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Executive Summary

Mountain Home Air Force Base (MHAFB) relies on ground water from several wells on base
to meet water demands of the base. MHAFB is located in the Mountain Home Groundwater
Management Area which has a documented declining aquifer.

The ldaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) is evaluating a potential new water supply for
MHAFB that would utilize surface water from C.J. Strike Reservoir on the Snake River.
IWRB has obtained water rights that would be used for this proposed source of supply.
IWRB intends to enter into a long-term Water Utility Supply Agreement with MHAFB to
deliver treated water meeting drinking water standards to the MHAFB distribution system.

This report presents the findings of a water supply planning study to evaluate the proposed
water supply project. The study analyzes historical water demands and provides
recommendations for system capacity. Water right issues are investigated and a
recommended water right strategy is presented. Snake River water quality is evaluated for
suitability as a source of drinking water. Three potential intake locations and two pipeline
alignments are evaluated. Conceptual design criteria for the intake pump station, pipeline,
and water treatment facility are developed, and cost estimates are presented for the water
supply system including construction costs and annual operations and maintenance costs.

A preliminary project schedule is presented that includes planning, permitting, design,
construction, and start-up phases over a 4-year period. The major tasks for each phase are
identified and described with projected schedules for each. Project delivery methods
including Design/Bid/Build and Turnkey approaches are described with discussion of their
advantages and disadvantages.

Finally, recommendations are provided for next steps to continue the planning and
permitting phases of the project.
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1. BACKGROUND

Mountain Home Air Force Base (MHAFB) relies on ground water from several wells to meet
water demands of the base. MHAFB is located in the Mountain Home Groundwater
Management Area which has a documented declining aquifer.

The Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB) is evaluating a potential new water supply for
MHAFB that would utilize surface water from C.J. Strike Reservoir on the Snake River.
IWRB has obtained water rights that would be used for this proposed source of supply. The
IWRB intends to enter into a long-term Water Utility Supply Agreement with MHAFB in 2017
to deliver treated water meeting drinking water standards to the MHAFB distribution system
starting in 2021.

This Water Supply Planning Report has been developed to advance the project by further
developing and documenting project requirements including facilities, costs, permitting,
schedule, and project delivery methods. The new water system will include an intake pump
station at C.J. Strike Reservoir, a Raw Water Pipeline to convey water to the base, and a
Water Treatment Plant to process the water to drinking water standards.
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2. WATER SYSTEM CAPACITY EVALUATION

Water production data for the 6-year period from January 2009 through December 2014
were provided by MHAFB for this analysis and are included in Appendix A. Data include
water production in gallons per month for Wells 2, 4, 6, 8, 11, 12, and 13. Well 8 supplies
non-potable water for irrigation at the golf course and produced 26% of total water
production from 2009 through 2014. All other wells provide potable water for use in the
potable water distribution system serving the Base. This analysis does not include data from

Well 9 which supplies a small amount of non-potable water for use at the Air Traffic Control
Tower.

Figure 1 presents historical water production for the 6-year period from 2009 through 2014.

Figure 1
Historical Water Production (2009-2014)
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Water demand is highest in the summer and lowest during the winter due primarily to
irrigation demands. The average day demand (ADD) for the 6-year period was 1.55 million
gallons per day (mgd). ADD for the months of July and August was 3.5 mgd, and the
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Excluding production from Well 8 which supplies non-potable water for irrigation at the golf
course, the ADD was 1.13 mgd, and the ADD for the months of July and August was 2.7
mgd.

2.1 ESTIMATING MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND (MDD)

Daily water production data were not available, so maximum day demand was estimated by
using a peaking factor (ratio of MDD to ADD for a given year). The peaking factor for
MHAFB was reported to range from 2.5 to 3.1, with an average of 2.9, for the period from
2006 through 2011 (AECOM, 2012). A typical peaking factor for a small city in the western
United States is 2.0 to 3.5. For comparison, the peaking factor for Suez Water, the municipal
water provider for the city of Boise, was 2.02 for 2014. The peaking factor is highly
dependent upon the amount of water used for irrigation in comparison to the amount used
for other purposes (e.g., domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial).

