
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader




  


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/ 


AGENDA  
IDAHO WATER RESOURCE BOARD 


 
Joint Aquifer Stabilization & Planning Committee Meeting 


No. 4-19 
September 18, 2019 at 1:00 p.m. 


Water Center 
Conference Room 602 B, C & D 


322 E. Front St. 
BOISE 


1. Introductions and Attendance 
2. ESPA CAMP Progress Report 


a. Managed Aquifer Recharge     
b. Update on Schedule and ESPA CAMP Targets   


3. ESPA CAMP Stakeholder Comment 
a. IGWA          
b. Coalition of Cities       
c. Surface Water Coalition      
d. Idaho Power Company      


4. ESPA Managed Recharge Environmental Technical Working Group  
5. Other Items for Discussion 
6. Adjourn 
 
Committee Members: Bert Stevenson (Chair), Al Barker, Jeff Raybould, Roger Chase and Vince 
Alberdi 
Committee Members: Jeff Raybould (Chair), Bert Stevenson, Al Barker, Pete Van Der Meulen and Jo 
Ann Cole-Hansen 
 
 
 
 
 
* Action Item: A vote regarding this item may be made 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 
at Rosemary.DeMond@idwr.idaho.gov or by phone at (208) 287-4800. 
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Recharge Terms
• Natural Recharge


- Rain and snow infiltrating into ground water aquifers


• Managed (or Artificial) Recharge
-Intentional placement of water into a ground water aquifer
-In ESPA managed recharge  is done through un-lined canals, 
recharge/spill basins, and injection wells


• Incidental Aquifer Recharge
-Unintentional placement of water into an aquifer resulting from 
normal water deliveries for irrigation or other uses (canal losses)


• Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR)  
- currently no ASR in Idaho
- ASR usually treats underground water storage the same as surface 
water storage:   1-for 1 input and withdrawal 
- in states that have ASR, a closed ground water system is normally 


required (which the ESPA is not)







1912 – 1952 Change  +17,000,000 AF


1952 – 2015 Change    -13,000,000 AF


Average annual 1952-2015 loss of aquifer 
storage is about 215,000 AF


Aquifer storage and flows from the Thousand 
Springs are directly correlated


Aquifer Storage


Thousand 
Springs 
Discharge


Total Thousand 
Springs Flows


Volume Change of Water Stored Within the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer 
and Thousand Springs Total Discharge







Combined System


Surface Water 
Coalition Delivery 
Call


Thousand Springs 
Area Delivery Calls


ESPA discharge to 
Snake River at 
Thousand Springs


ESPA discharge 
to Snake River 
at American 
Falls


Milner Dam – Milner 
Zero Flow


Thousand Springs-fed 
minimum flows pass 
through IPCO 
hydropower system


Swan Falls Dam –
Minimum Flow of 
3,900 cfs/5,600 cfs


American Falls-area 
springs partly supply 
river flows that feed 
Surface Water 
Coalition canals


Idaho 
Power Hells 
Canyon 
Complex







1962 – U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Issues 
Report on Possible Recharge Project


•U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) looked as 
using the aquifer as a water storage system to 
provide irrigation and flood control benefits


•BOR’s plan was to recharge water as far up-
slope as possible in the Henrys Fork area.


• BOR recognized the difficulty in undertaking 
a large-scale recharge project because no 
ability to assess ground water users that 
benefit from aquifer recharge.







1970-1974 – Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) 
undertakes pilot recharge project at St. Anthony


• Purpose was to investigate the 
feasibility of implementing a recharge 
project as proposed by BOR in 1962.


• A total of 16,200 AF was diverted into 
the Egin Lakes area during 1973 and 
1974 under a temporary water right 
permit.


• Testing showed seepage rates at Egin
Lakes to be approximately ½ foot/day, 
so large land areas needed for large-
scale project


• Egin Lakes still used by FMID as part 
of Water Board’s recharge program







1981 – IWRB Upper Snake Recharge Report
•Estimated costs for developing Egin Lakes site 
into a large-scale recharge project –


•$579,000 (1980 dollars) for a 400 cfs
project 


•$12 .1 million (1980 dollars) for a 2,000 
cfs project


•The IWRB recognized potential conflicts with 
hydropower water rights


•Study did not look at Blackfoot-Idaho Falls 
area due to the short return time of water to 
the Snake River


•Study did not look at the Thousand Springs 
area due efforts to create recharge district for 
that area







1978-1980 – Legislation Creating the Lower Snake 
River Aquifer Recharge District 


• Initial plan proposed by LSRARD was to develop recharge basins at 
numerous locations along Northside, Milner-Gooding, and Big Wood 
canal systems


• LSRARD’s small assessment base, primarily the Hagerman Valley, has 
limited its effectiveness


• Acquired water right permits for recharge with a 1980 priority date
• Constructed Shoshone recharge site
• Accomplished about 84,700 


acre-feet of recharge between 
1980 and 1999 (numbers may 
be incomplete)


• LSRARD continues to be valuable 
partner 


Shoshone recharge site in use – spring 2012







1992-1997 - Southwest Irrigation District – High Plains 
Ground Water Recharge Demonstration Project
•Joint project between Southwest Irrigation District and federal 
government.


•Project consisted of 13 injection wells located between Murtaugh and 
Oakley.


•Water supply was leased from the Upper Snake Rental Pool and some 
flood water from small tributaries.


•Total project capital cost was $3.53 million, of which 75% was paid by 
the federal government and 25% by Southwest.


•Between 1992 and 1997 a total of 23,154 AF of recharge was 
accomplished.  After 1997, federal involvement ceased and the project 
was turned over to Southwest.


