation, and social, cultural, economic, and ecological considerations. The qualitative
goals guide the development of quantitative goals.

The CBP Task Force is also developing provisional quantitative goals for 24 salmon and steelhead
stocks including historical production areas in the Columbia River Basin, some of which are currently
blocked to salmon. To develop the goals, the CBP Task Force convened regional teams composed of
technical experts with expertise in the subject area. The regional teams identified draft goals in
several categories (natural production, harvest, hatchery production, and total run size) for each
stock. Low, medium, and high range numbers were identified to reflect a continuum of aspiration for
progressive improvements to be achieved over an extended time period. The goals take into account
a number of factors, including ESA de-listing requirements, habitat constraints and production
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potential, density dependence, cultural needs of tribes, fishing interests and sustainability, and
mitigation responsibilities including currently blocked historical anadromous production areas.

In addition to developing shared goals, the CPB Task Force provides a venue to foster engagement
and build relationships among different interests. Task Force members have increased their
knowledge of each other’s perspectives and developed a common understanding of the complexities
of salmon recovery. Constructive relationships and opportunities for building common ground, based
on joint interests, have emerged from these interactions.

As of June 2018, the CBP Task Force has agreed in principle on these provisional products and is
seeking feedback from communities across the Columbia Basin throughout the summer. In the fall
2018, the CBP Task Force will be drafting its recommendations to MAFAC for consideration and
transmission to the NOAA Fisheries Administrator.

The CBP Task Force is also seeking an extension from the MAFAC to continue its work to further
refine the provisional goals. These refinements may include integrating the goals across all species
and considering limiting factors and potential constraints to achieving the goals.

The CBP Task Force represents an opportunity to define a clear measure of success and a shared
future for Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead. Having common, long-term goals would allow the
region to align on a common path and means to measure progress and maintain accountability. It
would also help to maintain public support for regional efforts.

The intent is that NOAA Fisheries will use the goals the CBP Task Force recommends to guide its
future management decisions, While the CBP Task Force recommendations will not result in any
regulatory decisions or commit any party to specific activities, it is our hope that the prospect of a
common set of long-term goals will inspire our many partners to use them in similar ways, and to
integrate efforts and seek efficient ways to achieve them.
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8.4.4 Columbia River Run Sizes

Estimates of historical abundance were identified as a point of reference for current
abundance. Historical abundance is uncertain but the various estimates were recently
reviewed by the ISAB (2015). Total annual abundance of adult salmon and steelhead in the
Columbia River Basin during the pre-development period (~mid 1800s) has been estimated to
range from 7.5 to 8.9 million fish (Chapman 1986) and 10 to 16 million fish (NPPC 1986).
The ISAB’s (2015) re-analysis of the limited data suggested that the potential capacity for all
species combined was likely in the range of 5 to 9 million adult fish per year with the primary
evidence from probable harvest rates supporting an estimate of around 6 million fish per year.
The ISAB concluded that Chapman’s lower potential abundance estimated be considered
reasonable estimates of pre-development capacity of each species.
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Figure 8-1. Annual salmon and steelhead run size to the Columbia River by stock. 1990-2017.
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Table 8-1. Historical run size estimates, current run sizes, and harvest of salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River.

Historical Col R Run (millions) Current Col R Run (2008-2017 averages)

Col Basin Harvest

. Chapman NPPC PFMC Natural Hatchery % of
Species .. .. Total % Hat Total
1986 1986 1979 origin origin run
Chinook 3.75-4.34 5.4-9.2 3.44 465,000 656,000 1,121,000 58% 406,700 36%
Spring 0.5-0.6 1.4-2.3 -- 58,000 234,000 292,000 80% 65,700 23%
Summer 2.0-2.5 2.7-4.6 -- 30,000 45,000 75,000 60% 38,200 51%
Fall 1.25 1.3-2.3 -- 377,000 377,000 754,000 50% 302,800 40%
Chum 0.45-0.75 0.8-1.0 0.95 14,000 1,000 15,000 2% 0 0%
Coho 0.56-0.62 1.0-1.8 1.2 41,000 368,000 409,000 90% 134,900 33%
Sockeye 2.25-2.62 1.5-2.6 0.65 296,000 33,000 329,000 10% 20,900 6%
Steelhead 0.45-0.55 0.8-1.4 2.04 87,000 325,000 412,000 79% 92,800 23%
Winter -- -- -- 8,000 8,000 16,000 50% 5,000 31%
Summer -- -- -- 79,000 317,000 396,000 80% 87,800 22%
Total 7.5-8.9 9.6-16.3 8.28 903,000 1,383,000 2,286,000 60% 655,300 29%
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8 Quantitative Goals

The CBP Task Force agreed that there was a need for a complementary set of qualitative and
quantitative goals. Qualitative goals (described in section 6) are defined as a statement of
purposes or outcomes consistent with an overarching vision for Columbia Basin salmon and
steelhead. Qualitative goals are largely conceptual descriptions of desired outcomes and reflect
values and policy choices. Quantitative goals are measurable and specific conditions that would
indicate whether a qualitative goal has been achieved. Quantitative goals translate qualitative
outcomes into numerical values and ideally are derived as a technical exercise consistent with the
values and policies reflected in the qualitative goals.

The CBP Task Force adopted provisional quantitative goals for all salmon and steelhead in the
Columbia River Basin and its tributaries, including listed and non-listed salmon and steelhead, as
well as historical production areas that are currently blocked. Below we describe the approach
and methods used to develop these quantitative goals.

8.1 Overview

To develop the goals, the CBP Task Force convened regional technical teams with subject matter
and geographic expertise. A NOAA Fisheries project team provided technical guidance to the
Task Force and the regional teams. Regional technical team members were identified by Task
Force members and generally included staff from state and tribal entities and other Task Force
organizations. These regional teams operated under the guiding principles adopted by the Task
Force, including the principle that recommendations be grounded in sound science. Where
possible, the quantitative goals are based on existing goals established by state, federal, and tribal
entities. Products developed by the technical teams and NOAA Fisheries project team were then
reviewed by the Task Force.

The goals are identified at the scale of 24 “stocks” defined for the purposes of the Task Force’s
goal-setting effort.! For each stock, regional technical teams collaborated with the NOAA
Fisheries project team to identify goals, expressed in terms of adult abundance, for the categories
of natural production, harvest, hatchery production, and total run size.? In each category, goals

! For the purposes of the CBP Task Force, a stock is defined based on species (Chinook Salmon, Coho Salmon,
Sockeye Salmon, Chum Salmon, Steelhead), region of origin (e.g., Lower Columbia, Middle Columbia, Upper
Columbia, Snake, or Willamette) and run type (e.g. spring, summer, fall, late fall).? Total run size goals are
aggregate numbers of salmon and steelhead that would be needed to meet natural production, fisheries, and hatchery
production goals. They are identified at basin, species and stock scales and used for evaluating status and goals
relative to a variety of needs across the basin.

2 Total run size goals are aggregate numbers of salmon and steelhead that would be needed to meet natural
production, fisheries, and hatchery production goals. They are identified at basin, species and stock scales and used
for evaluating status and goals relative to a variety of needs across the basin.

13



were identified in a series of ranges — low, medium, and high — that represent a continuum of
decreased extinction risk and increased ecological and societal benefits.

Natural production goals are expressed at the population level and in terms of numbers of
natural-origin spawners.® For listed salmon and steelhead, the low-range natural-production
goals are consistent with ESA de-listing goals. Generally, this is defined as the abundance
number consistent with a viable population (i.e., a population with a 5 percent risk of extinction
over a 100-year time frame). In some cases, however, ESA recovery plans identified an
abundance target consistent with an ESA “recovery scenario.” Under these scenarios, the
abundance goal for a specific population might be higher or lower than the abundance number
consistent with a viable population.* In these cases, the Task Force adopted the specific recovery
plan abundance target for that population. For non-listed species, low-range goals were based on
application of the same technical guidance used in ESA recovery plans to identify abundance
levels consistent with a viable population. In some cases, non-listed populations are already
meeting these low-range goals, and in these cases, the low-range goal serves as a reference point
rather than a management goal.

High-range goals reflect “healthy and harvestable” levels that are reasonably consistent with the
potential (i.e., restored) capacity of habitat. They are typically about three times greater than low-
range goals but generally are still 50 percent or less than historical average abundance estimates.
Mid-range goals are approximately half-way between the low-range goals and the high-range
goals for listed stocks. For unlisted stocks, mid-range goals are generally defined as the number
of natural-origin spawners that could effectively use available habitat and sustain high levels of
harvest.

Harvest and fishery goals are expressed in terms of numbers of fish harvested and harvest rates
(the proportion of total adult salmon that die as a result of fishing activity in a given year) by
species and run type. To identify harvest goals, regional technical teams used the abundance-
based management plans that are currently in place under existing harvest management processes
to project harvest levels and exploitation rates that would result if natural production increased
consistent with the CBP Task Force natural production goals. The technical teams also identified
aspirational fishery goals based on harvest rates that would be sustainable by healthy salmon and
steelhead stocks. Healthy stocks would likely support higher harvest rates than those currently in
place to protect weak or listed stocks.

Hatchery/mitigation goals are expressed as juvenile production levels and corresponding adult
returns under existing conservation and mitigation programs throughout the basin. Regional

3 Natural-origin spawners are adult fish returning to spawn that were spawned and reared in the wild, regardless of
parental origin (natural or hatchery).* To achieve ESA recovery, not all populations are required to achieve
“viability.” Instead, a sufficient number of populations, identified based on spatial distribution, historical population
size, historical productivity, and other factors must achieve viability, a few populations must achieve highly viable
status, and others can be maintained at lower levels of viability.

4 To achieve ESA recovery, not all populations are required to achieve “viability.” Instead, a sufficient number of
populations, identified based on spatial distribution, historical population size, historical productivity, and other
factors must achieve viability, a few populations must achieve highly viable status, and others can be maintained at
lower levels of viability.

14



technical teams also identified additional hatchery production targets where they are defined in
existing processes and plans (e.g., the John Day Mitigation program) or where they were
proposed by CBP Task Force members to address specific purposes (e.g., currently blocked
historical anadromous production areas).

Run size goals are aggregate numbers of salmon and steelhead that would be needed to meet
natural production, fisheries, and hatchery production goals. They are identified at basin, species
and stock scales and used for evaluating status and goals relative to a variety of needs across the
basin.

8.3 Methods for Developing Quantitative Goals

8.3.1 Natural Production Goals

CBP Task Force qualitative goal #1 calls for restoration of Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead
to healthy and harvestable/fishable levels. Achieving this goal will require substantial
improvements in natural production of these species. Natural production goals are expressed in
terms of natural-origin adults spawning naturally and identified in three ranges — low, medium,
and high (Figure 8-1). These ranges represent a continuum of decreased extinction risk and
increased ecological and societal benefits. Box 8- summarizes how the regional technical teams
and NOAA Fisheries project team identified the low-, medium-, and high-range natural
production goals. To place the goals into context, estimates of current and historical abundance
were also developed. More detailed discussion of the derivation of the goals and the estimates of
historical and current abundance follows.
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Figure 8-1. Concepts for defining natural-production goals.

Box 8-1. Rule set for quantifying low, medium, and high range goals for natural production.
Rules are numbered in priority of application.

Low range

Medium range

1.

Delisting abundance goal consistent with recovery scenario as specified in ESA
recovery plan. (Not every population required to achieve high level of viability.)

Minimum abundance threshold (equivalent to a viable population with <5% risk
of extinction in 100 years) inferred from rule set developed and applied by
Technical Recovery Teams to similar populations by species. (Applicable where
population-specific viability goals were not otherwise identified.)