A peaking factor of 3.1 is used in this analysis to represent the high end of the observed
range reported and provide a conservative estimate of MDD. Estimated MDDs range from
4.4 to 5.1 mgd for the years 2009 through 2014. See Table 1 for a tabulation of annual ADD
and MDD data.

Table 1
Annual ADD® and MDD® With and Without Golf Course Irrigation (2009-2014)
VEAR TOTAL PRODUCTION EXCLUDING GOLF COURSE ©®
ADD (mgd) @ MDD®) (mgd) ADD (mgd) MDD®) (mgd)
2009 1.60 494 1.22 3.80
2010 1.58 491 1.21 3.76
2011 1.42 4.39 1.13 3.50
2012 1.53 4,76 1.07 331
2013 1.49 4.62 1.10 341
2014 1.65 5.13 1.15 3.58
AVERAGE 1.55 4.79 1.16 3.56
Ave Annual Volume 1,730 AFA® 1,300 AFA
(1) ADD = Average Day Demand
(2) MDD = Maximum Day Demand
(3) Excludes Well 8 production which provides irrigation water to the Golf Course.
(4) mgd = million gallons per day
(5) MDD estimated using a peaking factor of 3.1. Peaking factor is the ratio of MDD to ADD for a given year.
(6) Average Annual Volume presented in acre-feet annually (AFA).
SPF Water Engineering, LLC Page 3 Idaho Water Resource Board
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2.2 MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND EXCLUDING GOLF COURSE IRRIGATION

Excluding Well 8 which provides water for irrigating the golf course, the average ADD was
1.13 mgd, and the highest annual MDD was 3.80 mgd (see Table 1). If the proposed surface
water system is not used to supply irrigation water to the golf course, the MDD would be
reduced from 5.13 mgd to 3.80 mgd.

2.3 WATER DEMAND PRIOR TO 2005

The MHAFB population decreased substantially in 2004 as a result of a change in the
mission of the base, and water use declined as a result. The population was 8,894 in 2000,
and was 3,238 in 2010 according to the U.S. Census Bureau. For the 6-year period from
1999 through 2004, ADD was 2.2 mgd and the average of annual MDDs was 5.7 mgd
(AECOM, 2012). The ADD for 1999 through 2004 was 42% higher than the ADD for 2009
through 2014. The highest MDD for 1999-2004 was 6.65 mgd and occurred in 2003. This
was 30% higher than the highest MDD for 2009-2014 which was 5.13 mgd and occurred in
2009. If the MHAFB population were to increase in the future, then ADD and MDD would be
expected to increase as well.

24 FUTURE DEMAND PROJECTIONS

Future water demand at MHAFB is dependent upon the base mission as determined by
Congress, which can change abruptly and is difficult to predict with accuracy. For water
systems at facilities with populations less than 5,000, the Department of Defense Handbook
for Water Supply Systems (MIL-HNBK-1005/7A) recommends designing water facilities for a
future water demand increase of 50%. The population was 3,273 in 2013 according to the
U.S. Census Bureau.

Following these guidelines, the proposed water facilities should be designed for a 50%
increase in water demand over current MDD. Additionally, given that the Base population
historically was much higher than current population, we recommend that the proposed
facilities be designed to accommodate future expansion to an ultimate capacity twice the
current MDD. This recommendation is provided because the raw water pipeline from the
intake pump station to the water treatment plant is not readily expandable in the future; thus
it should be designed for the ultimate capacity. Historical water demands, projected water
demands, and recommended capacities for the intake pump station, transmission pipeline,
and water treatment plant are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Water Demands and Recommended Facility Capacities

TOTAL PRODUCTION EXCLUDING GOLF COURSE®

HISTORICAL WATER DEMAND (2009-2014)