•Southwest uses system and participates in Water Board program







1995 – 2000: IWRB & WD01 Program
• The 1995 Legislature appropriated $945,000 to the IWRB for recharge.  


IWRB delegated the program to Water District 1. Funds were used to pay 
delivery costs for running recharge water through canals and to lease 
storage water from rental pool.


• Natural flow diversions for recharge were made under the  irrigation 
water rights of the participating canals.  


From WD01 Records:
Natural 
Flow 


Storage 
Water 


Total


1995 66,585 71,091 138,676
1996 135,687 33,314 169,001
1997 214,780 -- 214,780
1998 189,696 10,991 200,687
1999 137,162 15,361 152,523
2000 66,278 3,361 69,639







1998-1999: IWRB acquires recharge 
water rights


• During the 1995-2000 WD01/IWRB recharge effort it became 
clear that water rights for recharge needed to be clarified.  In 
1998 IWRB applied for 20 water rights for recharge from Snake 
River, but applications were put on hold due to protests from 
environmental groups, Fish & Game, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Idaho Power, and others.


• Due to inability to make full beneficial 
use it its water right permits for 
recharge, LSRARD conveys water 
rights 01-7054 (1,200 cfs) and 37-
7842 (800 cfs) to IWRB in 1999.  


• Two of the 1998-priority applications 
in the Lower Valley have been 
permitted (01-7142 & 01-10609)







1999: IWRB Issues ESPA Managed 
Recharge Feasibility Report


•Report evaluated the feasibility of 
implementing managed recharge.


•Various scenarios were evaluated for 
different parts of the ESPA in regard to 
water level and spring discharge 
responses.


•Report over-estimated infiltration rates 
and under-estimated construction costs.







2008: Milner Hydropower License Issued
• Water right license issued for Milner Dam Hydropower Project  by 
Director Tuthill


•Decision clarified that hydropower generation at Milner Dam was 
subordinate to managed recharge diversions at or above Milner Dam


• Due to conflicting conditions on the Snake River recharge water right 
permit (01-7054) and the Milner Dam hydropower water right permit, 
recharge was administered as if it was junior to Milner Dam hydropower 
until this licensing decision


•Various legal actions continued 
until 2010, but Director’s decision 
was upheld


Milner Dam – Lower end of WD01







2009 -ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer 
Management Plan 


• CAMP adopted by the Idaho Water Resource Board, approved by 
Legislature, and signed into law by Governor as part of State Water Plan


•Includes average annual targets for managed recharge of 100,000 acre-
feet/year for years 1-10, and 250,000 acre-feet/year after year 10  


•Also includes other aquifer management strategies:
•GW-SW conversion projects
•Demand reduction
•Cloud seeding


•Clarified that recharge and other management 
actions are for aquifer stabilization and 
management


•CAMP funding system was not put into place 







2009 - Swan Falls Re-Affirmation Agreement
• Agreement between State of Idaho and Idaho Power Company


•Confirms that ESPA managed recharge is allowed under the original Swan Falls 
Agreement


•Places limits on amount of recharge by state based on ESPA CAMP:
•Average annual of 175,000 AF through 2018 (unless changed by legislature)
•Average annual of 250,000 AF beginning in 2019


•Requires Water Board to approve recharge projects of certain threshold 
proposed by others


•Requires state to assist Idaho Power in rate proceedings before PUC if recharge 
diversions lead to reduced hydropower generation and higher energy rates


•If Water Board proposes to increase recharge beyond 
these limits legislative approval must be obtained –
public policy decision regarding diversions from river 
vs. maintaining river flows for hydropower generation


•Signed by Water Board, Governor, and approved by 
Legislature in 2009


Swan Falls Dam







Water Resource Board


2012 State Water Plan


• 2012 State Water Plan included CAMP 
recharge goals as implementation 
strategies for Policy 4D (Conjunctive 
Management of ESPA and the Snake 
River) and Policy 4E (Snake River Basin 
New Storage)


• Adopted by IWRB in 2012


• Through non-action by Legislature it 
became effective in 2013







Water Resource Board


Legislative Funding


• The 2014 Legislature passed HB 547 which provided up to $5M 
annually from the Cigarette Tax for “Statewide Aquifer Stabilization”


• Funds deposited into the Secondary Aquifer Fund


• Since aquifer management is at the end of the uses for the Cigarette 
tax, we expect to see revenues from this source diminish over time


• With these funds, IWRB ramped up recharge program with “winter 
recharge” in winter of 2014-2015 – recharged 75,000 AF







Water Resource Board


Senate Concurrent Resolution 136 (2016)
• Directed IWRB to develop program of ESPA Managed Recharge of  


250,000 AF on average annual basis


• Directed IWRB to develop needed capacity by 2024


• Provided Legislative approval to increase the Phase 1 CAMP 
recharge goal from 100,000 AF to 250,000 AF on average annual 
basis prior to 2019, pursuant to Swan Falls Re-Affirmation 
Agreement 


• Companion to:
 SCR138 (2016) – IGWA-SWC Settlement
 HCR10  (2019) – Cities-SWC-IGWA Settlement







Water Resource Board


Legislative Funding Continued


• Beginning in FY 2016 $5M annually from General Fund has been 
provided for “Water Sustainability” and “Aquifer Management”


• Funds are deposited into the Secondary Aquifer Fund


• Together with the amount received from the Cigarette Tax and 
accrued interest, IWRB sets a budget for the use of these funds 
every year 







SECONDARY AQUIFER FUND
ESPA RECHARGE EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS


AS OF JUNE 30, 2019


9,615,978


18,965,495


851,860


O&M/CONVEYANCE INVESTIGATIONS/INFRASTRUCTURE MONITORING


Data from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2019


TOTAL ESPA RECHARGE 
EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS -
$29,433,333







Water Resource Board


Settlement Agreements  


• IGWA-SWC Settlement Agreement commits parties to support 
State’s ESPA managed recharge program of 250,000 AF 


• Cities-SWC-IGWA Settlement Agreement committee parties to 
support state’s ESPA managed recharge program including support 
for continued state funding







Water Resource Board


Actual ESPA Recharge Volumes Since Passage of SCR136 in 2016 


Recharge 
Season


Natural Flow 
(AF)


Donated/Contracted 
Storage Water (AF)


Total (AF)


2016/2017 317,714 -- 317,417


2017/2018 475,746 60,255 536,001


2018/2019 309,308 53,769 363,077







Water Resource Board


A Few Thoughts on Managed Recharge as it Relates to the CAMP


• SCR136 passed by the 2016 Legislature directs IWRB to develop 
managed recharge program for ESPA of 250,000 AF on average


• How to define average annual?  IWRB is considering in CAMP review.  
10-year rolling average? 


• Even though recharge in last 3 years has exceeded 250,000 AF, we 
still don't have enough capacity to average 250,000 AF over long-
term 







Water Resource Board


Current Long-Term Average Annual Recharge Capacity
If current level of capacity has been in place in 2000, the natural-flow 
recharge from 2000 to 2019 would have averaged 202,000 AF per year 


Current average annual 
capacity of 202,000 AF


250,000 AF average 
annual goal for 
natural flow recharge


Additional capacity needed to reach goal:
300 CFS of Additional Capacity in Lower Valley &
200 CFS of Additional Capacity in Upper Valley







Water Resource Board


Managed Recharge Infrastructure Update
Two Lower Valley projects in development and one in planning to 
increase capacity:


• Wilson Canyon on North Side Canal
• Mile Post 29 on Milner Gooding Canal
• ABID recharge


• These should finish building out 
capacity in Lower Valley


Construction on the Wilson Canyon Recharge Site







Water Resource Board


Managed Recharge Infrastructure Update
One Upper Valley project in development to increase capacity:


• Egin Bench Recharge Site Expansion


• Will still need about 150 cfs in 
Upper Valley


• Studies underway to find remaining 
needed capacity


Construction on Egin Recharge Site Expansion







Water Resource Board


• Managed Recharge Water Quality


 State recharge is extensively monitored – water going into recharge 
sites, and ground water before, during, and after recharge


 State recharge is causing no effect to ground water quality


• Role of “Storage Water” recharge by IWRB 


 Several settlement agreements require parties to provide storage water 
for aquifer management 


 Some parties choose to have IWRB recharge it for convenience  - they 
could choose to use it differently for aquifer management


 Should be counted separately from the State’s 250,000 AF average 
annual program using natural flows







Water Resource Board


Role of “Private Recharge” by others 


 SWC-IGWA Settlement allows IGWA Ground Water Districts to offset 
required reductions with managed recharge


 Creates a market for managed recharge by private or 3rd parties


 Recharge is done with:
• Storage water leased through Rental Pool
• Natural flow irrigation rights leased through Water Supply Bank
• Natural flow recharge rights help by irrigation districts, canal companies, or 


ground water districts
• Temporary water use approvals during large flows 


 Since this is done pursuant to the IGWA-SWC Settlement, it should be 
considered separate from the State’s 250,000 AF recharge program


 Through 42-2737, IWRB has role in approving any recharge project greater 
that 10,000 AF/year on average proposing new use of natural flows







State 
Recharge 
Starts


IGWA-SWC 
Settlement 
Agreement


CAMP 
Approved







State 
Recharge 
Starts


IGWA-SWC 
Settlement 
Agreement


CAMP 
Approved







Observed Aquifer Response 2016-2019













Questions?







SECONDARY AQUIFER PLANNING MANAGEMENT & 
IMPLEMENTATION FUND REVENUE AS OF JUNE 30, 2019


25,000,000


20,000,000


2,500,000


6,775,864


CIGARETTE TAX GENERAL FUND ECONOMIC RECOVERY RESERVE FUND OTHER


Data from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2019


TOTAL REVENUE -
$54,275,864


• Cigarette Tax - HB547 (2014)  -- up to $5M annually for “Statewide Aquifer Stabilization”


• General Fund -- Part of IDWR “Base Budget” beginning in FY2016 -- $5M annually for “Water Sustainability” and 
“Aquifer Management”


Used for Aquifer Management







SECONDARY AQUIFER PLANNING MANAGEMENT & 
IMPLEMENTATION FUND EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS 


AS OF JUNE 30, 2019


35,007,135


9,109,040


ESPA OTHER


Data from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2019


TOTAL EXPENDITURE & 
COMMITMENTS - $44,039,807


Used for Aquifer Management







SECONDARY AQUIFER FUND 
NON-ESPA EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS 


AS OF JUNE 30, 2019


4,247,537


3,444,504


476,000
941,000


TREASURE VALLEY OTHER  CLOUD SEEDING DOE SEP


Data from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2019


TOTAL NON-ESPA EXPENDITURES & 
COMMITMENTS - $9,109,040







SECONDARY AQUIFER FUND
ESPA EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS 


AS OF JUNE 30, 2019


29,433,333


3,500,000 2,073,801


RECHARGE CLOUD SEEDING HYDRO MONITORING & MODELING


Data from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2019


TOTAL ESPA EXPENDITURES 
& COMMITMENTS - $35,007,135







SECONDARY AQUIFER FUND
ESPA RECHARGE EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS


AS OF JUNE 30, 2019


9,615,978


18,965,495


851,860


O&M/CONVEYANCE INVESTIGATIONS/INFRASTRUCTURE MONITORING


Data from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2019


TOTAL ESPA RECHARGE 
EXPENDITURES & COMMITMENTS -
$29,433,333







Maximum Contaminant Level


Nitrate Concentration at Managed Recharge Locations for Past Five 
Years







Total Phosphorous Concentration at Managed Recharge Locations for Past Five Years
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Memorandum  
To: Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) 


From: Neeley Miller, Planning & Projects Bureau 


Date: September 11, 2019 


Re:  ESPA CAMP progress report background, schedule, update on progress towards CAMP targets  
 Joint Committee Agenda Item 2b 


 


 
Background 
 
In 2006 Idaho Legislature passed Idaho SCR 136 which requested the Idaho Water Resource Board 
(IWRB)   prepare and submit a comprehensive aquifer management plan (CAMP) for the Eastern 
Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA).  By 2007, the IWRB appointed an advisory committee to prepare and 
recommend a plan.  The IWRB and the Advisory Committee worked together to develop and submit 
the ESPA CAMP to the 2009 Idaho Legislature where it became effective as of the Idaho State Water 
Plan upon adoption of HB 264. 
 
Legislative Request for a Plan Review 
 
On May 8, 2019 the IWRB received a letter from Idaho House Speaker Scott Bedke requesting the 
IWRB complete a 10-year review of the ESPA CAMP and to submit appropriate planning 
recommendations to the Legislature and the Governor’s office by the start of the next regular 
legislative session.  Since the IWRB received the letter from Speaker Scott Bedke they have received 
several additional letters regarding the ESPA CAMP 10-year review (see attached letters). 
 
Process & Schedule - Joint Aquifer Stabilization & Planning Committee meetings 
 
Staff is completing the ESPA CAMP 10-year review through a series of Joint Aquifer Stabilization & 
Planning Committee meetings between now and the next legislative.  Upcoming Joint Committee 
meetings are scheduled for the following dates 
 
Wednesday September 18th in Boise 
 


Agenda Items:  


• Managed Recharge (Where we are at now, average annual calculations) 
• Update on ESPA CAMP Targets 
• ESPA CAMP Stakeholder Comment (IGWA, Coalition of Cities, Surface Water Coalition, Idaho 


Power Company) 
• ESPA Managed Recharge Environmental Technical Working Group 







 
Wednesday October 23rd in Boise 
 
Agenda Items: 
 


• Cloud Seeding/Weather Modification (how much from program contributes to aquifer water 
budget change/aquifer management) 


• Rough draft  
• ESPA CAMP Stakeholder Comment (Spring Users, Environmental perspective, IACI) 


 
 
Wednesday November 13th in Boise 
 


Agenda Items:  


• Aquifer Storage Analysis (review actions that resulted in storage change) 
• ESPA CAMP Stakeholder Comment (IWUA, TBA) 
• Report Conclusions 
• Final draft 


 
 
Attachments(s): 
Estimated Progress towards ESPA CAMP Targets  
House Speaker Bedke Letter 
Idaho Power Company Letter 
Surface Water Coalition Letter 
Idaho Ground Water Appropriators Letter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





		Wednesday September 18th in Boise

		Wednesday October 23rd in Boise

		Agenda Items:

		 Cloud Seeding/Weather Modification (how much from program contributes to aquifer water budget change/aquifer management)

		 Rough draft

		 ESPA CAMP Stakeholder Comment (Spring Users, Environmental perspective, IACI)

		Wednesday November 13th in Boise

		Attachments(s):

		Estimated Progress towards ESPA CAMP Targets

		House Speaker Bedke Letter

		Idaho Power Company Letter

		Surface Water Coalition Letter

		Idaho Ground Water Appropriators Letter






Estimated Progress Towards ESPA CAMP Targets 9/11/19


MANAGED RECHARGE AF
IWRB Recharge Avg annual if we had current capacity over last 20 years 202,000                       


SUB-TOTAL 202,000                       


DEMAND REDUCTION


IGWA-SWC Settlement Agreement
 3 years average reduction via SWC Settlement (minus A&B conversion and SWID) per Jaxon 
Higgs 239,967                       


SWID-SWC Settlement Agreement 2,919 acres set-aside results in about 6,421 AF (2.2 AFA) Per Jaxon Higgs 6,421                           
SUB-TOTAL 246,388                       


GW-SW CONVERSIONS
SWID Conversions SWID-SWC Settlement Agreement (per Jaxon Higgs) - 3 year average 2016 - 2018 78,875                         
A&B ID Conversions ABID-SWC Settlement (per Dan Temple) 8,340                           


SUB-TOTAL 87,215                         


CLOUD SEEDING
Cooperative Cloud Seeding Program How much from Upper Snake and Wood contributes to Aquifer? ??


SUB-TOTAL ??


