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L STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This is an appeal from decisions made by the Idaho Department of Water Resources
(“IDWR”) and its Director, Gary Spackman, relating to the first of a series of “mitigation plans”
filed by Idaho Ground Water Appropriators, Inc. (“IGWA”). This appeal is taken from the
Director’s orders partially granting IGWA’s First Mitigation Plan: 1) the Order Approving in Part
and Rejecting in Part IGWA's Mitigation Plan; Order Lifting Stay Issued February 21, 1014,
Amended Curtailment Order issued in Case Nos, CM-MP-2014-001 and CM-DC-2011-004 on
April 11,2014 (“Order on IGWA s First Mitigation Plan™), 2) the Final Order on Reconsideration
issued in Case Nos. CM-MP-2014-001 and CM-DC-2011-004 on May 16, 2014, 2014, and 3) the
Amended Order Approving in Part and Rejecting in Part IGWA's Mitigation Plan, Order Lifiing
Stay Issued February 21, 2014, Amended Curtailment Order issued in Case Nos, CM-MP-2014-
001 and CM-DC-2011-004 on May 16, 2014 (“Amended Ovder on IGWA s First Mitigation Plon”)
(hereinafier these are sometimes collectively referred to as “the Orders™).

I1. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On January 29, 2014 the Director issued the Final Order Regarding Rangen, Inc.’s Petition
for Delivery Call; Curtailing Ground Water Rights Junior to July 13, 1962 (the “Curtailment
Order”) (Exhibit 2042). In addition to determining that Rangen is being materially injured by
junior-priority ground water pumping, the Director determined the quantity of water that would be
expecfed to be available to Rangen’s water rights if curtailment of junior-priority ground water
rights occurred within the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer and West of the Great Rift. The Director
based this determination upon simulations using the Depariment’s ground water model,
ESPAM?2.1, According to those simulations the flow in the Martin-Curren Tunnel would increase

by 9.1 cfs at steady state. Accordingly, the Curtailment Order specified that any mitigation plan
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must provide: 1) “simulated steady state benefits of 9.1 cfs to {the] Curren Tunnel”, or 2) “direct
flow of 9.1 cfs to Rangen.” (Exhibit 2042, p. 42). The Director also ordered that mitigation
provided by direct flow may be phased-in over five years. Id,

IGWA filed its first mitigation plan on February 11, 2014 (Exhibit 2020), IGWA’s First
Mitigation Plan contained nine mitigation proposals. On April 11, 2014, following a three day
hearing, the Director approved some mitigation credit for two of the nine proposals and rejected
the other seven. Order on IGWA's First Mitigation Plan, (A.R., pp. 464-520). The mitigation
credit that was approved by the Director was not sufficient to meet the mitigation obligation in the
Curtailment Order, As aresult, the Order on JGWA's First Mitigation Plan also included a revised
curtailment order, (AR, pp. 464-520). Following various motions for reconsideration, the Director
issued an Amended Order on IGWA's First Mitigation Plan (A.R., pp. 597-620). The Amended
Order on IGWA s First Mitigation Plan included clarifications regarding the Director’s ruling on
two of the proposals that were rejected. The Amended Order also includes changes to reflect a
letter from Morris submitted after the hearing in which he agreed to cease diverting .3 cfs from the
Martin-Curren Tunnel. (A.R., p. 536).

Rangen’s substantial rights have been prejudiced by the Department’s Orders, As aresult
of these orders, junior priority ground water putnping continues unabated while Rangen continues
to suffer material injury to its water rights. The Director’s decision should be reversed, and this
matter remanded for further proceedings.