AVERAGE DAY DEMAND 1.6 mgd @ 1.2 mgd
MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND®) 5.1 mgd 3.8 mgd
AVERAGE ANNUAL VOLUME 1,730 afa @ 1,300 afa

DESIGN CAPACITY FOR 50% GROWTH

MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND 7.7 mgd 5.7 mgd
AVERAGE ANNUAL VOLUME 2,600 afa 1,950 afa
ULTIMATE CAPACITY FOR 100% GROWTH

MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND 10.3 mgd 7.6 mgd
AVERAGE ANNUAL VOLUME 3,460 afa 2,600 afa
RECOMMENDED CAPACITIES

INTAKE PUMP STATION 8 mgd (expandable to 10 mgd) 6 mgd (expandable to 8 mgd)
RAW WATER PIPELINE 10 mgd 8 mgd

WATER TREATMENT PLANT 8 mgd (expandable to 10 mgd) 6 mgd (expandable to 8 mgd)

(1) Excludes Well 8 production which provides irrigation water to the golf course.

(2) mgd = million gallons per day.

(3) The highest MDD was estimated to be 5.1 mgd and occurred in 2014. The highest MDD excluding golf course
irrigation was estimated to be 3.8 mgd and occurred in 2009. See Section 2.2 for discussion of MDD calculation.

4) afa = acre-feet annually.

(4)
(5) Design capacities are based on 50% increase over highest MDD as recommended by MIL-HNBK-1005/7A.

25 RECOMMENDED SYSTEM CAPACITY

The recommended design capacity for the water system is 6 mgd, with an ultimate capacity
of 8 mgd. The capacity recommendation is based on continuing to use ground water to
irrigate the golf course to avoid the cost of treating golf course irrigation water to drinking
water standards. The recommended design capacity is 50% higher than current MDD, and
the recommended ultimate capacity is 100% higher than current MDD.
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3. WATER RIGHTS EVALUATION

This section evaluates existing Snake River water rights owned by IWRB for the proposed
use at MHAFB and provides recommendations for how best to make use of the water rights.
Recommendations are also made for securing additional water rights from the Snake River
for use at MHAFB. The evaluation is based on existing and projected water demands as
outlined in Section 2 of this report.

3.1 BACKGROUND

The MHAFB is located in the Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area (GWMA)
which was established in 1982 pursuant to Idaho Code § 42-233b." The 437,000-acre
GWMA was established in response to declining groundwater levels in the area surrounding
the Cinder Cone Butte Critical Groundwater Area (established in 1981 pursuant to Idaho
Code § 42-233a) and in other areas of the Mountain Home Plateau. Groundwater levels in
the GWMA continue to be of concern to local area water users.

The Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB, or the Board) is evaluating a proposed new water
supply system that would deliver surface water from C.J. Strike Reservoir on the Snake
River to MHAFB and replace the existing groundwater supply. To this end, the IWRB
purchased Snake River water rights from J.R. Simplot Company in 2014. This memo
provides an evaluation of the water rights acquired by the Board from Simplot for potential
use at MHAFB, including the transferability of the rights. This memo also provides
recommendations for developing additional Snake River water rights to meet future
demands at MHAFB.

3.2 EVALUATION OF EXISTING WATER RIGHTS

The IWRB acquired three Snake River water rights from J.R. Simplot Company in 2014
(Table 1). The Simplot rights authorize irrigation use on a total of 625 acres. The authorized
diversion rate from the Snake River is a total of 12.50 cfs (approximately 5,600 gpm) for the
three water rights. Total annual volume for the rights is 2,500 ac-ft (approximately 815
million gallons). The season of use for the three water rights is limited to April 1 to October
31.

The Simplot rights were confirmed in the Snake River Basin Adjudication (SRBA), which is
now final. Partial decrees for water rights 2-10300A and 2-10300B were issued on July 31,
2012. Water right 2-10506 is a portion of its parent right 2-10337, and a partial decree for 2-
10337 was issued on April 8, 2008. The partial decrees became final on August 25, 2014

! Order Establishing Ground Water Management Area. Idaho Department of Water Resources
(November 9, 1982)
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with issuance of the Final Unified Decree in the SRBA. All three water rights are leased to
the Board’s Idaho Water Supply Bank (IWSB) and are currently unused. The IWSB leases
are set to expire on December 31, 2019.