OTHER
Storage Water from SWC-Cities-IGWA Settlement average of 7,650 AF provided for recharge 7,650                           


SWID Recharge
SWID-SWC Settlement  - in addition to IWRB recharge (Per Jaxon Higgs) - 3 year average 
2016-2018 10,894


SUB-TOTAL 18,544                         


TOTAL 554,147                       


PERIODIC/OPPORTUNISTIC
Storage Water from SWC-IGWA Settlement 50,000 AF contributed for recharge if not needed by SWC 50,000                         


IGWA Private Recharge
IGWA-SWC Settlement  - in addition to IWRB recharge (Per Jaxon Higgs) - 3 year average 
2016-2018 145,130                       





		Progress on CAMP Targets












































IDAHO GROUND WATER APPROPRIATORS, INC. 
PO BOX 2624, BOISE, ID 83701 


Phone:  208-381-0294 
Fax:  208-381-5272 


 
Officers: 
 
Tim Deeg, President 
American Falls, Idaho 
208-226-2562 
deegt@aol.com  
  
Craig Evans, Vice President 
Blackfoot, Idaho 
208-680-3527 
idcspud@aol.com  
 
Randall C. Budge, Gen. Counsel/Secretary 
P. O. Box 1391 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-1391 
208-232-6101  
randy@racineolson.com  
 
Lynn Tominaga, Executive Director 
Boise, Idaho 
208-381-0294 
lynn_tominaga@hotmail.com  


Members: 
 


American Falls-Aberdeen GW District 
Bingham GW District 


Bonneville-Jefferson GW District 
Jefferson-Clark GW District 


Madison GW District 
Magic Valley GW District 
North Snake GW District 


Southwest Irrigation District 
Carey Valley GW District 
Henry’s Fork GW District 


Busch Agricultural Resources, Inc. 
Glambia Cheese 


Suez Water Idaho  
City of American Falls 


City of Blackfoot 
City of Chubbuck 


City of Heyburn 
City of Jerome 
City of Rupert 


 
 


 August 21, 2019 
 
Idaho Water Resource Board 


Roger Chase, Chairman 
Jeff Raybould, Vice-Chairman 
Vince Alberdi, Secretary 
Peter Van Der Meulen, Member 
Albert Barker, Member 
John “Bert” Stevenson, Member 
Dale Van Stone, Member 
Jo Ann Cole-Hansen, Member 
Brian Patton, Secretary 


P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0098 
 
Re: ESPA Camp Implementation Committee 
  
Dear Chairman Chase and Board Members: 
 
This letter is submitted by Idaho Ground Water Appropriators, Inc. (IGWA), acting for and on 
behalf of its members who include nine ground water districts, one irrigation district, and several 
cities and commercial and industrial enterprises. IGWA members collectively irrigate nearly one 
million acres from the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA) and use groundwater in other 
beneficial ways. The purpose of this letter is to provide comments in response to several letters 
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sent recently to the Idaho Water Resource Board in connection with the ESPA Comprehensive 
Aquifer Management Plan (CAMP).1 


SUMMARY OF POSITION 


IGWA commends the Board for its concerted effort to recover the ESPA. Managing the ESPA at 
a level that can sustain existing beneficial uses is indeed critical to the economy of the State of 
Idaho. IGWA looks forward to the 10-year review report requested by Speaker Bedke. We 
anticipate it will show significant gains in the recovery of the ESPA, yet much work left to be 
done to permanently stabilize the aquifer at an acceptable level. 


IGWA submits that the request from Idaho Power and other surface water users to immediately 
resume work under the ESPA CAMP Implementation Committee is premature and unnecessary 
until the Board has completed its 10-year evaluation of CAMP and submitted an implementation 
report with planning recommendations to the Legislature and the Governor’s Office and received 
further direction pertaining thereto. 


If and when the Committee is resumed, IGWA and its members desire to be fully represented. 
The Committee must first and foremost represent the interests of users of the ESPA. 


ESPA CAMP 


As you know, the ESPA CAMP was adopted by the Board on January 29, 2009 and approved by 
the Idaho Legislature by House Bill no. 264 on April 23, 2009. The overarching goal of the Plan 
is to “sustain the economic viability and social and environmental health of the Eastern Snake 
Plain by adaptively managing a balance between water use and supplies.”2 The Plan defines five 
objectives to achieve this goal: 


1. Increase predictability for water users by managing for a reliable supply.  
2. Create alternatives to administrative curtailment. 
3. Manage overall demand for water within the Eastern Snake Plain for increased 


recharge to the Aquifer.  
4. Increase recharge to the aquifer. 
5. Reduce withdrawals from the Aquifer.  


The Plan aims to achieve a net ESPA water budget change of 600,000 acre-feet annually by year 
2030 through implementing a mix of management actions including aquifer recharge, ground 
water to surface water conversions, demand reduction, and weather modification. Specific goals 
are defined for the first 10 years of implementation (Phase 1) to achieve a water budget change 
of between 200,000 and 300,000 acre-feet, and funding participation targets are established for 
specific groups of water users.  


IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE 


The ESPA CAMP anticipates that adaptation may be needed to improve the performance of 
water management actions over time. It authorizes the Board to establish an Implementation 


 
1 Letter from Speaker Scott Bedke dated May 8, 2019; letter from Idaho Power Company dated June 3, 2019; letter 
from A&B Irrigation District, Burley Irrigation District, North Side Canal Company, Twin Falls Canal Company, 
Clear Springs Foods, City of Twin Falls, Idaho Power, and Trout Unlimited dated July 19, 2019. 
2 2009 ESPA CAMP – 1.0 Executive Summary, p. 4. 







Committee to assist the Board as needed. The Committee serves “at the pleasure of the Board” 
and does not have decision-making authority (“the Board will make all final decisions 
concerning Plan project priorities, implementation, and funding”). When the Committee is 
utilized its purpose is “providing guidance and recommendations” to the Board.   


Since the Committee exists at the pleasure of the Board, whether to reinstitute the Committee is a 
discretionary decision for the Board to make. Until the Board has completed its 10-year review 
of CAMP implementation, submitted appropriate planning recommendations to the Legislature 
and the Governor’s Office and received back their directives, IGWA believes it is premature and 
unnecessary to reinstitute the Committee at this time.  