From existing plans where identified.

Mid-way between low and high range goals for listed populations where not
otherwise identified in existing plans.

Yield-based escapement goals where defined for unlisted populations based on
stock-recruitment analyses.

Based on current abundance where yield-based goals have not been identified for
unlisted populations.
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High range

Based on broad sense goals identified in existing plans where consistent with
qualitative goals identified by the CBP.

Equivalent to empirical estimates of abundance under historical conditions when
populations were considered to be reasonably healthy.

Based on habitat-model inferences of abundance that would result from
reasonably feasible habitat restoration actions and/or favorable habitat conditions.

Default value (generally three times the low range value) were used where
historical or model-derived values were not available (not to exceed the estimated
pre-development habitat potential).
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Table 8-1. Aggregate abundance values for natural-origin escapements under current, historical (pre-development), and low, medium
and high escapement goal ranges. Numbers reflect current progress by work groups and may be revised based on new information.

Evolutionarily Significant Unit or

Distinct Population Segment

Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chinook
Chum
Coho
Coho
Sockeye
Sockeye
Sockeye
Steelhead
Steelhead
Steelhead
Steelhead
Steelhead
Steelhead
Steelhead

L Columbia

U Willamette

M Columbia Spr

U Columbia Spr
Snake Spr/Sum

U Columbia Sum/Fall
U Columbia Sum/Fall
Deschutes Sum/Fall
Snake Fall

L Columbia

L Columbia
Columbia

L Columbia
(Columbia upriver)
(Mid Columbia)

(U Columbia)
Snake

L Columbia

Mid Columbia

U Columbia

Snake

SW Washington

L Columbia

U Willamette

Run Type

Spring

Spring

Spring

Spring
Spring/Summer
Summer

Fall
Summer/Fall
Fall (brights)
Fall (tules)

Fall (late brights)
Late Fall

Fall (early & late)
Fall

Summer
Summer
Summer
Summer
Summer
Summer
Summer
Winter

Winter

Winter

ESA

X
X

X X X X X

X X X X X

x X

Current Historical
4,431 101,700
4,095 312,173

10,000 103,700
1,090 259,432
10,000 671,000
18,771 693,952
85,500 533,900
15,400 17,000
9,600 500,000
12,510 166,100
11,593 33,000
11,178 900,000
31,401 288,200
1,111,800

5 50,000
86,434 879,000
134 150,000
2,100 7,600
18,155 132,800
2,011 577,500
30,500 172,200
11,200 41,900
8,570 58,000
5,150 110,000

389,828 7,870,957
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Low goal

9,800
4,725
15,750
6,433
31,750
22,704
41,950
4,000
4,200
24,550
6,000
16,050
54,900

1,000
14,000
2,500
4,650
21,000
6,713
21,000
4,900
20,000
3,350
341,925

Med goal High goal
21,550 33,300
15,262 25,798
25,875 36,000
16,968 25,452
79,375 127,000
81,398 123,841
53,188 64,425
13,000 16,000

9,280 14,360
46,300 67,300
9,200 15,400
24,075 32,100
98,150 140,400
3,000 5,000
256,500 634,000
5,750 9,000
5,500 6,250
62,750 104,500
29,252 43,878
62,750 104,500
13,200 21,100
27,900 35,900
21,375 39,400

981,598 1,724,904

High as %

of historical
33%

8%

35%

10%

19%

18%

12%

94%

3%

41%

47%

4%

49%

10%
72%

6%
82%
79%

8%
61%
50%
62%
36%
22%



Table 8-2. Columbia River salmon and steelhead numbers corresponding to Columbia Basin Partnership goals.

Natural-origin spawners Columbia River Run @ high goals Col Basin Harvest”

Species Hl.st.orlcal Current High goal Goal / Natural origin Hatchery Total % Hat . % o_f @ High % of
(minimum) current origin® historical goal run

Chinook 3,390,000 184,000 549,000 3.0 1,270,000 - 1,540,000 656,000 1,926,000 - 2,196,000 32% 61% 1,222,000 59%
Spring 1,450,000 30,000 248,000 8.3 400,000 - 490,000 234,000 634,000 - 724,000 34% 47% 321,000 47%
Summer 690,000 19,000 124,000 6.5 330,000 - 400,000 45,000 375,000 - 445,000 11% 59% 250,000 61%
Fall 1,250,000 135,000 177,000 1.3 540,000 - 650,000 377,000 917,000 - 1,027,000 39% 78% 651,000 67%
Chum 900,000 11,000 32,100 2.9 40,000 - 50,000 1,000 41,000 - 51,000 2% 5% 10,000 21%
Coho 1,400,000 31,000 140,400 4.5 230,000 - 280,000 368,000 598,000 - 648,000 59% 44% 347,000 56%
Sockeye 1,080,000 87,000 648,000 7.4 1,140,000 - 1,400,000 33,000 1,173,000 - 1,433,000 3% 121% 531,000 41%
Steelhead 1,100,000 78,000 355,500 4.6 530,000 - 640,000 325,000 855,000 - 965000 36% 82% 390,000 43%
Winter 890,000 53,000 259,100 4.9 370,000 - 450,000 8,000 378,000 - 458,000 2% 47% 107,000 26%
Summer 210,000 25,000 96,400 3.9 160,000 - 190,000 317,000 477,000 - 507,000 64% 234% 283,000 58%
Total 7,870,000 391,000 1,725,000 4.4 3,210,000 - 3,910,000 1,383,000 4,593,000 - 5,293,000 28% 63% 2,500,000 51%

a Based on current production for illustration purposes.
b Combined hatchery and wild harvest in the Columbia River Basin (not including ocean).

Note: Values in red are working approximations.
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Next Steps

The next meeting for the CBP Task Force is scheduled for October 2-3, 2018 in Portland Oregon, with a
tentative webinar scheduled for August 22, 2018 to check-in on the outreach progress made by CBP
members with their constituents.

The input received from CBP Task Force members’ constituents during the June-October 2018 outreach
period will be discussed during the October 2-3, 2018 Task Force meeting and will inform
recommendations submitted to the MAFAC in January 2019. By the end of the October meeting the CBP
Task Force members will finalize what elements they support moving forward as part of their
Recommendations Report to MAFAC. This Recommendation Report may include a description of the
Task Force process, related work products, provisional goals, vision statement, and description of a
Phase 2 process to continue the Task Force’s work in integrating the goals across species and to begin
analyzing how these goals can be achieved.
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Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Amy Cassel
Date: September 4, 2018

Re: Idaho Water Transaction Program — Lembhi River Basin Tour

REQUIRED ACTION: No action is required at this time. The following information is provided for
information only.

Background

The Lemhi River Basin Water Transactions Field Tour will be held the afternoon of September 13, 2018.
Prior to the tour and during the Work Session meeting, the following presentations will be provided to
introduce the history and background of the program, highlight the current program status, observed
outcomes thus far, and areas for future consideration in the implementation of the program.

e Brian Patton and Jim Yost (Northwest Power and Conservation Program) will present on the history
and background of the Idaho Water Transaction Program

o Jeff DiLuccia (Idaho Department of Fish and Game) will present on the history of the Lemhi River
fisheries and the implementation of projects from IDFG's perspective

e Chris Beasley (Principal Scientist, Biological Services, Biomark) will present Lemhi River Basin
fisheries data

e Amy Cassel will present on the current status, outcomes to date, and areas for future consideration
for the Idaho Water Transaction Program.

The fact sheet is attached for reference about the Idaho Water Transaction Program.

l|Page



ldaho Water Transactions Program

Amy Cassel
September 13, 2018



Upper Salmon River Basin

Issue:

» Local economies depend on the diversion of tributary water, but
diversions can dewater streams and lead to migration barriers and
habitat degradation for Endangered Species Act listed fish.

Solution:

» Implement a voluntary program that compensates water right owners for
changes in irrigation practices that protect the local economy while
providing the flows required for recovery of ESA-listed species in
accordance with Idaho water law.



ESA - Listed Species

Chinook Salmon Steelhead

Sockeye Salmon Bull Trout



Water Transactions Philosophy

> Improve ESA-listed fish habitat with flow
restoration

> Respect private property rights using a
voluntary cooperative approach

> Respect the values of irrigated agriculture
» Use market-based strategies

> Take a balanced approach



Benefits for the State of Idaho

» Maintain local economies
» Protect individuals from third party ESA “take”

» Recovery of ESA-listed species & state
management

» Improved recreation opportunities

» Improved natural resources for the State



Upper Salmon Basin Watershed Program Technical Team

aka “the Tech Team”



Program Funding



Program Funding



Progress to Date



Progress to Date

Source Switches
e Reconnect tributaries

Lemhi Permanent Subordination &

Annual Agreements

* Maintain passage at the Lemhi-6
diversion

Lease

* Idleirrigated acres to increase flow,
primarily to connect tributaries to
mainstem habitat

Permanent Lease/Rental

* Acquisitions of irrigated acreage;
water rights now owned by IWRB and
water delivered to meet a minimum
stream flow; increased flow allows for
juvenile rearing habitat



Progress to Date

L-6 Diversion

Lower Lemhi Agreements
e  Permanent Subordination
e Annual Subordination



Progress to Date - Nez Perce Agreement Sect. Il.A.8 of the Nez Perce Term Sheet

Conservation Strategies for Lemhi River Tributaries

Goal: The goal is to reconnect at least 10 tributaries with the mainstem Lembhi
River during the first 20 years of the MOA to benefit both anadromous and
resident salmonids by providing access to historical spawning and rearing habitat.

Timeframe for Implementation: As funding is available, the State will work with
local landowners and water users to reconnect ten (10) tributaries during the first
twenty years of the MOA. Four (4) tributaries will be reconnected during the first
five (5) years of the MOA to provide immediate benefits to Chinook salmon,
steelhead, and bull trout. The remaining six (6) tributaries will be reconnected by
year twenty of the MOA, taking into consideration the biological benefits and
criteria for each tributary.



Progress towards Obligations
* includes partner efforts

Lemhi River Basin — Goal of 10 reconnects in first 20 years
2018 Fully re-connected tributaries

Bohannon Creek *

Wimpy Creek

Pratt Creek *

Kenney Creek *

Lee Creek

Lembhi Little Springs Creek *
Big Timber Creek *

Canyon Creek *
Eighteenmile Creek

VVVYVYVYVYVYYVY

Partially reconnected tributaries
» Hawley Creek
*Transacted Reconnects



Progress to Date - Nez Perce Agreement Sect. Il.A.8 of the Term Sheet

Lemhi River — Mouth to L-6

Objective. The objective is to provide passage conditions for juvenile
and adult Chinook salmon, steelhead, and bull trout that are adequate
to allow upstream and downstream movement without undue stress or
delay

» During the first 10 years of the MOA, an interim strategy of 35 cfs
(average daily flow) not less than 80% of the time and 25 cfs not
more than 20% of the time from March 15 through June 30 will be
maintained. A flow of 25 cfs will be maintained from July 1 to
November 1.

» By year 10 of the MOA, the goal is to maintain a minimum stream
flow of 35 cfs throughout the irrigation season.



Progress towards goals — Lower Lembhi

9 Permanent Subordination Agreements

= 15.83 cfs permanently protected in Lower Lemhi River (additional 1.14 cfs expected in 2018)
6 Annual Agreements

= 16.21 cfs protected through annual agreements
2 Long-term Agreements

»  3.56 cfs

2018



Lower Lemhi 2016 Gage Data



Big Timber Creek — Source Switch Tributary Reconnect



Big Timber Creek — Source Switch Tributary Reconnect

2009 2018

m 5.8cfs
= 2 senior water users
= 20-year agreements



Monitoring

Photo by Paddy Murphy



Monitoring — Flow Restoration Accounting Framework

100% 25% 75%



Monitoring - Compliance Reporting



Future Challenges

Source Switches
= funding after 20 years??
= Ability for water user to go back to original POD
= Applications to transfer back to POD - IWRB response? Protest?