Table 3
Existing Water Rights
Water . Authorized  Authorized Combined  Authorized
. Priority Water . .
Right Date Use Season Diversion  Annual Vol. Volume Area
No. Rate (cfs) (ac-ft) (ac-ft) (ac)
2-10300A  2/25/1963 irrigation 4/1t0 10/31 8.00 1,339.0
1,600.0 400.0
2-10300B  5/10/1965 irrigation 4/1t0 10/31 8.00 not specified
2-10506 2/25/1963 irrigation 4/1t0 10/31 450 900.0 900.0 225.0
TOTAL 12.50 2,500.0 625.0
3.3 SUMMARY OF CURRENT AND FUTURE DEMANDS

Current and projected future water demands were evaluated in Section 2. For water right
purposes, it is useful to further separate water demands into irrigation and non-irrigation
season demands. Seasonal demands are provided in Table 4 below.

For the remaining analysis and discussion, it is assumed that the current annual irrigation
season demand is 1,530 ac-ft (golf course plus non-golf course demands), and current
annual non-irrigation season demand is 200 ac-ft. These demands can be met by
maximum-day diversion rates of 7.9 cfs and 1.9 cfs, respectively. Assuming 50% growth,
future irrigation season demand could be 2,300 ac-ft (11.9 cfs maximum day), and future
non-irrigation season demand could be 300 ac-ft (2.9 cfs maximum day). Assuming 100%
growth, future irrigation season demand could be 3,060 ac-ft (15.9 cfs maximum day), and
future non-irrigation season demand could be 400 ac-ft (3.8 cfs maximum day).

SPF Water Engineering, LLC
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Table 4
Current and Future Water Demands

Irrigation Non-Irrigation
Water Demands Units Season Season Total
(4/11-10/31) (12/1-3/31)

HISTORICAL (2009-2014 ave)
NON GOLF COURSE AF 1,100 200 1,300
GOLF COURSE AF 430 - 430
TOTAL AF 1,530 200 1,730
MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND MGD 51 1.2

CFS 79 1.9
50% GROWTH
NON GOLF COURSE AF 1,650 300 1,950
GOLF COURSE AF 650 - 650
TOTAL AF 2,300 300 2,600
MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND MGD 1.7 1.9

CFS 11.9 29
100% GROWTH
NON GOLF COURSE AF 2,200 400 2,600
GOLF COURSE AF 860 - 860
TOTAL AF 3,060 400 3,460
MAXIMUM DAY DEMAND MGD 10.3 25

CFS 15.9 3.8

3.4 TRANSFERABILITY OF EXISTING WATER RIGHTS

It is contemplated that the Simplot water rights will be used for municipal water supply at
MHAFB. Due to the season-of-use limitation of the Simplot water rights, a separate water
right authorization is needed during the non-irrigation season.

An IDWR-approved administrative transfer, to change the authorized place of use and
(potentially) the authorized nature of use, is required before the Simplot water rights can be
used as a water supply for MHAFB. There are essentially three options:

1. The full water rights (minus any deductions discussed below) can be transferred for
“municipal purposes” as defined by Idaho Code § 42-202B. Municipal purposes
include use for “residential, commercial, industrial, irrigation of parks and open
space, and related purposes...” A new water right for non-irrigation season
municipal use would be required. OR

2. A portion of the rights can be transferred directly for irrigation use, which could
reduce the annual volume deducted from the rights during processing of the transfer.
The balance of the rights could be transferred to municipal use (including domestic
potable supply, and any other use). A new water right for non-irrigation season
municipal use would be required. OR

SPF Water Engineering, LLC Page 8 Idaho Water Resource Board
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3. A new water right for year-round municipal use could be developed and the Simplot
rights transferred to meet irrigation demands, only.