IGWA also wishes to express concern about the Implementation Committee potentially creating 
conflict with or undermining ongoing efforts by the Board, IGWA and others which are making 
substantial progress towards achieving the overall CAMP goal of managing the balance between 
water use and supplies to sustain the economic viability and social and environmental health of 
the ESPA. That said, there remains much work to do to achieve this goal, and an Implementation 
Committee may be useful so long as it is clearly tasked with expanding and improving aquifer 
recovery actions to achieve the 600,000 acre-foot water budget change as set forth in the Plan. 


RECOMMENDATION 


As mentioned above, IGWA is grateful for the substantial efforts made by the Board and its staff 
to achieve the CAMP goals. The Board’s development and expansion of groundwater recharge 
facilities is remarkable and will provide lasting benefits to the ESPA and the State of Idaho. 


Looking forward, IGWA urges the Board to build upon this success by focusing effort and 
funding on ESPA CAMP goals for ground water to surface water conversion, demand reduction, 
and weather modification as set forth in Table 2 of the Plan.  


As the Board is aware, IGWA has pursued its own actions to assist in recovering the ESPA, 
including reductions in groundwater diversions, recharge, and funding support to expand CREP 
enrollments. These activities have been privately pursued and funded by IGWA members and 
Districts, and should not detract from or diminish Board-driven actions under the ESPA CAMP. 
Until the ESPA has been stabilized at a level that the State determines is sufficient to sustain all 
existing water uses, Board-driven efforts to recover the aquifer must continue and expand with 
haste. 


Should the Board reinstitute the Implementation Committee to assist with these efforts, IGWA 
requests that its members and other groundwater users be fully represented on the Committee. 


Respectfully submitted, 
 
  
       
     TIM DEEG, President 
 
cc: Sam Easton,  Office of the Governor,  
 Pro Tem Brent Hill 
 Director Gary Spackman 
 Deputy Director Matt Weaver 







Representative Marc Gibbs, Chairman, House Resources and Conservation Committee 
 Senator Lee Heider, Chairman, Senate Resources and Environment Committee 
 Senator Steve Bair, Chairman, Senate Finance Committee 
 Paul Arrington, Idaho Water Users Association 
 Steve Howser, President Idaho Water Users Association 
 Darrell Anderson, Idaho Power Company 
 Jeff Jermunson, Clear Springs Foods 
 Brian Patton, IWRB 
 






























































































































To: Idaho Water Resource Board


From: ESPA CAMP Implementation Committee Members Representing the Following: 
A&B Irr. Dist., Burley Irr. Dist., North Side Canal C.C., Twin Falls C.C.
City of Twin Falls 
Clear Springs Foods, Inc.
Idaho Power Company 
Trout Unlimited


Date: 7/19/19


Re: ESPA CAMP Implementation Committee


The purpose of the Implementation Committee was set forth in the Eastern Snake Plain 
Aquifer Comprehensive Aquifer Plan (hereinafter "Plan"):


To ensure that the valuable input of stakeholders continues during the 
implementation of Phase I and the design and implementation of subsequent 
phases, this Plan establishes an Implementation Committee. This committee will 
provide recommendations to the Board concerning Phase I implementation, 
assessment of Phase I effectiveness, definition of subsequent phases, and 
coordination of activities necessary for implementation. This committee will also 
evaluate the effectiveness and viability of continuing Plan implementation during 
Phase I. The Implementation Committee will include representation, at a 
minimum, from all interest groups currently represented on the ESPA Advisory 
Committee.


* * *


... the Plan includes an adaptive management component which requires 
ongoing coordination between the Board's staff and the Implementation 
Committee. The Plan provides for continued effort to identify and address all 
water use needs affected by this Plan, including the integration of environmental 
considerations in decision making.


Plan at 4, 5.


The above-referenced entities (Members) all participated in the Board's development of 
the ESPA CAMP and hold vital interests to the aquifer. All Members support the Board's efforts 
to restore and sustain the aquifer for Idaho water users. Further, each entity had a person 
participate as a member of the Implementation Committee (Committee).


Although, the Committee was active and met as part of the initial planning process, 
after funding proposals failed, the Committee has essentially been inactive for several years.
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Despite this inactivity, as acknowledged at last month's Joint Aquifer Stabilization & Planning 
Committee meeting held on June 26th (Jerome - IDFG), the Plan envisions an important role for 
the Committee to play in making recommendations to the Board and ensuring effective and 
proper implementation.


It is the Members' understanding that the Board is now undertaking a CAMP review 
process that will culminate with a 10-year progress report to submit to the Idaho Legislature 
later this year. In support of that effort the Members desire to re-engage with the Committee 
and assist with the Board's efforts as provided in the Plan.


At the outset, the Members do not seek to disrupt the progress report schedule or 
prevent the Board and staff from responding to Speaker Bedke's request. If the progress report 
will simply serve as a catalogue of past actions and provide the Legislature with an update of 
implementation to date, the Members support that effort. However, the Members would like 
clarification that the progress report is not intended to substitute or replace the 
Implementation Committee's charge of continued involvement in the implementation of CAMP 
or prevent further Adaptive Management after the Committee has a full opportunity to 
carefully perform its designated role in making recommendations to the Board on future 
actions.


Importantly, Section 4.0 of the Plan details an adaptive management strategy which 
includes coordination and implementation. See Plan, Sec. 4.1. Specifically, the Committee is 
charged to provide "guidance and recommendations concerning the implementation of 
management strategies and review of goals and objectives." See id. The Committee is further 
charged to accomplish the following:


1) Provide a forum to discuss Phase I implementation;
2) Establish benchmarks for evaluating action effectiveness;
3) Coordinate with water users and managers;
4) Evaluate and address environmental issues; and
5) Identify and pursue funding opportunities.