IIl. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The standard of review for factual matters under the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act

is as follows:

The Idaho Administrative Procedures Act (IDAPA) governs the review of
local administrative decisions. In an appeal from the decision of district court
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acting in its appellate capacity under the IDAPA, this Court reviews the
agency record independently of the district court's decision. The Court does -
not substitute its judgment for that of the agency as to the weight of the
evidence presented. The Court instead defers to the agency's findings of fact
unless they are clearly erroneous. In other words, the agency's factual
determinations are binding on the reviewing court, even where there is
conflicting evidence before the agency, so long as the determinations are
supported by substantial competent evidence in the record. Here, the Board is
treated as an administrative agency for purposes of judicial review. . . . The
Court may overturn the Board's decision where the Board's findings: (a)
violate statutory or constitutional provisions; (b) exceed the agency's statutory
authority; (c) are made upon unlawful procedure; (d) are not supported by
substantial evidence in the record; or (¢) are arbitrary, capricious, or an abuse
of discretion. The party attacking the Board's decision must first illustrate that
the Board erred in a manner specified in LC. § 67-5279(3), and then that a
substantial right has been prejudiced. If the Board's action is not affirmed, "it
shall be set aside ... and remanded for further proceedings as necessary."

Urrutia v. Blaine County, 134 Idaho 353, 357, 2 P.3d 738, 742 (2000) (citations omitted). Courts
review legal issues de novo. Polkv. Larrabee, 135 Idaho 139, 144, 15 P.3d 1147, 1152 (2000).

IV,  ARGUMENT

The Director approved some mitigation credit for only two components of IGWA’s First
Mitigation Plan. The first of those components consists of activities that function as a substitute
for curtailment, which the Director refers to as “aquifer enhancement activities.” This component
includes activities such as conversion from ground water to surface water, voluntary curtailment,
and recharge. The second component consists of credit due to “foregone diversion of Curren
Tunnel water by [Butch] Morris.”

With regard to the first component, the Director concluded that:

56. IGWA's evidence established that it can provide an average of 1.7 cfs of water

to Rangen through its aquifer enhancement activities, based on steady state BSPAM
2.1 model runs.

57. IGWA's evidence established that it can provide 1.2 cfs of water from its
aquifer enhancement activities, based on transient ESPAM 2.1 model runs, from
April 1, 2014, through March 31, 2015,
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Amended Order on IGWA 's First Mitigation Plan, (A.R., pp. 613-614). The Director abused his
discretion and acted outside his authority by giving credit in these two calculations for activities
to be performed in the future without including appropriate provisions to protect Rangen’s senior
water rights.

With regard to the second component, the Director concluded:

55. IGWA's evidence established that foregone diversion of Curren Tunnel water

by Marris is predicted to deliver an average of 1.8 cfs water directly to Rangen

from April 1, 2014, through March 31, 20135, if Morris foregoes diversion of all
water from the Curren Tunnel as stated in his letter.

Amended Order on IGWA's First Mitigation Plan, (AR, p. 613). This conclusion is not supported
by substantial evidence in the record. This determination was arbitrary and capricious, an abuse
of discretion, and in violation of the Director’s clear legal duty to distribute water in accordance
with the prior appropriation doctrine.

A, The Director exrred by allowing out of priority pumping based upon activities
thut may occur in the future,

The first component of IGWA’s mitigation plan consists of activities such as voluntary
curtailment, conversions from ground water to surface water and recharge conducted by [GWA,
Rangen does not dispute that IGWA is conceptually entitled to some credit for these types of
activities. When done appropriately, these are precisely the types of activities that mitigate for the
impacts caused by pumping groundwater. The problem is that the Director gave credit not only
for the simulated residual effect of past activities, but also for the anticipated effect of future
activities that may occur. Since granting mitigation credit means that out-of-priority ground water
pumping continues to occur now, this impermissibly places the entire risk of whether those future
activities will actually occur on Rangen.

The Director gave credit for future activities in the calculation of both simulated steady

state as well as transient model runs. These future activities are, in part, the basis for Conclusions
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of Law 56 and 57 in the Amended Order on IGWA's First Mitigation Plan. The Director approved
1.7 cfs of steady state mitigation credit and 1.2 cfs of direct flow mitigation credit for “aquifer
enhancement activities.” Amended Order on IGWA's First Mitigation Plan, (AR, pp. 613-614),
Exhibit 1025 summarizes the Department’s calculation of the steady state benefit of
activities occurring in 2011, 2012, and 2013, (Exhibit 1025). The Department’s modeler, Jennifer
Sukow, testified that the steady state calculations are based upon the assumption that activities
would continue permanently. With regard to Exhibit 1025, Ms. Sukow testified as follows:

Q. Inotice that there's a difference between 2011, 2012, and 2013 for each of
these,

It appears, based upon the difference that the same activities don't actually
occur in each year; is that correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. Okay. And so the assumptions that go into each of these, that the activity
is going to occur permanently, is not really a correct assumption, is it?