Minimum Stream Flows
= MSF is being met (Pahsimeroi) or lacking entirely (Upper Salmon)

New Transactions
= Low-hanging fruit has been picked
= Projects are becoming increasingly complex and expensive

Gaglng and Monitoring Costs

Programmatic budgets (expected to remain static) are used to cover
streamflow gaging contracts

= Additional gages for new transactions will have to be managed internally to
save on contracting costs

= Equipment costs for new gages will have to come out of programmatic
budgets

= Some gages may need to be eliminated or shifted to other agencies/partners
for funding



Looking Forward

Lemhi Basin

= Priority is maintaining flows at the L-6 diversion
» Work towards 25 cfs of permanent subordination agreements
» Continue to enter into annual agreements to meet our flow objectives
» Source switch opportunities increasing flow at L-6

Pahsimeroi Basin and Upper Salmon Basin
= |nvestigate Minimum Stream Flow strategies
» Additional Minimum Stream Flow water rights?
> New beneficial uses for banked water rights such as streamflow
maintenance?
> Increasing the minimum stream flows on existing MSF’s?

General Objectives
= Emphasis will be placed on long-term and permanent transactions,
including leases, acquisitions, and permanent subordination agreements

= Prioritize continuous streamflow gages and manage new gages internally



Parting Shots....



The Lemhi Basin Effort



|_ocation of Lemhi River Basin

 Located approximately
775 miles from the
Pacific Ocean

e High Mountain Desert

« Annual Precipitation
of 9” In the valley and
40” In the mountains.



Land Ownership

Basin is approximately
807,130 Acres

Private Lands 145,100
acres

Forest Service Lands
316,460 Acres

BLM Lands 316,050
AcCres

State Lands 25,780 Acres
Other 3,740 Acres



Development of Lemhi Basin

o |rrigated agriculture and ranching
developed in the Lemhi Basin between the

1855 and 1920.
o Approximately 37,000 acres of Irrigated
lands.

* Because of dry summers and the lack of
reservoirs, there iIs a practice of diverting
early spring flows to wet up the land.



History of Salmon in the Lemhi
Basin

 Historical records suggest the Lemhi River Basin
was one of the highest salmon and steelhead
producing rivers in the Snake River Basin.

e |n 1909, a hydroelectric dam was placed near the
mouth of the Lemhi River. The dam In
combination with egg take for hatcheries
substantially reduced the number of salmon and
steelhead in the Lemhi River Basin.

e In late 1957, the dam was removed and salmon
and steelhead returned to the Lemhi River Basin.






Land Owner Commitment

e In 1985, Bruce Mulkey, Chairman of Lemhi Soil
Conservation District as part of its 5 year plan
agreed to bring other groups together to develop a
plan for rebuilding salmon and steelhead runs in
the Lemhi Basin.

* In 1989, Bruce Mulkey, Don Olson and R.J. Smith
led an effort of the Lemhi Soil Conservation

District, Water District 74 and Lembhi Irrigation

District to develop the Irrigators’ Anadromous

~1sh Recovery Plan.




The Lemhi Model Watershed
Project

e In 1992, the Irrigators formed a partnership with
state and some federal agencies to form the Lemhi
Model Watershed Project. The Shoshone-
Bannock Tribe also participate in the Project.

* In 1993, the Irrigators with the assistance of the
Bruce Smith of the Forest Service developed a
voluntary fish flush program.

e In 1995, the Lemhi Model Watershed Project with

the assistance of the Idaho Soil Conservation
Commission published the Model Watershed Plan.



1995 Model Watershed Plan

Provided an assessment of the fish habitat
conditions.

Established habitat goals for the Lemhi
River Basin

Established priorities for implementation of
the habitat goals.

Central feature of the plan was local
solutions for local problems.



The Crisis

In May 2000, flows in the Lemhi dropped to almost
zero and 3 juvenile chinook were found dead.

Prior to taking an enforcement action, NOAA Fish
contacted the State officials for assistance in
resolving the dewatering problem.

The State agreed to facilitate discussions with the
Irrigators.

An agreement was reached to provide a 10 cfs flow
with up to 3 flushes of 35 cfs and to engage In
discussions for development of a long-term plan.









2001 Interim Agreement

Provided for the creation of an instream flow
water right of up to 35 cfs in the Lower Lemhi
River — Idaho Code 42-1506

Provided for the creation of the Lemhi Water
Bank to rent water to provide instream flows.

Provided for other riparian enhancement efforts

Established the framework for development of a
long-term conservation plan.



2002-2003 Lemhi Conservation

Agreement

Provided for a 35 cfs flow from April 15 to
June 30 and a 25 cfs flow from July 1 to the
end of the irrigation season.

Provided for rental of water to achieve these
flows.

Provided for short-term habitat measures.

Provided for development of a long-term
conservation plan by December 2003.



2004 Snake River Water Rights
Agreement

e Salmon/Clearwater Component

— Established 205 state based minimum stream
flow water rights

— Salmon/Clearwater Habitat and Restoration
Initiative
— Habitat Trust Fund
» Section 6 Agreement - not yet completed



Water Board Role

 |daho was able to access funds through BPA-
Water Transactions Program, BPA-Fish
Accords, Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery
Fund, SRBA Habitat Fund.

e \Water Board’s role is the flow enhancement
efforts (including water rights)

» Other agencies take lead in other areas
(channel restoration, culvert replacement, etc.)



Lemhi Habitat Restoration Goal

« Conserve, restore, and enhance sufficient
habitat to sustain viable fish populations
while protecting private property rights and
preserving and enhancing the farming and

ranching lifestyle and economy of the
Lemhi River Basin.



Lemhi River Basin Redd Count
1994- 2012



CONCLUSION

Habitat Improvement and Preserving the
Farm Economy are not incompatible goals.



Conservation in The Lemhi River Sub-basin



Outline



Watershed (BLM 1998)
= 807,464 acres
= 897 Stream Miles

= Groundwater Influenced (ponato 1998)

~8-14 cfs/river mile (Dorraquatac 1998)
= Surface — High Elevation (12,195’)



Historical Perspective



U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 1920-1947



Warren Angus Ferris — Life in the Rocky Mountains

On the 23d (August) (1832) we arose in the morning, and found ourselves in
the valley of the east fork of Salmon river (Lemhi River). There were large
herds of buffalo slowly moving up the valley, which led us to believe, that
the Indians were not far below us. One of their encampments appeared to
have been evacuated, but five or six days since; and was at this time a
rendezvous for wolves, ravens, and magpies.

With clubs and stones, we killed
several of them, with which we regaled ourselves at noon, and my
companions, amused themselves, whilst our horses were feeding,



Eighteen mile Creek

Big and Little Timber Creek
Canyon Creek

Big Eightmile Creek
Hayden Creek

Agency Creek

Patee Creek

Kenney Creek

Sandy Creek

Wimpey Creek......



First recorded historical observation of

Lemhi Shoshone-Bannock Fishing
(Journals of the Lewis and Clark Expedition, Moultin
1998)

.... he found the wear extended across four
channels of the river which was here divided by
three small islands. three of these channels were
narrow, and were stoped by means of trees fallen
across, supported by which stakes of willow were
driven down sufficiently near each other to
prevent the salmon from passing......



Historical Perspective



Carey Act of 1894
IDWR 1895

700 gravity
diversions

Source: Idaho Dept. of Water Resources, 2014



700 gravity
diversions

Source: Idaho Dept. of Water Resources, 2014



Lembhi River Limiting Factors



1992-

1991 ESA 2001 2004
1954 USBOR  |isting A Section6 2006 2017
IDFG SP Agreement BIOP IRA
1992
1986 Irrigators
Ott Plan 1995 2000 2001 ] 2005 2008
Rebort Model BIOP Sub-Basin SRBA BPA
P Watershed Assessments

2005 Accords
PCSRF sHipPIS



* IDFG Screen  Ott Report - USBR .
Program Demonstration

Project



« Irrigators Plan * Anadromous/ * Model

Freshwater Watershed
Resident Fish + Plan



 BIOP « Sub-basin « BIOP
Assessments



* Lemhi * Lemhi « SRBA
Conservation Section 6
Agreements Agreement

Targeted Restoration



Conservation Timeline
Relevance to Lemhi Efforts



Only 2 of 31
Tributaries
Maintain
Functional
Connectivity



* Chinook Production (>50% of basin)
* Fluvial Bull Trout

Steelhead
Production



Lemhi Produced Fish - Access to
cold, complex, diverse habitats

5mi

10 km



Lemhi Conservation Progress

Substantial Efforts

Beginning Phases



Big Timber
Creek



Big Timber
Creek

Flow



Flow Augmentation



Project Flow 2009, 2011



Lemhi Effectiveness Monitoring

ISEMP/CHaMP/IMW

Fish/Habitat RME mandated by 2008 BiOp:

Freshwater productivity improvement targets (Lemhi):
* 4% increase in steelhead smolt/adult
* 7% increase in sp/su Chinook salmon smolts/adult

Intensive evaluation to assess effectiveness of restoration
efforts
Lemhi Pilot selected due to aggressive restoration

“Brute force” RME within a model-based design
Focus on exportability.



Monitoring Framework
Fish in — Fish out Study Design

Upper Salmon River

Lemhi River
Hayden Creek
A
B
A B
Tributary Reconnect
A B
Screw Trap _
Tributary Reconnect
A B A B
PIT Tag Array Tributary Reconnect
A B

Tributary Reconnect

Adult Production
-Redds
-Adult escapement
Juvenile Abundance
-Growth
-Survival
Fish Distribution



Lemhi RM&E

Infrastructure
O PIT Arrays Tribs/Mainstem
O RST’s
J Habitat Surveys (CHaMP)

Adult Escapement
= PIT tagging LGD

= Escapement Estimates
(Arrays)

= Spawning Surveys (Redds)

= Radio Telemetry

Juvenile Production
= GRTS Electrofishing Surveys
= Continuous Mark/ Resight
= Rotary Screw Traps



PIT Tag Array System

Specific Tributaries



Habitat Capacity

Specific Tributaries



Juvenile Capacity - Water Transaction Tributaries

Chinook Salmon

Tributary Juvenile Capacity Percent of overall capacity
Kenney Creek 3176 0.89%
Pratt Creek NA NA
Little Springs Creek 13323 3.72%
Big Springs Creek 15159 4.23%
Canyon Creek 17946 5.01%
Big Timber Creek 11012 3.08%
Bohannon Creek 3950 1.10%
Total 18.04%

Steelhead/O. mykiss

Tributary Juvenile Capacity Percent of overall capacity
Kenney Creek 24784 3.34%
Pratt Creek 19331 2.61%
Little Springs Creek NA NA

Big Springs Creek 20428 2.75%
Canyon Creek 49159 6.63%
Big Timber Creek 63252 8.53%
Bohannon Creek 34454 4.65%

Total 28.51%



Adult Capacity - water Transaction Tributaries

Chinook Salmon

Tributary Redd Capacity Percent of overall capacity
Kenney Creek 39 1.22%
Pratt Creek NA NA
Little Springs Creek 106 3.32%
Big Springs Creek 156 4.89%
Canyon Creek 144 4.51%
Big Timber Creek 66 2.07%
Bohannon Creek 30 0.94%
Total 16.95%