The three water right options are discussed in greater detail below:

3.4.1 OPTION 1: TRANSFER TO MUNICIPAL USE ONLY

IDWR’s current policy concerning the processing of administrative transfers is detailed in
Administrator's Memorandum No. 24. A water right transfer that includes a change in the
nature of use (in this case from irrigation to municipal use) is subject to a review of historical
beneficial use and the calculation of a volume of consumptive use that can be transferred.
IDWR’s policy requires a review of available data and information concerning crop types,
crop production, water diversion records, delivery system efficiency, and any other
information to determine the historical consumptive use volume. An approved transfer from
irrigation to municipal use would likely authorize only historical consumptive use volume for
transfer to the new municipal use.

Information to support the volume of consumptive use for these rights may be difficult to
obtain. Although there is no question as to the validity of the Simplot rights, the rights have
not been used for an extended period of time and information about historic water use is
likely unavailable. However, a consumptive use volume can be calculated using several
assumptions, including:

e crop types are a typical mix known to be under cultivation in the area,;

o typical system efficiency, based on local area farming practice;

e consumptive use volume can be calculated using evapotranspiration values
provided on the University of Idaho ET q4ano Website, using the assumed crop mix.

As an alternative, IDWR may accept the current standard for consumptive use in the area
where the water rights were last used (in this case 3 ac-ft per acre). If a transfer application
seeks to change the nature of use for these rights entirely from irrigation to municipal use,
and the standard value is applied, the 2,500 ac-ft combined volume would be reduced to
1,875 ac-ft (a 25% “shrink”). This transferable volume might be less depending on the
assumptions made during a more rigorous analysis of crop types and historical farm practice
(which may be in the range of 2 to 3 ac-ft per acre). A transfer of the Simplot water rights
that changes the nature of use entirely from irrigation to municipal use at 3 ac-ft per acre
would result in a transferrable volume that would support approximately 25% growth at
MHAFB in the irrigation season. If the volume were reduced to 2.4 ac-ft per acre, the
transferred water right would not allow for any growth. In either case, a new water right
would still be required for the non-irrigation season.

SPF does not recommend a full transfer to municipal use because the value of the Simplot
water rights would be reduced by the determination of consumptive use volume.

3.4.2 OPTION 2: PARTIAL TRANSFER FOR IRRIGATION USE

Administrator's Memo No. 24 instructs IDWR staff to consider consumptive use volume in
the case of a proposed change to the nature of beneficial use, but does not require the
same analysis if the transfer merely proposes a change in the location of irrigation use. In
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other words, where the crop irrigated was historically corn or sugar beets, it will now be turf
and landscaping. The nature of use has not changed.

As described in SPF’'s Capacity Memo, water demand is highest in the summer (due
primarily to irrigation demands) and lowest during the winter. As shown in Table 2, current
non-irrigation season demand is 200 ac-ft, or approximately 40 ac-ft per month. The 40 ac-
ft per month demand is assumed to be typical for non-irrigation municipal purposes year-
round. The irrigation season demand is 1,530 ac-ft annually, or an average of 220 ac-ft per
month. Assuming that 40 ac-ft per month is used for non-irrigation municipal purposes, the
irrigation demand averages 180 ac-ft per month (1260 ac-ft per season).

Current demands could be met by transferring a 1,200 ac-ft (300 acres and 6.0 cfs) portion
of the existing Snake River water right portfolio for irrigation and converting a portion (4.0
cfs) of the remaining rights to municipal use (which can include some irrigation). A hew non-
irrigation season municipal water right would be required.