A. Yeah, that's true.

Q. Did you make any attempt to determine for any of these given years what
the effect would be now? Did you do any transient runs on -- on these activities?

A. No, we have not done any transient runs.

Q. So going forward, for instance for 2014, did you make any attempt to
determine what the value would be for 20147

A. No. That would depend on what practices they actually carry out in 2014,

Q. And same thing for 2015 and beyond; correct?

A, Yes. It will always depend on what practices they actually undertake,

Q. So under this analysis that you're doing here, you're just looking back at
what happened in previous years and making no attempt to predict what the effect
will be in the future; correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. What would happen to the numbers that you've got here if the activities
stopped or changed?

A. These numbers will change.

(Tr., Vol. II, p. 313, 1. 2 - p.314, 1. 8).

The Department’s transient model runs are summarized in a table included with Exhibit
3001 labeled 2005_2013 Transient.xlsx, and only provided electronically. See attached Appendix
A. Footnote 10 to that table states “Predicted average benefit assumes that conversions, voluntary

curtailment, and CREP in 2014-2018 will be identical to 2013 mitigation activities. Non-I[WRB

RANGEN INC.’S OPENING BRIEF - 7



sponsored recharge in 2014-2018 was assumed to be zero.” The effect of these two different
assumptions can be seen by comparing rows 10 and 11 of the table, which represent recharge, to
other rows such as row 6, which represents conversions. In rows 10 and 11 where the assumption
in future years is zero, the simulated result in future years goes down. In contrast, in row 6 where
the assumption is that activities will continue, the simulated result in future years goes up,

Conlrary to the assumptions underlying the Director’s calculations, the activities for which
IGWA received mitigation credit are not permanent. Conversions from groundwater to surface
water constitute a substantial portion of these activities. (Exhibit 1025). For example, of a total
simulated steady state benefit at the Martin-Curren Tunnel of 1.7 cfs for all activities that occurred
in 2011, conversions account for 1.4 cfs, Yet, all, or nearly all, of these conversions are so called
“soft conversions.” This means that a farmer can simply flip a switch to use ground water again
if surface water becomes unavailable. Lynn Carlquist of North Snake Ground Water District
described these soft conversions:

Q. Now, I want to understand how the conversions might work.

You characterized almost all conversions as soft; correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And so we're on the same page, conversions are where people go from
groundwater rights to surface water rights; correct?

A, Yes.

Q. And you described it in such a way that if the people who do those
conversions, they have the ability to turn on their pumps if they're not obtaining
surface water; correct?

A, That's correct.

(Tr.,, Vol. I, p. 152,1. 9 —22). Carlquist testified that ground water pumpers expected to be able to
go back to using ground water at any time that surface water was not available.

Q. And you in fact expressly tell them that if they're not getting their surface water

they need to be able to turn their pumps back on; correct?

A. Yes, that's what we've told them. If we can't get the water, that's why they need

to maintain that connection,

Q. Allright. And so most everyone maintains a connection to their groundwater
pumps; correct?
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A. Yes.

Q. And you agree that they -- you, sitting here today, you agree that they should
be able to turn their pumps back on when they need water?

A, Yes,

(Tr., Vol. |, p.153,1. 18 —p. 154,1. 5).