Steelhead/O. mykiss

Tributary Redd Capacity Percent of overall capacity
Kenney Creek 90 2.63%
Pratt Creek 75 2.19%
Little Springs Creek NA NA

Big Springs Creek 80 2.34%
Canyon Creek 221 6.45%
Big Timber Creek 273 7.97%
Bohannon Creek 129 3.77%

Total 25.34%



Chinook Salmon

# Juveniles
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Juvenile Annual Abundance

Water Transaction Tributaries

Chinook Salmon
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Juvenile Annual Abundance
Water Transaction Tributaries

Steelhead/O. mykiss

90 Blg Timber Creek 20000
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80 , _ 18000
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Connected Tribs

Juvenile Annual Abundance
Water Transaction Tributaries

Steelhead/O. mykiss

20000.00 Big Springs Creek Canyon Creek Hayden Creek 20000
18000.00 18000
16000.00 16000
14000.00 14000
12000.00 12000
10000.00 10000
8000.00 8000
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4000.00 4000
2000.00 2000
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Chinook Salmon Detections
Lemhi Connected Tributaries

PIT Tagging
=  Within = Basin (Juveniles)
= LGR (Adults) 2 PIT Tag Detections (2014)
Array Detections 25
20
L
2 15
- 10
5
0
Big Canyon Hayden Kenney Little
Timber Springs
Stream

* No Previous Years Documented



Lemhi Little Springs Creek

Chinook Salmon Detections

Lemhi River Weir

Lower Granite Dam
Lower Lemhi River
Lemhi River Weir

Lembhi Little Springs
Lemhi Little Springs

Lower Granite Dam
Lower Lemhi River
Lower Lemhi River
Lemhi River Weir

Lembhi Little Springs

Lemhi Little Springs

Lower Granite Dam
Lower Lemhi River
Lemhi River Weir

Lemhi Little Springs

Screw Trap — PIT Tagged

Adult Fishway
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection

Instream Remote Detection

Instream Remote Detection

Adult Fishway — PIT Tagged
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection

Adult Fishway — PIT Tagged
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection
Instream Remote Detection

522.303.416.050

522.173
522.303.416.001
522.303.416.050

522.303.416.066.000
522.303.416.066.000

522.173
522.303.416.001
522.303.416.001
522.303.416.050

522.303.416.066.000
522.303.416.066.000

522.173
522.303.416.001
522.303.416.050

522.303.416.066.000






AGENDA

IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

Board Meeting No. 6-18
September 14, 2018

8:30 a.m.

C.L. "Butch" Otter City of Salmon

Governor Conference Room

200 Main Street

SALMON

Roger W. Chase

Chairman 1. Roll Call

Pocatello .

District 4 2. Public Comment

3. Agenda & Approval of Minutes*

Jeff Raybould . .

Vice-Chairman 4. Financial Report

St. Anthony 5. Flood Management Grants*

AtL

arge 6. Recommended Orders on Recreational Dredge Mining Permit Nos. SO1-

Vince Alberdi 20253, S82-20066 and S82-20067*

Secrstéiry 7. Priest Lake Water Management Project

Ki N

A;Ta%ey 8. Boise River Storage Study Update

9. ESPA Recharge Update
Peter Van Der Meulen .
Hailey 10. MHAFB Water Supply Project — BLM ROW*
At Large 11. Basin 74 High Flow — Lemhi Irrigation District
Albert Barker 12. Update on Water District 170
Boise 13. Director’s Report
District 2 14. Non-Action Items for Discussion

John “Bert” Stevenson 15. Next Meeting & Adjourn
Rupert
District 3

Dale Van Stone
Hope
District 1

Jo A_‘nn Cole-Hansen * Action Item: A vote regarding this item may be made this meeting. Identifying an item as an action item on the
Lewiston agenda does not require a vote to be taken on the item.

At Large 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 nikki.regent@idwr.idaho.gov or by phone at (208) 287-4800.

322 East Front Street ¢ P.O. Box 83720 « Boise, Idaho 83720-0098
Phone: (208) 287-4800 Fax: (208) 287-6700 Website: idwr.idaho.gov/IWRB/


mailto:nikki.regent@idwr.idaho.gov
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF FLOOD RESOLUTION TO AWARD FUNDS AND
MANAGEMENT GRANTS AMEND THE CRITERIA

WHEREAS, House Bill 712 passed and approved by the 2018 legislature transferred
$1,000,000 from the General Fund to the Water Management Fund creating a Flood
Management Grant Program administered by the Ildaho Water Resources Board (IWRB) to be
used for the purpose of flood-damaged stream channel repair, stream channel improvement,
flood risk reduction, or flood prevention projects; and

WHEREAS, House Bill 712 allows for the award of grants larger than $50,000 for the Flood
Management Program, at the discretion of the IWRB; and

WHEREAS, House Bill 712 directs the IWRB to require the availability of fifty percent (50%)
matching funds for all projects to be considered under the grant program; and

WHEREAS, House Bill 712 directs the IWRB to prioritize projects on a competitive
statewide basis; and

WHEREAS, on May 18, 2018 the IWRB adopted criteria for the award of Flood
Management Grants, and

WHEREAS, on July 27, 2018 the IWRB adopted a resolution authorizing funding for ten
(10) Flood Management Grant applications, amending the criteria to remove the application
dates/deadlines, and directing staff to issue a statewide solicitation for a second round of Flood
Management Grant funding with an application deadline of Friday August 17, 2018; and

WHEREAS, nine (9) Flood Management Grant applications were received by the deadline
of Friday August 17, 2018 and the applications were evaluated, scored and ranked according to
the criteria adopted by IWRB; and

WHEREAS, requests for Flood Management funding exceeds the IWRB’s remaining Flood
Management Grant funding available; and

WHEREAS, the IWRB wishes to amend the criteria to 1) exclude those entities from
funding in the second round that received funding in the first round, 2) allow the IWRB to
authorize partial funding awards for projects in the second round, and 3) allow the Board to

Resolution No. Page 1



34
35
36
37
38
39

reallocate funds to the next highest project when remaining funds are insufficient to cover the
higher ranked project; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the IWRB approves the award of Flood
Management Grants as specified in Attachment A to this resolution.

DATED this 14 day of September, 2018.

ROGER W. CHASE, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST

VINCE ALBERDI, Secretary

Resolution No. Page 2
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF APPLICATION FOR STREAM RESOLUTION TO ADOPTING RECOMMENDED
CHANNEL ALTERATION PERMIT NO. S01-20253 ORDER AS FINAL

WHEREAS, on February 12, 2018, David Shackleton (“Shackleton”) filed Joint Application for
Permits No. S01-20253 (“Application S01-20253"”) with the Idaho Department of Water Resources
(“Department”), seeking a stream channel alteration permit to conduct suction dredging on lowa Creek,
a tributary of McCoy Creek, near Palisades Reservoir, from July 10, 2018, to August 10, 2018; and

WHEREAS, on April 10, 2018, the Department sent a letter to Shackleton denying Application
S01-20253; and

WHEREAS, on April 14, 2018, Shackleton timely requested a hearing on the Department’s denial
of Application S01-20253; and

WHEREAS, by Resolution dated May 18, 2018, the Idaho Water Resource Board (“Board”)
appointed James Cefalo as the hearing officer for Shackleton’s requested hearing; and

WHEREAS, the hearing officer held a hearing on July 6, 2018; and

WHEREAS, on July 24, 2018, the hearing officer issued a recommended order affirming the
Department’s denial of Application S01-20253, a copy of which is attached hereto as Attachment A; and

WHEREAS, Shackleton had fourteen days from the service date of the recommended order to
file a petition for reconsideration with the hearing officer or a brief taking exceptions to the

recommended order with the Board (see IDAPA 37.01.01.720.02.a-b); and

WHEREAS, Shackleton did not file a petition for reconsideration with the hearing officer or brief
taking exceptions with the Board; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Rule 720.02.a of the Board’s Rules of Procedure, a recommended
order will only become final after action of the Board (see IDAPA 37.01.01.720.02.a);

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, in accordance with the Board’s Rule of Procedure 720, the
Board hereby adopts the recommended order issued by the hearing officer in its entirety; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, in accordance with the Board’s Rule of Procedure
740, this Resolution shall be considered a final order of the Board.

Resolution No. Page 1



DATED this 14" day of September, 2018.

ROGER W. CHASE, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST

VINCE ALBERDI, Secretary

Resolution No. Page 2
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF APPLICATION FOR STREAM RESOLUTION TO ADOPTING RECOMMENDED
CHANNEL ALTERATION PERMIT NOS. S82-20066 ORDER AS FINAL
AND $82-20067

WHEREAS, on August 2, 2017, the Idaho Department of Water Resources (“Department”)
denied Joint Application for Permit No. S82-20066 in the name of Gay Richardson (“Richardson”) and
No. S82-20067 in the name of John Stickley (“Stickley”) for suction dredge mining within the Red River, a
tributary of the South Fork Clearwater River; and

WHEREAS, the Department received letters from Richardson (August 15, 2017), and Stickley
(August 17, 2017), requesting a hearing on the denial of their respective Joint Application for Permit;
and

WHEREAS, by Resolution dated March 3, 2018, the Idaho Water Resource Board (“Board”)
appointed Nick Miller as the hearing officer to preside over the hearings requested by Richardson and
Stickley and issue a recommended order or recommended orders in accordance with Idaho Code §§ 67-
5243(1)(a) and 67-5248; and

WHEREAS, the hearing officer issued an order on May 4, 2018, adopting deadlines, scheduling
hearing dates, and setting a continued prehearing conference; and

WHEREAS, the hearing officer held a continued prehearing conference on August 20, 2018; and

WHEREAS, on August 20, 2018, Richardson and Stickley verbally withdrew their requests for a
hearing regarding their respective Joint Application for Permit; and

WHEREAS, on August 22, 2018, the hearing officer issued an order recommending that the
Board dismiss the above-captioned matters, a copy of which is attached hereto as Attachment A; and

WHEREAS, Richardson and Stickely had fourteen days from the service date of the
recommended order to file a petition for reconsideration with the hearing officer or a brief taking

exceptions to the recommended order with the Board (see IDAPA 37.01.01.720.02.a-b); and

WHEREAS, Richardson and Stickely did not file a petition for reconsideration with the hearing
officer or brief taking exceptions with the Board; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Rule 720.02.a of the Board’s Rules of Procedure, a recommended
order will only become final after action of the Board (see IDAPA 37.01.01.720.02.a);

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, in accordance with the Board’s Rule of Procedure 720, the
Board hereby adopts the recommended order issued by the hearing officer in its entirety; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, in accordance with the Board’s Rule of Procedure
740, this Resolution shall be considered a final order of the Board.

Resolution No. Page 1
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DATED this 14" day of September, 2018.

ATTEST

VINCE ALBERDI, Secretary

Resolution No.

ROGER W. CHASE, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board

Page 2



























Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Cynthia Bridge Clark, Emily Skoro
Date: September 3, 2018

Re: Boise River Storage Feasibility Study

REQUIRED ACTION: No action is required at this time.

Background

The Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) is partnering with the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) to
complete a feasibility study of new surface water storage options on the Boise River (study). The study
includes an evaluation of small raises of the three large dams on the Boise River system: Anderson Ranch,
Arrowrock and Lucky Peak Dams. The total study cost is estimated to be $6 million. The IWRB, as the non-federal
sponsor, has committed to funding fifty percent of the study costs up to $3 million.