Plan, Sec. 4.1, p. 26.


The Members believe a lot has happened since the Plan's initial adoption in 2009. 
However, accomplishing the above tasks (#1 - #5) may take several meetings and coordination 
with the Board and staff. A proper review of past actions is critical to evaluating the initial goals 
to determine if adaptive management is necessary. Given the critical importance of the aquifer 
to the Members and all water users in southern and eastern Idaho, having sufficient time and 
resources to perform a comprehensive evaluation of the above factors is paramount.
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To that end, the Members request that the Board and staff coordinate with the 
Committee for purposes of reinitiating meetings and participation as either part of or in parallel 
with the Board's current progress report process.


To restart the work of the Committee, the Members believe updating the Committee list 
is the first task to complete and would respectfully ask the Board to appoint new members to 
replace initial Committee members who have either left the respective entity or are no longer 
in that former position. As noted in a recent letter from Mayor Shawn Barigar, the City of Twin 
Falls seeks to have City Manager Travis Rothweiler appointed as its representative. Necessary 
replacements for other undersigned Members will be presented to the Board at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting Rexburg (July 25-26).


Again, if the Board seeks to undertake an Adaptive Management review as part of the 
CAMP progress report, the Members would respectfully request to re-engage with the 
Implementation Committee as contemplated by the Plan. However, if the Board confirms that 
the progress report is not a substitute for the Plan's Adaptive Management and 
Implementation processes, then that will help provide guidance for that process moving 
forward, which the Members understand may take several months.


In conclusion, the Members again wish to communicate their appreciation for the 
Board's efforts and commitment to restore and sustain the ESPA. The Members all rely upon 
the aquifer for their interests and are willing to continue to participate and work with the Board 
to ensure the Plan is implemented in the most efficient and effective way possible. We look 
forward to your prompt response.


Burley Irrigation DistrictA&B Irrigation District


/


John LindDan Temple


Twin Falls Canal CompanyNorth Side Canal Company


Clear Springs Foods, Inc. City of Twin Falls


Trout UnlimitedIdaho Power Company
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In conclusion, the Members again wish to communicate their appreciation for the 
Board's efforts and commitment to restore and sustain the ESPA. The Members all rely upon 
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Dan Temple, Manager 
A&B Irrigation District


John Lind, Manager
Burley Irrigation District


Brian Olmstead, Manger 
Twin Falls Canal Company


Alan Hansten, Manager 
North Side Canal Company


Travis Rothweiler, City Manager 
City of Twin Falls


J. Randy MacMillan, V.P. 
Clear Springs Foods, Inc.


Jim Tucker, Counsel
Idaho Power Company


Peter Anderson 
Trout Unlimited
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To that end, the Members request that the Board and staff coordinate with the 
Committee for purposes of reinitiating meetings and participation as either part of or in parallel 
with the Board's current progress report process.


To restart the work of the Committee, the Members believe updating the Committee list 
is the first task to complete and would respectfully ask the Board to appoint new members to 
replace initial Committee members who have either left the respective entity or are no longer 
in that former position. As noted in a recent letter from Mayor Shawn Barigar, the City of Twin 
Falls seeks to have City Manager Travis Rothweiler appointed as its representative. Necessary 
replacements for other undersigned Members will be presented to the Board at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting Rexburg (July 25-26).


Again, if the Board seeks to undertake an Adaptive Management review as part of the 
CAMP progress report, the Members would respectfully request to re-engage with the 
Implementation Committee as contemplated by the Plan. However, if the Board confirms that 
the progress report is not a substitute for the Plan's Adaptive Management and 
Implementation processes, then that will help provide guidance for that process moving 
forward, which the Members understand may take several months.


In conclusion, the Members again wish to communicate their appreciation for the 
Board's efforts and commitment to restore and sustain the ESPA. The Members all rely upon 
the aquifer for their interests and are willing to continue to participate and work with the Board 
to ensure the Plan is implemented in the most efficient and effective way possible. We look 
forward to your prompt response.
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John Lind, Manager
Burley Irrigation District
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North Side Canal Company
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Twin Falls Canal Company
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Clear Springs Foods, Inc.
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To that end, the Members request that the Board and staff coordinate with the 
Committee for purposes of reinitiating meetings and participation as either part of or in parallel 
with the Board's current progress report process.
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replace initial Committee members who have either left the respective entity or are no longer 
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regularly scheduled meeting Rexburg (July 25-26).
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Implementation Committee as contemplated by the Plan. However, if the Board confirms that 
the progress report is not a substitute for the Plan's Adaptive Management and 
Implementation processes, then that will help provide guidance for that process moving 
forward, which the Members understand may take several months.


In conclusion, the Members again wish to communicate their appreciation for the 
Board's efforts and commitment to restore and sustain the ESPA. The Members all rely upon 
the aquifer for their interests and are willing to continue to participate and work with the Board 
to ensure the Plan is implemented in the most efficient and effective way possible. We look 
forward to your prompt response.