The Amended Order on IGWA' First Mitigation Plan does not contain any provision
identifying the converted acres or other future activities for which IGWA has already been given
mitigation credit. There are no provisions in the Amended Order to ensure that these future
activities will occur. There are similarly no contingency provisions if the future activities do not
or cannot occur as required by IDAPA 37.03.11.043.03.c. See, In Matter of Distribution of Water
to Various Water Rights, 155 1daho 640, 315 P.3d 828 (2013). There is a risk that these mitigation
activities will not occur in the future, and placing that risk upon Rangen impermissibly tumns the
prior appropriation doctrine upside down. See, id. Unfortunately, unlike the farmers, Rangen is
not able to simply turn a pump on when the expected water does not come. There is a distinct
difference between mitigation credit for the residual and ongoing effects of activities that have
already occurred and mitigation credit for activities that may be performed in the future. The
Director’s Amended Order improperly fails to account for this difference. The Director abused his
discretion, exceeded his authority, and/or acted outside the law by failing to identify the future
activities for which mitigation credit was given and providing a means of enforcement and
monitoring. As such, his decision should be reversed and this case remanded for further
proceedings.

B. The Director erred by approving 1.8 cfs of mitigation credit due to foregone
diversion of Martin-Curren Tunnel water.

The Director also erred by approving 1.8 cfs of mitigation credit due to “foregone diversion
of Curren Tunnel water by [Butch] Morris.” Amended Order on IGWA s First Mitigation Plan

(A.R., p. 613, 55). Butch Morris holds multiple water rights from the Martin-Curren Tunnel.

RANGEN INC.’S OPENING BRIEF - 9



Motris and IGWA entered into an agreement wherein Morris agreed to forego his use of water
from the Martin-Curren Tunnel so that IGWA could obtain mitigation credit, (Exhibit 2032). The
Director concluded that Morris’ agreement to forego wse of water from the Martin-Curren tunnel
resulted in 1.8 ofs of mitigation credit for [GWA for Rangen’s 1962 water right. This conclusion
is not supported by substantial competent evidence, is arbitrary and capricious, and an abuse of
discretion. In making this determination, the Director violated his clear legal duty to distribute
water in accordance with priority and failed to consider the amount of additional water actually
available to Rangen’s 1962 water right.

1. The Director failed to distribute the water in the Martin-Curren Tunnel by
priority when giving credit for IGWA’s agreement with Butch Morris.

Neither the Director, IGWA, nor Butch Morris have the authority to dictate or change how
water in the Martin-Curren Tunnel is distributed. The Idaho Constitution and the doctrine of prior
appropriation dictate that the Martin-Curren Tunnel water must be distributed in accordance with
the relative priorities of the water rights. The Director has a clear legal duty to distribute the water
in accordance with those priorities, Idaho Code § 42-602.

There are fourteen water rights allowing water from the Martin-Curren Tunnel to be used
for various purposes. The owners, quantities, and relative priority of those water rights are set

forth on Exhibit 1049. The following chart shows those rights:

Water Right Water Right Water Priority Date
Holder Number Right

Quantity

(cfs)
Morris 36-134D 1.58 10/9/1884
Morris 36-134E 0.82 10/9/1884
Candy 36-134A 0.49 10/9/1884
Rangen 36-134B8 0.09 10/9/1884
Musser 36-102 4.1 10/9/1884
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Rangen 36-135A 0.05 4/1/1908
Candy 36-135B 0,51 4/1/1908
Mortis 36-135D 1.58 4/1/1908
Morris 36-135E 0.82 4/1/1908
Rangen 36-15501 1.46 7/1/1957
Rangen 36-02551 48.54 7/13/1962
Rangen 36-07694 26 4/12/1977

There is no dispute that the flow of water from the Martin-Curren Tunnel has been insufficient to
satisfy these water rights for years. (Exhibit 1049; Exhibit 2045).

Under the prior appropriation doctrine, the owners of the various water rights are entitled
to usge the available water in order of prioritj/ since there is a shortage. If an owner forgoes use of
water for some reason, the water becomes available to the next water right in order of priority. For
a variety of reasons including the shortage of water, only Rangen currently beneficially uses any
substantial amount of water from the Martin-Curren Tunnel (Tr., Vol. II, p 381, 1.1 —p. 383, 1. 2).
Morris, Candy, and Musser, the owners of the other Martin-Curren Tunnel water rights, have
decided to use water from other sources rather than the Martin-Curren Tunnel.