Reclamation initiated the feasibility study under the authority of Public Law 111-11 (P.L. 111-11), which
authorized the study of projects to address water shortages in the Boise River system and sunsets in March
2019. The Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act (WIIN Act, P.L. 114-322) provides a second
authority for the study, and potential authority and funding for design and construction. The act states that
continuing authority only applies to projects determined to be feasible before January 1, 2021. Projects can
only receive Federal funds under the WIIN Act if recommended by the Secretary of the Interior and
designated by name in Federal appropriations legislation. Reclamation received $750,000 of WIIN Act funding
in 2018 for the Study. Reclamation is continuing to pursue additional funding under the WIIN Act and through
standard budget processes.

After initial technical review of the three dams, Reclamation concluded that an increase in reservoir storage
at Arrowrock and Lucky Peak Dams is significantly more complicated than a raise of Anderson Ranch Dam
due to the physical and procedural complexities of each facility. Given the WIIN Act requirement to
determine project feasibility before January 1, 2021, Reclamation recommended that study efforts should be
focused on the raise of Anderson Ranch Dam at this time.

On July 27, 2018, the IWRB passed a resolution authorizing Reclamation to focus current study analyses on a
raise of the Anderson Ranch dam in order to meet the deadlines associated with the WIIN Act with the
understanding that the feasibility of small raises at Arrowrock and Lucky Peak Dams would be evaluated
further in future analyses as agreed upon by the IWRB and Reclamation. The resolution also authorized
Reclamation to complete land, structure, infrastructure and real estate impact assessments for all three
reservoirs to provide information for current and future feasibility analyses, and it specified that Reclamation
and IWRB consult upon the costs of the modified study scope. Finally, through the resolution, the IWRB
agreed to continue to pursue an extension to P.L. 111-11 and other authorities and encouraged Reclamation
to pursue authorization and funding under the WIIN Act and other authorities to achieve the greatest support
for development of multi-purpose water projects in the Treasure Valley, including potential raises or
increases in reservoir capacity of Anderson Ranch, Arrowrock and Lucky Peak Dams.

l|Page



Updates

A Legislative Infrastructure Tour was held on August 28,1018 to discuss large water infrastructure projects in
Idaho with representatives from Idaho’s Congressional delegation. The tour included a visit to Anderson
Ranch Dam to discuss the study and the importance of the WIIN Act. Other attendees included members of
the IWRB, representatives from a work group formed to identify infrastructure projects in Idaho, and staff
from the Idaho Department of Water Resources and Reclamation. Fact sheets for the Boise River Storage
Feasibility Study and for the Anderson Ranch Dam are attached for reference. Details of the tour will be
discussed further at the September IWRB meeting.

2|Page



Boise River Basin (Storage) Feasibility Study Fact Sheet

History

Reclamation’s 2006 Boise/Payette River Basins Water Supply Assessment Study identified
raising Reclamation’s Arrowrock and Anderson Ranch Dams, and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ (USACE) Lucky Peak Dam, as opportunities for additional water storage in the Boise
River Basin.

Approximately 78% of active capacity in the three reservoirs is contracted for irrigation purposes.
The remaining capacity is used for municipal and industrial uses, flow augmentation for
endangered species, winter streamflow maintenance, and flood control. The reservoirs are
operated as a system to provide flood control, and additional benefits including hydropower and
recreation.

Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, P.L. 111-11, gave Reclamation authority to
conduct feasibility studies (FS) on projects identified in the 2006 study, with a $3M ceiling. The
authority expires on March 30, 2019.

USACE'’s Boise General Investigation (Gl), initiated in 2012 in partnership with IWRB, evaluated
raising Arrowrock Dam by 70 feet for flood control and water supply purposes.

The study was terminated in January 2017 because costs did not exceed benefits.

During the Boise GI, Reclamation discussed initiating a feasibility study for raising Anderson
Ranch Dam with water users, but did not receive sufficient non-Federal cost share commitments
to proceed. The Boise Gl had potential greater benefits, and potential partners were concerned
that Reclamation could not commit new space to funding partners at the feasibility stage.
Following termination of the Boise GI, IWRB and Reclamation partnered to initiate a FS and
environmental compliance for increased storage at the three Boise River dams. In October 2017,
the IWRB committed to provide up to $3M as the 50% non-Federal cost share partner.

Legislative Considerations

Reclamation activities have been performed under both P.L. 111-11 and WIIN Act authority.
Projects can only receive WIIN Act funds for feasibility study and construction if recommended
by the Secretary of the Interior and designated by name in Federal appropriations legislation.
WIIN Act authority only applies to projects determined to be feasible before January 1, 2021 —
completion of the FS prior to then could be followed by construction authority and funding.
Current appropriations ceiling and expiration date of P.L. 111-11 limit Reclamation activity absent
WIIN Act authority.

Current Activity and Path Forward

Initial data collection and screening for all three reservoirs is complete.

Reclamation and IWRB have agreed to focus the FS on Anderson Ranch due to the water
supply benefits, combined with lower risk and complexity than the other two reservoirs, which
allow for determination of feasibility prior to the January 1, 2021 WIIN Act deadline.

Reclamation is conducting analysis of land impacts in the potential footprints for all three
reservoirs, and performing geotechnical analysis, design, and other analysis for Anderson Ranch
Dam.

Reclamation is in the process of acquiring a contractor to prepare the FS and environmental
compliance documents.

Potential raises at the other two dams may be evaluated in future years.



Boise River Basin (Storage) Feasibility Study Fact Sheet

GENERAL STUDY INFORMATION
Initial study authority Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009,
(P.L. 111-11); $3M ceiling

Additional authority WIIN Act (P.L. 114-322); requires feasibility

determination prior to January 1, 2021

Estimated study cost
Primary objective of study
Secondary objective of study

Up to $6M

Decrease flood risk

Increase water supply

Estimated Annualized New Storage (AF)

Raise Additional Storage

2080's Climate

Dam (ft) Capacity (AF) Historical Hydrology Change Hydrology
Anderson Ranch 6 29,000 15,950 18,560
Arrowrock 10 20,000 18,200 18,200
Lucky Peak 4 10,000 5,500 not yet evaluated

SCHEDULE MILESTONES
IWRB passed resolution to study raises of all three reservoirs

October 24, 2017

MOA between IWRB and Reclamation signed May 2018
Initiated technical evaluations Spring 2018
IWRB passed resolution to focus study on Anderson Ranch June 28, 2018
Award contract for FS and environmental compliance Fall 2018
Public Open House Fall 2018
Complete technical analysis; 30% Design and cost estimate March 2019
P.L. 111-11 authority expires March 2019
Initiate formal environmental compliance June 1, 2019
Issue Environmental Impact Statement Notice of Intent (tentative)
Complete analysis of alternatives: June 2019
structural, non-structural, no action
Complete Environmental Impact Statement / Record of Decision (one year May 31, 2020
completion requirement per Secretarial Order 3355) (tentative)
Finalize Feasibility Report June 2020
Complete approval process through Secretarial level August 2020

WIIN Act feasibility determination deadline

BUDGET AND FUNDING SOURCES
Funding in Place

$500,000 in FY18

$500,000 in FY18

$750,000 in April 2018

$2,500,000 as needed

Additional Funding Needed

Up to $1,750,000

Non-Federal - IWRB
Federal appropriations - WIIN Act
Non-Federal - committed by IWRB

Contact Information

Roland Springer, Area Manager
Snake River Area Office
208-383-2246
rspringer@usbr.gov

208-383-2207
samoore@usbr.gov

January 1, 2021

Federal appropriations - P.L. 111-11 authority

Federal — pursuing under WIIN Actand P.L. 111-11

Selena Moore, Study Manager
Snake River Area Office



Anderson Ranch Dam and Powerplant Fact Sheet

Overview

Owned and operated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Anderson Ranch Dam and Powerplant is a
multiple purpose structure that provides benefits of irrigation, power, and flood and silt control. The dam
is 456 feet high and is on the South Fork of the Boise River, 28 miles northeast of Mountain Home,
Idaho. It has a total storage capacity of 474,900 acre-feet (active 413,100 acre-feet) and was the
world's highest earthfill dam at the time of its completion in 1950.

Anderson Ranch Dam is part of the Arrowrock Division of Reclamation’s Boise Project. The Boise
Project furnishes irrigation water to about 225,000 acres of project lands and 165,000 acres under
special and Warren Act contracts. The irrigable lands are in southwestern Idaho and eastern Oregon.
The Arrowrock Division consists of 164,680 irrigable acres, with supplemental water to an additional
111,115 acres. Water for the division is stored in Anderson Ranch Reservoir on the South Fork of the
Boise River; Arrowrock Reservoir on the Boise River; and in Lake Lowell, an offstream lake in a large
depression. Anderson Ranch Dam, the uppermost storage facility on the Boise system, is located 42
miles upstream from Arrowrock Dam.

The Anderson Ranch Powerplant supplies power to irrigation loads within Reclamation’s Boise,
Owyhee, and Minidoka Projects. Surplus power is delivered to the Bonneville Power Administration for
marketing and distribution to regional industries and municipalities. The powerplant originally had a
rated capacity of 27,000 kilowatts with two generator units installed. These units were up-rated in 1986,
increasing the capacity to 20,000 kilowatts each for a total of 40,000 kilowatts.

August 2018



Anderson Ranch Dam and Powerplant Fact Sheet

GENERAL INFORMATION

Owner and Operator Bureau of Reclamation
Project Boise

Dam Type Zoned Earthfill
Longitude -115.4501724

Latitude 43.3595096

Reservoir Anderson Ranch
Original Construction 1941-1950

4 ft Crest Raise 2011

National ID Number ID00279

Location 28 miles northeast of Mountain Home, ID
Watercourse South Fork of the Boise River
DIMENSIONS

Crest Elevation 4206 ft

Structural Height 456 ft

Hydraulic Height (Normal Operating Depth 330 ft

Top of Joint Use Pool (Elevation) 4196 ft

Top of Active Conservation Pool (Elevation) 4196 ft

Top of Inactive Conservation Pool 4039.6 ft

(Elevation)

Top of Dead Storage Pool (Elevation) 3992 ft

Streambed at Dam Axis 3866 ft

Spillway Crest Elevation 4174 ft

Crest Length 1350 ft

HYDRAULICS AND HYDROLOGY

Normal Water Surface Elevation 4196 ft

Spillway Capacity at Elevation 20,000 cfs at 4198 ft

Auxiliary Spillway No

Outlet Works Capacity at Elevation 10,000 cfs at 4198 ft

Drainage Area 960 sq mi

Surface Area at Elevation 4,815 acres (19.5 km?) at 4198 ft

Hydrometeorological Report (HMR) HMR 57

Total Water Storage at Elevation 474,900 ac-ft at 4196 ft

Spillway Type Concrete-lined chute located on left
abutment, controlled by two 25-by-22 foot
radial gates

POWERPLANT

Commission Date 1951, 1986

Turbines (2) 20 MW Francis

Original Nameplate Capacity 27 MW

Installed Capacity 40 MW

Net Generation 151,014,000 kWh in 2011

August 2018



Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board

From: Wesley Hipke

Date: August 30, 2018

Re: ESPA Managed Recharge Program Status Report

REQUIRED ACTION: No action is required at the September 15, 2018 IWRB meeting.

L. 2017/2018 Recharge Season Summary

IWRB Recharge:

Table 1 provides the final summary of IWRB recharge for the 2017/2018 season.