Burley Irrigation DistrictA&B Irrigation District
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North Side Canal Company Twin FaJIs Canal Company


Clear Springs Foods, Inc. City of Twin Falls
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IWRB Managed Recharge Environmental Resources 
Technical Workgroup Report


Rob Van Kirk, Senior Scientist


Henry’s Fork Foundation, Ashton, Idaho


IWRB Aquifer Stabilization Committee, September 18, 2019







Workgroup Background
• Established by settlement agreement for lower-valley 


IWRB managed recharge rights (01-7142, 01-10609)
• To “…provide information and recommendations to 


IWRB regarding any potential impact on aquatic, 
wildlife and recreation resources and on water 
quality…”


• Group meets at least twice annually
• Meetings to date: October 2018, April 2019







Workgroup Representation
• Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game
• Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality
• U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
• U.S. Bureau of Land Management
• Idaho Water Users Association
• Idaho Power Company


• Idaho Rivers United
• Trout Unlimited
• Henry’s Fork Foundation
• A&B Irrigation District
• Burley Irrigation District 
• Milner Irrigation District
• North Side Canal Co. 
• Twin Falls Canal Co.
• American Fall Reservoir District No. 2







Issues Discussed to Date
• IDEQ-approved water-quality monitoring


– Milepost 31
– Shoshone
– Richfield
– Jones (upper valley)


• Streamflow needs for fisheries and potential 
interaction with IWRB recharge







• Stream reaches supporting major fisheries
• Five general types of streamflow issues
• Intersection of reaches with fisheries streamflow 


issues and diversion of natural flow for managed 
aquifer recharge (e.g., IWRB program)


• Additional comments:
1. Effects of managed recharge with storage water
2. Potential benefits of managed recharge to fisheries


Outline of Streamflow Concerns







Trout Fishing in Upper Snake
• Internationally known
• $50-100 million value


Major Fisheries
• Henry’s Fork & tribs.
• Teton River
• South Fork Snake
• Snake River upstream of 


American Falls Res.
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Additional fisheries concern: Sturgeon in reach 
between Bliss  Dam and C.J. Strike Reservoir







1. Winter flow limits survival of juvenile fish downstream of Island Park Dam 
(Henry’s Fork) and Palisades Dam (South Fork)


Five classes of streamflow issues


HF


South Fork







1. Winter flow limits survival of juvenile fish downstream of Island Park Dam 
(Henry’s Fork) and Palisades Dam (South Fork)


2. Springtime freshet needed for optimal maintenance of stream and 
riparian habitat in reaches with mobile bed and active floodplain


Five classes of streamflow issues







1. Winter flow limits survival of juvenile fish downstream of Island Park Dam 
(Henry’s Fork) and Palisades Dam (South Fork)


2. Springtime freshet needed for optimal maintenance of stream and 
riparian habitat in reaches with mobile bed and active floodplain


3. Mid-summer flow (and associated water temperature) can limit trout 
habitat in reaches with high irrigation diversion


Five classes of streamflow issues







1. Low winter flow limits survival of juvenile fish downstream of Island Park 
Dam (Henry’s Fork) and Palisades Dam (South Fork)


2. Springtime freshet needed for optimal maintenance of stream and 
riparian habitat in reaches with mobile bed and active floodplain


3. Low mid-summer flow (and associated water temperature) can limit trout 
habitat in reaches with high irrigation diversion


4. High mid-summer reservoir delivery decreases water quality and fishing 
experience


Five classes of streamflow issues







1. Low winter flow limits survival of juvenile fish downstream of Island Park 
Dam (Henry’s Fork) and Palisades Dam (South Fork)


2. Springtime freshet needed for optimal maintenance of stream and 
riparian habitat in reaches with mobile bed and active floodplain


3. Low mid-summer flow (and associated water temperature) can limit trout 
habitat in reaches with high irrigation diversion


4. High mid-summer reservoir delivery decreases water quality and fishing 
experience


5. High springtime flows needed for sturgeon recruitment in Bliss-to-C.J. 
Strike reach (~25 Kcfs optimal; no recruitment at flows < 12 Kcfs


Five classes of streamflow issues


Photo and information 
from Idaho Power







Climatic and hydrologic trends
Reaches downstream of 
recharge PODs
• Lower Henry’s Fork
• Lower Fall River
• Lower Teton River
• Lower South Fork
• Snake River
• Mid-Snake (Bliss to C.J. 


Strike)







Climatic and hydrologic trends
Streamflow concerns and Effects of Managed Recharge (natural flow)


• Reservoir outflow concerns are upstream of managed recharge PODs.
• Low summer flow is not affected, because either: 1) natural flow recharge rights are 


not in priority, or 2) water supply is sufficient for recharge and streamflow.
• Greatest potential effect of diversion for managed recharge: 


• Springtime freshet; currently limited by priorities and recharge capacity.
• Sturgeon recruitment; recharge has little effect when King Hill flow > 12 Kcfs


River Winter flow Freshet/sturgeon Summer flow Reservoir delivery 
Reach concern effect concern effect concern effect concern effect 
Upper HF         
HF below IP X      X  
Mid-HF & tribs         
Lower HF/Fall R   X X X    
Upper Teton     X    
Lower Teton   X X X    
SF ab. Great Feeder X  X    X  
SF blw. Great Feeder   X X     
Snake River   X X X    
Bliss to C.J. Strike   X X     
 







1. Effects of managed recharge using storage water
• Additional physical reservoir delivery during irrigation season


• Decreased water quality and fishing experience downstream of reservoirs
• Increased sediment transport out of reservoirs
• Decreased water quality in reservoirs
• Decreased winter flow to refill


• Decreased streamflow when natural-flow recharge would have no effect
• IWRB recharge with donated mitigation storage: minimal effect because 


this happens only in years (e.g., 2018, 2019) with low storage demand
2. Potential benefits of managed recharge to fisheries


• Increased baseflow in hydraulically connected reaches
• Moderated water temperatures (cooler in summer; warmer in winter)


Additional Comments
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