The quantity of water necessary to satisfy Rangen’s 1884, 1908, and 1957 water rights is
1.6 cfs. Even if all other water rights in the Martin-Curren Tunnel use no water, if the water in the
Martin-Curren Tunnel is distributed in priority, there is no water available for Rangen’s 1962 water
right (which also means there is no water available for mitigation credit for injury to that right)

until the flow in the Martin-Curren Tunnel is greater than 1.6 cfs. The following chart illustrates

this point:
Water Right Water Right Water Priority Date Allocation of
Holder Number Right Flow in
Quantity Priovity
(cfs) Asswming ne
Use by Morris,
Candy or
Musser
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Morris 36-134D 1.58 10/9/1884
Morris 36-134E 0.82 10/9/1884 0
Candy 36-134A 0.49 10/9/1884

0
Rangen 36-134B 0.09 10/6/1884

0.09
Musser 36-102 4.1 10/9/1884

0
Rangen 36-135A 0.05 4/1/1908

0.05
Candy 36-1358 0.51 4/1/1908

0
Morris 36-135D 1.58 4/1/1908

0
Morris 36-135E 0.82 4/1/1908

0
Rangen 36-15501 1.46 7/1/1957

1.46
Rangen 36-02551 48.54 7/13/1962
Rangen 36-07694 26 4/12/1977

1.60

The Director concluded that Morris® “foregone diversion” of Martin-Curren Tunnel is
predicted to deliver an average of 1.8 cfs of water. (A.R., p. 613 —614). While Rangen takes issue
with that calculation since actual flows are lower than that {(see argument below in Section 2), even
if it is assumed that the Martin-Curren Tunnel has an actual flow of 1.8 cfs, IGWA cannot be given
credit for that amount. The Director must distribute 1.6 ¢fs of that flow to Rangen’s earlier priority
rights. Once those rights are satisfied, then the Director can give credit to IGWA for Morris’
foregone diversions. Again, assuming the 1,8 cfs average flow used by the Director, 1.6 cfs would
be distributed to Rangen’s earlier rights and IGWA should be given mitigation credit for .2 cfs —

not 1.8 ¢fs as the Director calculated,

RANGEN INC.’S OPENING BRIEF - 12



The mitigation credit given by the Director completely ignored Rangen’s earlier priority
water rights, When the Martin-Curren Tunnel water is administered in accordance with the prior
appropriation doctrine, there must be 1.6 cfs of water allocated to Rangen’s earlier rights. Only
after those earlier rights are satisfied can IGWA be given any credit for Butch Morris’ agreement
not to use Martin-Curren Tunnel water, The Director’s decision to give IGWA 1,8 cfs mitigation
credit is contrary to the doctrine of prior appropriation, arbitrary and capricious, and an abuse of
discretion. As such, his decision should be reversed and this matter should be remanded for further
proceedings.

2. The Director approved mitigation credit in excess of the amount of water
flowing from the Curren Tunnel

The most obvious limitation on potential credit due to foregone diversions from the Martin-
Curren Tunnel is the actual flow of water from the Tunnel. IGWA acknowledged that the
maximum credit it should receive for diversions made by Butch Morris from the Sandy Pipeline
instead of the Martin-Curren Tunnel is the actual flow of the Tunnel. (Hrg Tr.: T.J. Budge opening,
Vol. I, P. 68 L. 23 — P. 69 L.5; Brendecke, Vol. II[, P.14 L.21 — P.15 L.1; Carlquist, Vol. I, P. 172
L.5-9). Despite IGWA’s acknowledgement, the Director did not base his calculation of mitigation
credit for the Sandy Pipeline useage on the actual flows in the Tunnel, The Director based his
mitigation credits upon the average flow from April 15 through October 15 during the period from
2002 through 2013, which was 3.7 cfs. During the imrigation season in 2013, however, the actual
flow of water in the Martin-Curren Tunnel was as low as 0.74 cfs. (Exhibit 2045). |