Table 1. IWRB ESPA Recharge 2017/2018"

Start/End of Time of

System Area IWRB Recharge

Recharge (Days)

Lower Valley Sept 14 —Jun 13 273
Snake River Upper Valley Aug 30-Jun 26 296

Snake River Total 298

Big & Little Wood Rivers Nov 30-Jun 13 168

ESPATOTAL 298

II. 2018/2019 Recharge Season Status

SWC Storage Water:

Median
Recharge

Rate
(cfs)

559

293

686

15

700

Volume IWRB
Recharged Delivery
(Acre-feet)* Cost*

295,655 $2,972,024
232,966 $1,434,914
528,621 $4,406,938

7,380 $81,069

536,001 $4,488,007

Similar to 2017, the Surface Water Coalition (SWC) donated 58,500 acre-feet (af) of storage
water for recharge under the IWRB’s Recharge Program. In accordance with the settlement
agreement, the storage water was provided to the SWC by the Idaho Ground Water Association
(IGWA) and the Water Mitigation Coalition (the food processors), who contributed 50,000 af

and 8,500 af respectively.



The IWRB currently intends to recharge the entire 58,500 af above American Falls Reservoir
(Upper Valley). Table 2 provides a breakdown of the identified recharge locations, estimated
duration, and volume per canal partner. IWRB recharge of the storage water began on August
16 and are currently scheduled to continue into November.

Recharge is currently only occurring in off-canal recharge sites. To optimize available recharge
capacity, off-canal sites will be utilized as much as possible and then canals will be used once
irrigation deliveries cease. The intention is to prioritize off-canal sites and canals with higher
retention while ensuring all of the water available is recharged by the end of November.

Table 2. IWRB Managed Recharge Plan — SWC Storage Water - Fall 2018

Estimated

Recharge Recharge Volume
Canal System Recharge
Start Date End Date (Acre_feet)
Fremont-Madison ID Aug 16 Nov 15 20,000
New Sweden ID Aug 18 Oct 15 4,000
Snake River Valley ID Aug 21 Nov 15 10,000
Aberdeen Springfield
Oct 10 Oct 31 10,000
Canal Co.
Canals after Irrigation Mid-Sept to
. i Oct 31 14,500
Deliveries Cease Mid-Oct

TOTAL 58,500

Natural Flow Water Availability:

Water District 01 has predicted that the reservoir system carryover will be slightly above
average (currently the system is at 58%). The Bureau of Reclamation’s (USBR) preliminary plan
is to keep flows out of American Falls at minimal levels and to capture as much of the upstream
releases as possible. The USBR will reevaluate operations in December/January based upon
snow pack conditions (per Upper Snake Advisory Committee meeting on August 30™). It is
unlikely that natural flow will be available in the Upper Valley for managed recharge and a
limited volume of water is expected to be available in the Lower Valley this fall (approximately
500 cfs).



Lower Valley IWRB Recharge Status:

The IWRB recharge rights on the Snake River are predicted to come into priority in the Lower
Valley (below Minidoka Dam) around October 20,

The IWRB recharge capacity will be limited this fall in the Lower Valley due to maintenance and
construction requirements on AFRD2’s Milner-Gooding Canal and the North Side Canal. The
Milner-Gooding Canal has planned extensive maintenance (8 to 12 weeks) after it shuts down
for the irrigation season on approximately Oct. 15%™. Therefore, the MP31 recharge site will not
be able to recharge until after the first of the year. The North Side canal will be shut down until
the first of the year due to the infrastructure improvements on the canal.

Inspection activities are also planned on the Twin Falls Canal’s main canal between the Milner
pool and Murtaugh Lake; however, Twin Falls Canal Co. is postponing the inspection until after
the first of the year.

Southwest Irrigation District is planning to recharge as soon as the IWRB’s water rights come
into priority.

Recharge capacity is projected to be 80 to 100 cfs at the start of the recharge season. After the
first of the year, recharge capacity under the IWRB’s Program is estimated to increase between
700 to over 900 cfs. The following is a summary of the projected recharge capacity for the next
season in the Lower Valley.

e ARFD2 - Milner-Gooding Canal (available Jan 2019)

0 MP31 Recharge Site: Jan 1-Mar 31 500-600 cfs
0 Shoshone Recharge Site: Jan 1-Mar 31 200 cfs
e NSSC (available Jan 2019)
0 Wilson Lake Jan 1-Mar 31 130 cfs
e TFCC
0 Murtaugh Lake Oct 1-Mar 31 30-50 cfs
e SWID
O Cassia Pipeline Injection Wells Oct 1-Mar 31 50 cfs

Big/Little Wood River Summary:

Last year the Big Wood Canal Co. (BWCC) was able to conduct managed recharge throughout
the winter at a rate of between 10 to 15 cfs. If this rate of recharge is accomplished this year,
assuming there is not excess water in the spring, BWCC could contribute an additional 3,500 af
of recharge in the Lower Valley.



IWRB Recharge 2018/2019 Projections:

Given that is too early to have confidence in water supply predictions for the coming year,
projections for recharge during the 2018/2019 season incorporate a number of assumptions.
Recharge is currently projected to be between 160,000 to 210,000 af based primarily on the
assumption that no natural flow will be available for recharge in the Upper Valley and there will
be a minimal amount of water available for recharge on the Big/Little Wood Systems. The lower
bound considers the minimum amount of flow in the Lower Valley (500 cfs), while the high
bound assumes there is sufficient natural flow available in the Lower Valley to exceed the
managed recharge capacity (approximately 950 cfs from January 1 to March 31). As the year
progresses, efforts will be made, in cooperation with our recharge partners and stakeholders,
to focus on maximizing managed recharge with the water available.

III. ESPA Recharge Program Projects and Buildout Activities

The IWRB is focused on the development of additional recharge capacity throughout the ESPA
to meet the managed recharge goal of an average 250,000 af/yr. For managed recharge
projects involving infrastructure improvements to which the IWRB provided funding, a
Memorandum of Intent (MOI) was developed to establish a long-term agreement (twenty
years) between the IWRB and the entity implementing the project. The MOI acknowledges: 1)
the IWRB provided financial assistance for a project; and 2) the entity agrees to deliver and
prioritize delivery of the IWRB'’s recharge water as compensation for financial assistance from
the IWRB.

ESPA Managed Recharge Infrastructure Project Summary

The IWRB allocated over $20 million dollars from 2013 through fiscal year 2019 for
infrastructure improvements to increase managed recharge throughout the ESPA. For the fiscal
year 2019, the IWRB budgeted $8 million for managed recharge infrastructure projects and
investigations. The status of the current projects in the Lower and Upper Valleys is included in
Tables 2 and 3, respectively. A summary of the projected projects is presented in Tables 4.



Table 2. Current IWRB ESPA Managed Recharge Projects - Lower Valley

IWRB
Partner

AFRD2

AFRD2

North
Side CC

BLM

North
Side CC

Project Name

Dietrich Drop Hydro Plant
Winter By-pass

MP 28 Hydro Plant Tailbay

Hydro Plants (4)
Improvements for Winter
By-pass

Wilson Canyon & MP 29
Right-of-Way

Wilson Canyon Site

Project
Type

Design /
Construction

Design /
Construction

Design /
Construction

EA/
Investigation

Design /
Construction

Status

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Approved
Funds

$1,500,000

$1,400,000

$5,074,581

$100,000

$1,900,000

Scheduled
Completion

Spring 2020

Spring 2019

Dec 2018

Dec 2018

Spring 2019

Description / Key Items

Winter recharge by-pass of the Dietrich Drop Power
Plant

e Finalize cost and project schedule — May 2018

e FERC review of improvements — Fall 2018

e Start Construction — Fall 2018

Isolating tailbay and improving forebay of the hydro
plant during winter recharge

e Design Completion — Sept 2018

e Start Construction — Oct 2018

e Cofferdam for winter by-pass — Nov 2018

Winter recharge by-pass of the hydro plants between
the Milner Pool and Wilson Lake

e Phase | const. complete — Mar 2018

e FERC approval for const. — Apr 2018

e Contractor hired - July 2018

e Construction started — Aug 2018

BLM Right-of-Way for Wilson Canyon & MP29 Site

e Meet with BLM concerning the Draft EA — Sept 2018
e Public Comment — Oct/Nov 2018

e Final EA / Easement — Dec 2018

Design & construction of recharge site

e Design completed & Bid advertisement — Sept 2018

e Start construction potentially in the canal - Nov 2018

e Start work outside the canal —Jan 2019 (Dependent
on BLM Right-of-Way)



Table 3. Current IWRB ESPA Managed Recharge Projects - Upper Valley

IWRB
Partner

Fremont-
Madison
ID

Farmers
Friend
Irrigation
Co.

Great
Feeder
Canal Co.

Butte
Market
Lake Co.

New
Sweden ID

Project Name

Egin Lakes Phase |l

H. Jones Site

Ward Site

Injection Well Test

New Sweden Site Testing &
Groundwater Monitoring
Plan

Project
Type

Construction

Construction

Construction

Testing /
Construction

Evaluation
of Sites

Status

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Approved
Funds

$580,000

$170,000

$120,000

$110,000

$200,000

Scheduled
Completion

Fall/Winter
2018

Fall 2018

Fall/Winter
2018

Fall 2018

2018

Description / Key Items

Construction of Egin Lakes Phase Il - recharge capacity

expansion

e Est. BLM approval — Aug 2018

e Construction on new recharge areas — Fall 2018 (after
BLM approval)

Construction of recharge site & monitoring plan

e Evaluation of site complete —Jan 2018

e Start of construction — Aug 2018

e Draft GW monitoring plan submitted to IDEQ — Aug
2018

Construction of recharge site

e Evaluation of area complete — Jan 2018
e Start of construction — Oct 2018

e Draft GW monitoring plan — Sept 2018

Development of injection well

e BMLCC System Evaluation — Feb 2018
e Develop Design — Sept/Oct 2018

e Install injection well — Fall 2018

Testing potential sites on the New Sweden system and

development of GW monitoring plans if necessary

e Approved $200,000 for testing of sites and a GW
Quality Monitoring Program — May 2017

e May 2018 — Testing of Porter Pit complete — site is
not suitable for managed recharge



Table 4. Projected Lower & Upper Valley - IWRB ESPA Managed Recharge Projects

IWRB
Partner

AFRD2

North
Side CC

Project Name

MP 29 Recharge Site

Additional Managed
Recharge Sites below
Wilson Lake

Upper Valley — Large Scale
Recharge Project

Project
Type

Design

Survey,
Design

Evaluation

Status

Planning

Planning

Planning

Approved
Funds

None at
this time

None at
this time

None at
this time

Scheduled
Completion

Fall 2019

Fall/Winter
2019

Fall/Winter
2018/2019

Description / Key Items

Preliminary Design of potential recharge site at MP29
e Survey data delivered - Feb 2018

e Concept Options and Cost Estimate — Sept 2018

e Design - Spring 2019

Preliminary Design of potential recharge site

o Staff Evaluation and additional survey data —
Summer 2018

e Survey Data — Oct/Nov 2018

e Design and Cost Estimate — Fall/Winter 2018

Evaluation of the Upper Valley to determine the
potential of developing a large scale managed
recharge project

e Analysis of available data — Spring/Summer 2018



Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Randall Broesch P.E.
Date:  August 28, 2018

Re: Mountain Home Air Force Base Sustainable Water Supply Project

REQUIRED ACTION: Staff is seeking approval of a resolution to authorize the execution of the Right-of-Way
(ROW) Grant from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

Project Concept

The MHAFB currently relies on groundwater for its water supply, but diverts its water from a critical declining
aquifer. The Idaho Water Resource Board (Board) 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 their existing use of
groundwater (Project). In 2014, with support from the Governor and Idaho State Legislature, the Board
purchased senior Snake River water rights from the Simplot Corporation to provide a water supply to the
MHAFB. 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 municipal purposes on the base. The Board is expected to retain the senior
water rights and enter into a water utility service contract with the MHAFB for the delivery of water. The
Governor’s office, the State Legislature, and the Board are committed to supporting the MHFAB as a $1 Billion
annual economic generator in the local Idaho economy.