The use of average past flows is not appropriate for the evaluation of a mitigation proposal
based upon the delivery of actual water. The CMR’s require the Director to consider whether a
mitigation plan “will provide replacement water, at the time and place required by the scnirc:r~

priority water right, sufficient to offset the depletive effect of ground water withdrawal on the
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water available in the surface or ground water source at such time and place as necessary to satisfy
the rights of diversion from the surface or ground water source.” IDAPA 37.03.11.043.03.b. When
considering the benefit, if any, of “aquifer enhancement activities” that take place some distance
away, the benefit will be delayed and spread out over time. (Exhibit 1025 and Appendix A). These
benefits are not directly measurable. In contrast, deliveries of water are subject to measurement
and oceur at specific points in time and in specific quantities. Timing matters, There is a big
difference, for instance, between the delivery of 12 cfs all at once in June and the delivery of { cfs
per month for 12 months even though the average is the same. While the delivery of 1 cfs per
month may result in water at a time and place useful to a fish raising facility, 12 cfs all at once
may not. The flow in the Martin-Curren Tunnel during a substantial portion of the year is less
than the 1.6 cfs needed to satisfy senior water rights as discussed above. (Exhibit 2045). Rangen’s
1962 water right receives no benefit from the Morris Agreement during those times. Since Morris
can only take water during the irrigation season, Rangen similarly receives no benefit during the
non-irrigation season. The Director did not properly consider whether the delivery of any water
as a result of the agreement with Morris would actually result in water at a time and place that
provides a benefit and what that benefit might be, The benefit, if any, would not necessarily be
equal to the average predicted by the Director.

Given current flows in the Martin-Curren Tunnel, the use of such an average derived from
past flows gives IGWA mitigation credit for delivering more water than is actually flowing from
the Martin-Curren Tunnel and available to satisfy Rangen’s 1962 water right. There is insufficient
evidence to conclude that flows in the Martin-Curren Tunnel will be 3.7 cfs or greater in 2014.
The flows are in fact lower than that now. The Order states that “if the proposed mitigation falls

short of the annual mitigation requirement, the deficiency can be calculated at the beginning of the
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irrigation season. Diversion of water by junior water right holders will be curtailed to address the
deficiency.” Amended Order on IGWA's First Mitigation Plan (AR., p. 602). This improperly
shifts the risk related to the First Mitigation Plan to Rangen, the senior water right holder, in
violation of the Idaho Supreme Court’s decision {r the Matter of Distribution of Water to Various
Water Rights, 155 1daho 640, 315 P.3d 828 (2013). The Director’s calculation of mitigation credits
was an abuse of discretion and contrary to Idaho law. As such, it should be reversed.

C. Rangen’s substantial rights have been prejudiced.

Rangen’s substantial rights have been prejudiced by the Orders at issue. The Orders
diminish Water Right Nos, 36-02551 and 36-07694, as those rights were decreed by the Snake
River Basin Water Adjudication and permitted and licensed by the Department. Furthermore,
Rangen’s substantial rights have been prejudiced by the failure of the Director and Department to
deliver the amount of water necessary to address Rangen’s injury caused by junior-priority
groundwater pumping.

V. CONCLUSION

For the reasons specified above, Rangen requests that the Court find that the Orders were
in violation of Idaho law, in excess of the statutory authority or administrative rules of the
Department, arbitrary capricious, and an abuse of discretion, Rangen requests that the Orders be

reversed and this matter remanded for further proceedings.
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DATED this 10" day of September, 2014
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APPENDIX A



Pradicted average benefit to Curren Tunne? from IGWA and SWID anuifer enhancament projects during the fizst five vears folfowing the curtsiiment srder,