Project Update

BLM ROW Grant — The majority of the property between the Snake River and the MHAFB is federal land
administered by the BLM. Since the Board holds the water rights and is responsible for developing the
infrastructure to convey water to the base, the Board was required to secure an easement for the project. A
final Environmental Assessment (EA) was issued on December 6, 2017 with a signed Finding of No Significant
Impact and Record of Decision. Since then a ROW Grant has been issued to the Board for execution.

The ROW Grant is for a 30-year term. The ROW Grant provides a short term ROW width of 100 ft with a
permanent ROW width of 75 ft. Both widths cover the 14.4 miles from the shoreline of the C.J. Strike
Reservoir to the MHAFB. The ROW Grant does not contain a yearly rental fee. However, as part of the
determinations in the EA, the Board will owe the Birds of Prey Partnership a one-time assessment of $58,129
upon execution of the ROW Grant. Also, the terms of the ROW Grant require that the Board submit a Plan
of Development (POD) for approval prior to the BLM issuing a Notice to Proceed for construction. Staff will
prepare the POD in conjunction with the Contractor once a Contractor has been selected to perform the
work. Finally, the executed ROW Grant can be assigned to a third party. Staff recommends the Board execute
the ROW Grant with the BLM that will secure the pipeline corridor for the project.



Figure 1.BLM ROW Grant Vicinity Map
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BEFORE THE IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF MOUNTAIN HOME AIR RESOLUTION TO APPROVE FUNDS AND
FORCE BASE SUSTAINABLE WATER SUPPLY PROVIDE SIGNATORY AUTHORITY TO
PROJECT EXECUTE THE RIGHT-OF-WAY GRANT

WHEREAS, the Idaho Water Resource Board (“Board”) is a constitutional agency of the State of
Idaho and empowered by Idaho Code §42-1734 to acquire, purchase, lease or exchange land, rights, water
rights, easements, franchises and other property deemed necessary or proper for construction, operation
and maintenance of water projects, and

WHEREAS, the Mountain Home Air Force Base (“Base”), as well as surrounding agricultural wells
and municipal wells, draw their supply from the Mountain Home Aquifer; and

WHEREAS, the ldaho Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) estimates that the rate of
withdrawal from the Mountain Home Aquifer exceeds the rate of natural recharge to the aquifer and due
to declining ground water levels, IDWR established the Cinder Cone Butte Critical Ground Water Area in
1981 and the Mountain Home Ground Water Management Area in 1982; and

WHEREAS, the State of Idaho recognizes the economic value of the Base to the local and state
economy and supports the United States military in achieving its national security functions; and

WHEREAS, the Board purchased senior Snake River water rights and is coordinating with the
Military to develop a pipeline and water treatment plant (project) to deliver treated Snake River water to
the Base as a long-term sustainable water supply to support the Base and its mission; and

WHEREAS, an Environmental Assessment (EA) was completed and a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) was issued by the BLM to construct a pipeline for the project in the Morley Nelson Birds
of Prey (BOP) National Conservation Area (NCA); and

WHEREAS, in accordance with the Enhancement Framework Plan specified in the EA, which allows
the BLM to assess the impacts from construction and calculate a monetary value for enhancements to the
NCA. The BLM calculated an enhancement cost of $58,129 for constructing a 14.4 mile pipeline across
federal lands from the C.J. Strike Reservoir to the MHAFB. The Birds of Prey Partnership (BOPP) is the
recipient of the enhancement costs from the Board and the enhancement costs will support the BOPP’s
mission to enhance the Morley Nelson BOP NCA; and

WHEREAS, the BLM has issued a Right-of-Way Grant to the Board to construct the 14.4 mile
pipeline on BLM property; and

WHEREAS, the funding authorized by the Board for project development services is disbursed
from the following accounts: $1.365 Million from the Revolving Development Account, $1.9 Million from

the Secondary Aquifer Planning Management and Implementation Fund; and

WHEREAS, the Board executed a resolution on March 23, 2018 to issue expenditures of $58,129

Resolution No. Page 1
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to the BOPP from the Secondary Aquifer Planning Management and Implementation Fund;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board execute the ROW Grant with the BLM to
construct a 14.4 mile pipeline from the C.J. Strike Reservoir to the MHAFB. Upon execution of the ROW
Grant the Board will pay enhancement costs of $58,129 to the BOPP from the Secondary Aquifer Planning
Management and Implementation Fund; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board authorizes its chairman or designee,
Brian Patton, Board Executive Officer, to execute the necessary agreements or contracts to continue with
project development services and for the project enhancement costs associated with the Final
Environmental Assessment.

DATED this 14th day of September, 2018.

ROGER CHASE, Chairman
Idaho Water Resource Board

ATTEST:

VINCE ALBERDI, Secretary

Resolution No. Page 2



Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Amy Cassel
Date: September 4, 2018

Re: Preserving General Provision High Flow Use in Lemhi River Basin

REQUIRED ACTION: No action is required at this time. The following information is provided for
information only.

Background

The Lemhi River Basin (Basin 74) Water Users have extended their water supplies by diverting high flows
exceeding the amount required to satisfy all existing water rights. This practice has been especially important
in Basin 74 which lacks any surface water storage facilities. In the absence of storage facilities, water users
divert high flows onto their place of use and the ground acts as a reservoir that saturates the root zone of
the soil and has the effect of supplementing surface flows later in the irrigation season when natural flows
decrease. While the amount of available high flow varies from year to year, water users generally divert up
to their ditch capacity for as long as the high flow is available. The diversion of high flow ends when the
surface water rights go into regulation and rights are administered by priority.

Basin 74 Water Users filed claims in the SRBA seeking to have high flow water use decreed as individual
water rights. The SRBA Court held that the previous Lemhi Decree did not create water rights for high flow
use and instead the Court decreed a Basin 74 General Provision that included a “high flow” provision allowing
for the historic practice of high flow use to continue.

The use of high flow is limited to those times when there are flows in excess of the quantity of water needed
to fully satisfy all existing rights. As flows diminish, General Provision High Flow water use is incrementally
shut off to provide water to water right holders. As each new water right is issued in Basin 74, those new
rights slowly reduce the quantity and duration of high flows available to water users each season and thus
over time the General Provision High Flow water will be diminished. The Basin 74 Water Users would like to
find a means to protect and preserve the General Provision high flows.

The goal of preserving the General Provision High Flow use may best be addressed in the State Water Plan.
The State Water Plan, a policy document formulated and adopted by the IWRB, would require that IDWR
comply with the document when reviewing new applications for water right permits in Basin 74.

Several Lemhi water users attended the IWRB meeting on May 18, 2018 to present this topic and discuss the

idea of adding language to the State Water Plan. During the September 14, 2018 IWRB meeting in Salmon
Lemhi water users will provide an update on their progress.

l|Page



WHITE PAPER

To: Basin 74 Water Users
From: Ann Y. Vonde, Deputy Attorney General
Date: February 27, 2017

Re: Preserving General Provision High Flow Use and Criteria for Eligibility for Salmon
Wild and Scenic Subordination Set Aside

Statement of the Issues

On December 7, 2016 Deputy Attorneys General Clive Strong and Ann VVonde, along
with the Idaho Water Resource Board (“IWRB”) Chairman Roger Chase, met with various Basin
74 Water Users in Salmon, Idaho to discuss several water-related issues. After hearing
discussion at the meeting, our understanding of the issues are : (1) that the Basin 74 Water Users
would like to preserve the historic practice of using high flows under the Basin 74 High Flow
General Provision and, (2) that they would like to craft a solution that would ensure the
subordination protections set forth in the Partial Decree for Federal Reserved Water Right 75-
13316 and 77-11941 for the Salmon Wild and Scenic River (“Salmon Wild and Scenic Partial
Decree”) are used in accordance with the goals and purposes of the Basin 74 Water Users.

Background on the Issues

1. General Provision High Flow Use

The Basin 74 Water Users have, for decades, extended their water supplies by diverting high
flows exceeding the amount of water required to satisfy all existing water rights. This practice is
especially important in Basin 74, which lacks surface water storage facilities. In the absence of
storage facilities, irrigators divert high flows onto lands that are authorized as places of use under
existing water rights. The ground acts as a reservoir that saturates the root zone of the soil and
has the effect of augmenting or supplementing surface flows during the later portion of the
irrigation season. While the amount of high flow water varies from year-to-year, the Basin 74
Water Users make an effort to divert as much high flow water as their ditches can accommodate.
High flow water is shared collectively among the Basin 74 Water Users and distribution of high
flow water is done informally.

The Basin 74 Water Users filed 294 claims in the SRBA seeking to have high flow water
use decreed as individual water rights. The SRBA Court held, however, that the previous Lemhi
Decree did not create water rights for high flow use and that, under the principle of res judicata,
the SRBA Court was precluded from decreeing high flow water rights in the SRBA. Instead, the
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SRBA Court decreed a Basin 74 General Provision that included a “high flow” provision
allowing for the historic practice of high flow use to continue in the basin. The Basin 74 High
Flow General Provision does not create a water right but explains how high flow use will be
administered.

The use of high flow water is limited to those times when there are flows in excess of the
quantity of water needed to fully satisfy all existing water rights. As flows diminish, General
Provision High Flow use is incrementally shut off to provide water to water right holders. Each
new water right issued in Basin 74 takes precedent over General Provision High Flow water use.
Thus, each new water right issued in Basin 74 slowly reduces the quantity and duration of high
flows available for use each season. Thus, over time General Provision High Flow water will be
diminished.

The Basin 74 Water Users expressed concern at our meeting regarding this diminishment
of historic high flow water use. The Basin 74 Water Users would like find a means for
preserving the General Provision high flows.

2. Wild and Scenic River Agreement

In 2004, the SRBA Court issued the Salmon Wild and Scenic Partial Decree. It sets forth
the United States’ instream flow water right for the Salmon River and includes several provisions
that subordinate the right to future development. The subordination provision pertinent to the
discussion here is found in Section 10.b.(6).(A) of the Salmon Wild and Scenic Partial Decree. It
states that the water right will be subordinated to water rights acquired after the effective date of
the Wild and Scenic Stipulation “with a total combined diversion of 150 cfs (including not more
than 5,000 acres of irrigation with a maximum diversion rates of 0.02 cfs/acre).”* In this
provision, the United States agreed to subordinate its water right to 150 cfs of future uses (100
cfs of irrigation and 50 cfs of other uses).? The purpose of Section 10.b.(6).(A) was to preserve
an opportunity for future development in the Salmon River basin. Without the subordination
protection of Section 10.b.(6).(A), new water rights could be called out by the Wild and Scenic
right and would provide only a tentative water supply.

! For brevity only the 150 cfs provisions of Section 10.b.(6).(A) is discussed. However, the analysis laid out herein
also applies to the 250 cfs subordination set aside found in Section 10.b.(6).(A).(ii)

% The 150 cfs is a “combined diversion rate.” The plain meaning of “combined diversion rate” is that is must
include at least two separate categories of diversion rates that total 150 cfs. The parenthetical information
“(including not more than 5,000 acres of irrigation with a maximum diversion rate of 0.02 cfs/acre)” makes clear
that a portion of the “combined diversion rate” includes irrigation uses totaling 100 cfs, which is calculated by
taking “5,000 acres . . . with a maximum diversion rate of 0.02 cfs/acre.” The remainder of the “combined diversion
rate” is calculated by subtracting the 100 cfs of irrigation use from the 150 cfs total combined rate to come to 50 cfs
for non-irrigation uses that are not “described in paragraphs (3) through (5)” of Section 10.a.