Volume {aFfyr)” Predictsd average banafit to Currer Tunnad {cfs} ™
BESgation broject
Fature Year 1 Yol Year3 Year 4 Yeur s
2005 26005 2007 2088 2008 2010 01 2 2013 ;

years™ | {4/2024-372025) | {4/20153/2016) | {8/2015-3/2057) | (4/20:7-3/2018} | {4/2018-3/2015}
|{EWa Conversions * r9161f  3s2sol  36815]  msesy] a3ser) 17218 23307] 30744  sazasl 2433 051 0.53 0.54 .55 0.56
SWID Conversions | g a Y o 0l 47,3361 47,189 SB509] 47350 47,33 2.44 .51 0.56 .50 0,56,
WD Vokintary Curtatiment ™ 5 o 0 2 5 4,211 4,015 4015 3,345 3,545 0.0 .04 005 oos .05
IGWA CREZ™S ol ol 1182a]  15443] 15,39 a1y aap7] 12025 11.89% 13,367 0.16 0.16 8.17 0.37 0,37
swip crer™® 0 [ o g of 1588 1sssl zsas| 1s8sl  isas} 0.01 0,02 0.02 c.02 0.02
¥5Wa Recharge” 4 o] 27,360 0] 13587 5 & g 8 0 002 0.82 0.01] 0.01f 0.01
SWID Richiarge” 4 g g a 8 [ 0 1,155 1,169 of a.01 0.01 6.1 £.00 0.
{iowa 23,161  35250] 4853%) s241pi 329520 31,227) 37324]  42368]  36332f 36332 0.7 0.7 0.7 8.7 0.7
[swin/ecr g a b o 0 51336] 52,792] 65705, 54,053] S2E84 55 0.6 0.5 6.7 o7
fTotal 79163] . 35250] 758981 52,4100 46,639 84,163 ©0,315| 107875 90,385; 89,215 2] 13] 14 1.4 15
Notes:

1. IGWA conversion voluma incindas water delivared te corversion nrojacts, excess water dafiverad to copversion projects, canal saecage within NSCC (30%3 and AFRDZ {42%) defivery systems, arid-ailuntary e projects.
Z. SWiD eonversion valume includes water dellusred to covversion projects and canal seepage of 38% within the I Canal defvesy system,
3. $wighvoluntary curtziiments on mixed source lends whers groundwater Irrigation is supplemental to sudace water imigation were assigned 3 groundwater fractian of 0.88 for calouiation of 1dled actesand volsmi of benefic ti the agbifee,
4. SWAD voluntary curtaliments for 2013 hove not Been reviewed by IDWR Compliance Bureas staff. 2011 valies were catried forward 1o 2033, T o
5. XD07-200% KGWA CREP may include land focated within SWID/GCID. CREP projects located within ABID are inclutad in ABID's mitigation plan and are exdludad from this analysis.
6. 013 CREP benafits were celculated using the August 2013 CREP shipefile. Because-of timea constraints, Chuck Pantzer of ISWCC wits not contacted regarding brigation to establish 2 pover Giop. | was assumed thatng CREP 3ctas were watered.

during the 2013 iirigation segson. CREF lands located within SWID of GCID were credited to SWID. Dther CREP lands Jocated within the trim line and zres of common groundwater supply were credited to WA

7. ¥EWA recharge does not inciude recharge spensored by TWRS.
8 SWib recharge & not intendsed 10 include rechasge sponsored by IWRE. Unable to verify whether of 5ot SWID rechange clatmed for 2012 and 2013 was sponsored by WRB. it may not be appropriate is prindde mitigetion Crait for vecharze

modeted in 2013,

4. pMitigation volwmes were modeted ot 20 2verage constant rate distribuled over 2 one-year parind.
10. Predicted average banefit assumes that conversions, voluntary curtailment, and CREP in 2014-2018 will be isentical to 2013 mitigation acthvitiss. Mon!WRR sponsored recharge i 2014-2028 was assumed tn be zarg,
11, Predicted benefits to the Rargen spring model cell were caloulated ssing the fransient, supemosition version of ESPAMZ1. Predicted benefits to Curren tuanel were calculated as 63% of the benefits to the Range spring Midsleell iing's
hitesr regrassion modal adopted by the Director o the Reagen proceeding.