The Basin 74 Water Users recognize the importance of the Section 10.b.(6).(A)
subordination set aside in ensuring a supply of water for future development in the Salmon
Basin. They expressed interest in developing a means to ensure the limited supply of
subordination water is used to support the goals of the local water users.

Discussion

The Basin 74 Water Users seek to shape future water use in Basin 74 in accordance with
local needs and local objectives. The Basin 74 Water Users have expressed a desire to preserve
historic General Provision High Flow use and to judiciously allocated the Wild and Scenic
subordination set aside. Although factually and legally distinct, addressing these two issues in
tandem provides an opportunity for the Basin 74 Water Users to holistically address future
allocation of water in Basin 74.

1. Preserving General Provision High Flow Use

Addressing the number and types of new water rights that are approved in Basin 74
would reduce the incremental reduction of General Provision High Flow Use discussed above.
The Basin 74 Water Users could consider limiting the issuance of new water rights in Basin 74
to those that are found to be eligible to enjoy the subordination protections of Section
10.b.(6).(A) of the Wild and Scenic Agreement. IDWR would issue new water right permits
only up to the 100 cfs/5,000 acres (irrigation) and 50 cfs (industrial, commercial, and other)
amounts set forth in Section 10.b.(6).(A). Once those amounts were used, new water rights
would be junior to the Salmon Wild and Scenic water right and would be subject to curtailment.
This would preserve the opportunity for some new water development in the basin, but would
also effectively limit the amount of new development that could affect General Provision High
Flow water use.

The goal of preserving General Provision High Flow use is best addressed in the State
Water Plan. The State Water Plan is a policy document that is formulated and adopted by the
IWRB. All state agencies must “exercise their duties in a manner consistent with the
comprehensive state water plan. These duties include, but are not limited to the issuance of
permits, [and] licenses.” 1.C. 8 42-1734B(4). Thus, when reviewing new applications for water
right permits, IDWR would have to comply with the State Water Plan.

The IWRB may initiate changes to the State Water Plan on its own initiative. 1.C. § 42-
1734B(7). Using the State Water Plan process outlined in 1.C. § 42-1734B, the Basin 74 Water
Users would work with the IWRB to develop either changes to the Part A portion of the plan, or
a new Lemhi River Part B component. The proposed changes would be presented to the local

® Water rights enjoying subordination under Section 10.b.(A).(1)- (5) and Section 10.b.(C) Wild and Scenic
Agreement would be excepted from this preclusion.



communities at public hearings and a public comment period is also provided. I.C. § 42-
1734A(1). After adoption by the IWRB, changes to Part A would be presented to the Legislature
for review and would become effective automatically unless amended or rejected by law within
60 days. ldaho Const. Art. XV § 7. A new Part B component would also be subject to review or
amendment by the Legislature but would not become effective after 60 days. Idaho Const. Art.
XV §7,1.C. §42-1734B(6).

Changes to Part A of the State Water Plan would likely be succinct. They would contain
some historical or contextual background but would not provide an opportunity to discuss other
issues. Changes to Part A could be drafted relatively quickly and have the advantage that they
would become effective automatically after 60 days if the Legislature does not act on them.
Developing a Part B plan is more involved and would include discussion of Basin 74 as a whole.
Part B plans contain, among other things, descriptions of existing and planned uses, discussions
of goals and objectives, protected and natural river designations, and descriptions of the water
resource in genera. See I.C. § 42-1734A(2)—(7). Development of a Part B plan would require
considerable time and effort on the part of IWRB staff and would take more time to develop and
draft. In addition, Part B components do not become effective after 60 days but must be
affirmatively acted on by the Legislature.

The Basin 74 Water Users could choose either the Part A or Part B addition to the State
Water Plan. In considering Part A or Part B addition to the State Water Plan, the Basin 74 Water
Users should consider how quickly they would like to see these changes implemented, how
important they view the 60 day Legislative automatic approval timeframe, and whether they see
benefits to having a broader or more narrow discussion of water use issues in Basin 74.
Alternatively, they could consider making a change to Part A and then later adding a Part B
component if they found it beneficial.

2. Allocation of the Section 10.b.(6).(A) Subordination Set Aside

If the amount of new development in Basin 74 is limited as discussed above, qualifying
for the Section 10.b.(6).(A) subordination set aside will be required before a new water right may
be issued. Therefore, the Basin 74 Water Users should develop criteria to further define and
interpret the language of Section 10.b.(6).(A) to achieve local objectives for new development in
the basin. Unlike the General Provision High flow issue, use of the Section 10.b.(6).(A)
subordination set aside affects the entire Salmon River basin. These criteria should be developed
with input from all affected water users.

The goal of Section 10.b.(6).(A) was to promote economic development in the Salmon
Basin by providing a reliable water supply for new water uses. It was not contemplated that the
subordination set aside of Section 10.b.(6).(A) would be used on lands already covered by
existing water rights. The concept of conservation of water resources is firmly established in



Idaho water law. Irrigation water rights are normally limited to a diversion rate of 0.02 cfs of
water per acre. ldaho Code Section 42-202(6) states: “no one shall be authorized to divert for
irrigation purpose more than one (1) cubic foot of water per second of the normal flow for each
fifty (50) acres of land to be so irrigated . . . unless it can be shown to the satisfaction of the
department of water resources that a greater amount if necessary.” In addition, Section
10.b.(6).(A), makes clear that, to enjoy subordination, an irrigation right must have “a maximum
diversion rate of 0.02 cfs/acre.”

The concept of using no more than 0.02 cfs of water per acre would provide a clear and
simple criteria for determining who could enjoy subordination under Section 10.b.(6).(A). The
Salmon Basin water users could consider imposing criteria such as the following:

e Any water right application with an irrigation purpose of use seeking a diversion
rate of more than 0.02 cfs of water per acre cannot enjoy subordination under
Section 10.b.(6).(A) of the Wild and Scenic Partial Decree.

e Any water right application listing a place of use that is already covered by water
right(s) with a (combined) diversion rate of at least 0.02 cfs of water per acre is
precluded from enjoying subordination under Section 10.b.(6).(A) of the Wild
and Scenic Partial Decree.

e Any water right application with an irrigation purpose of use that is determined by
IDWR to enjoy subordination under Section 10.b.(6).(A) of the Wild and Scenic
Partial Decree under these criteria must be deducted from the 100 cfs portion of
the subordination set aside.

¢ IDWR is not precluded from amending, dividing, or adjusting a new water right
application to allow a portion of the new water right application to enjoy
subordination under Section 10.b.(6).(A) of the Wild and Scenic Partial Decree,
so long as the conservation of water resource criteria listed above are met and the
right is conditioned to clearly indicate administration of the portions enjoying and
not enjoying subordination.

These criteria would ensure that water users who are seeking to invest in new irrigation projects
in the basin on lands that have not been irrigated before will enjoy subordination. It would also
allow water users whose existing water rights do not provide a diversion rate of 0.02 cfs of water
per acre to boost productivity by bringing the diversion rate on those acres up to 0.02 cfs of
water per acre. Given the limited amount of subordination set aside water available it makes
sense to husband the water by requiring conservation.

These criteria also help achieve the Basin 74 Water Users’ goal of preserving General
Provision high flow use by preventing new water rights, whose purpose is to formalize their



historic general provision high flow use, from enjoying subordination under Section 10.b.(6).(A).
Because high flow use is tied to existing water rights, a person seeking to formalize their high
flow use by getting a water right will necessarily have existing water rights on the place of use.
The new application would be additive to those existing water rights and, in most cases, would
bring the total diversion rate for the place of use to more than 0.02 cfs of water per acre.

The 50 cfs portion of the subordination set aside is for any non-irrigation uses not
“described in paragraphs (3) through (5) above.” Such uses could include future industrial,
commercial, and other uses. Although not discussed at our meeting, future uses enjoying
subordination under the 50 cfs portion of Section 10.b.(6).(A) could also have impacts on general
provision high flow use. Therefore, the Salmon Basin water users should consider developing
additional criteria to govern distribution of the 50 cfs portion of the subordination set aside.
Further discussions on this issue need to occur before any recommendations can be made
regarding specific criteria.

Criteria defining who can enjoy subordination under Section 10.b.(6).(A) could be
memorialized either in the State Water Plan or in statute. As discussed above, the State Water
Plan must be followed by IDWR when issuing new water right permits. Implementing the
additional criteria in the State Water Plan would ensure that the local water users were informed
and involved in the development of the changes through the public comment period. However,
because this issue involves the whole Salmon Basin, the changes would need to be made in Part
A of the State Water Plan rather than in a new Part B component that covered only the Lemhi
River.

The criteria could also be memorialized in legislation. There is precedent for using the
legislative process to memorialize water right approval criteria. For example, 1.C. 8 42-203C
sets forth criteria that must be followed for the distribution of Swan Falls trust water. The
legislative process would provide opportunity for local input, but would also be subject to
legislative politics that could include other outside influences.

Conclusion

The Basin 74 Water Users have expressed an interest in preserving General Provision
High Flow use and further defining what water rights will be eligible to enjoy subordination s
under Section 10.b.6.(A) of the Wild and Scenic Agreement. The General Provision High Flow
issue would be best addressed by an addition or change to the State Water Plan that describes the

4 Paragraphs 10.b.(3)—(5) provide subordination for water right claims filed in the SRBA as of the date of the

Stipulation, applications and permits on filed with IDWR as of the date of the Stipulation, de minimis domestic uses,
de minimis stockwater uses, and certain municipal uses. In addition, irrigation uses cannot enjoy subordination
under the 50 cfs portion of the set aside because the 150 cfs is a combined diversion rate and irrigation is dealt with
in the parenthetical setting forth the 100 cfs portion.



local importance of high flow water use and further defines the issuance of new water right
permits in Basin 74. The Section 10.b.(6).(A) subordination set aside issue could be addressed
by the development of eligibility criteria that could be described either within the State Water
Plan or in statute.

This paper has been prepared at the request of the Basin 74 Water Users. Therefore, this
document does not necessarily reflect the views of any state agency or official.



Memorandum

To: Idaho Water Resource Board
From: Cindy Yenter

Date: September 4, 2018

Re: Water District 170 Update

REQUIRED ACTION: No action is required at this time. The following information is provided for
information only.

Background

The Salmon Field Office was re-opened in June, 2016 and the WD170 Watermaster was relocated to
provide local support to WD170 sub-districts and other Salmon area water districts. The Salmon Field
Office offers IDWR customer service for Lemhi and North Custer County water users and facilitates Idaho’s
continued progress toward full satisfaction of the Wild and Scenic mandates.

2017 Highlights

0 Implementation and enforcement of the Basin 73 (Pahsimeroi) ground water
measurement order
0 Pahsimeroi tributary diversion inventories and measurement compliance

2018 Highlights

0 Measuring device compliance in WD71 (Stanley Basin) and WD72D (Clayton Area, EF
Salmon River)

0 Expansion of Water District 170 to include Basin 74 (Lemhi Basin)

0 Preparation and pending issuance of Basin 74 Measurement Order

Next Steps

0 Public information meetings regarding expansion of WD170 to include Basin 75
(Main stem Salmon and tribs from Ellis to Middle Fork) — Fall 2018

0 Formation of steering committee to recommend B75 sub-district boundaries —
Fall/Winter 2018/19

0 Basin 75 inventories — Summer 2019

0 Hearings to form Water Districts in B75 - 2019
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