3.4.3 OPTION 3: TRANSFER FOR IRRIGATION USE ONLY

In this alternative, a new year-round water right would be sought for municipal use and a
stepped transfer of the Simplot rights would occur as irrigation demand increased over time.
In this scenario, a year-round municipal water right would be developed, as outlined in
Section 6, to provide 100% of the current and future demands for non-irrigation uses.
Additional portions of the Simplot rights would be transferred to MHAFB as irrigation
demands increased over time. This would provide for nearly 100% growth in irrigation
demands for MHAFB. Unused portions of the Simplot rights could be stored in the ldaho
Water Supply Bank to protect the rights from forfeiture.

3.5 ACQUIRING ADDITIONAL WATER RIGHTS TO MEET FUTURE DEMANDS

The Simplot rights can provide a surface-water supply for MHAFB from April 1 to October 31
(the existing season-of-use for the rights). A new water right appropriation from the Snake
River will be needed for use from November 1 to March 31 (or year-round for Option 3).
Developing a new water right from the Snake River for use at MHAFB is possible, but
complicated by (1) minimum streamflow rights at the Murphy gauge (3,900 cfs from April 1
through October 31, and 5,600 cfs from November 1 through March 31), and Weiser gauge
(4,750 cfs year-round); (2) the 1984 Swan Falls Settlement that created the concept of “trust
water’” made available from the Snake River for future development; and (3) the potential for
Idaho Power Company (IPCo) power-generation revenue losses. These complicating factors
are not insurmountable and IDWR has recently issued several permits to develop new
Snake River water rights.

The complicating factors are considered below, followed by a discussion of the specific
process for developing a new water right from the Snake River for MHAFB.
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3.5.1 SNAKE RIVER MINIMUM STREAMFLOW AT MURPHY AND WEISER

Idaho's Minimum Stream Flow Program was approved by the Legislature to preserve stream
flows and lake elevations for purposes defined by ldaho Code §42-1501. Minimum stream
flow water rights are held by the Idaho Water Resource Board in trust for Idaho citizens
(Idaho Code, Title 42, Chapter 15). The minimum stream flow is the amount of flow
necessary to preserve desired stream values, including fish and wildlife habitat, aquatic life,
navigation and transportation, recreation, water quality, and aesthetic beauty. The minimum
stream flow water rights at Swan Falls (Murphy gauge) and Weiser could potentially impact
appropriation of water from the Snake River for MHAFB. The minimum streamflow rights are
summarized in Table 5.

Table 5
Minimum Streamflow Water Rights at Murphy and Weiser Gauges
Gauge Water Right No. Priority Date Quantity (cfs) Season
Murphy 2-201 December 29, 1976 3,300 Year-round
Murphy 2-223 July 1, 1985 600 Year-round
Murphy 2-224 July 1, 1985 1,700 Non-irrigation
Weiser 3-6 December 29, 1976 4,750 Year-round

Stream flows in the Snake River have approached the minimum streamflow at Murphy
(3,900 cfs) each spring for several years; the minimum was violated for the first time on
March 31, 2015 (Figure 2), and 98 ac-ft of stored water was released from Palisades
Reservoir to compensate for the breach.
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Figure 2
Historical Snake River Flows at Murphy Gauge
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Stream flows in the Snake River have approached the minimum streamflow at Weiser
several times during the irrigation season, and violated the minimum in 1977 and 1992
(Figure 2). Stream flows in the Snake River at Murphy and Weiser are currently affected
(increased) by the release of augmentation flows from upstream reservoirs to support
habitat for anadromous fish.? Minimum streamflow water rights at Murphy and Weiser may
be violated more regularly if flow augmentation is reduced in the future.

Violations of the minimum streamflow water rights at Murphy and Weiser have occurred
historically during periods of drought. The Board’s acquisition of the Simplot water rights will

2 Augmentation flows are provided to the Snake River, Boise River, and Payette River from federal
storage reservoirs. Contributions from the Snake River are provided upstream of Murphy gauge.
Additional contributions from the Boise River and Payette River are provided upstream of the Weiser
gauge.
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allow MHAFB to transition to a surface water supply with greater certainty that its municipal
supply is secure during the irrigation season.

Figure 3
Historical Snake River Flows at Weiser Gauge
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3.5.2 NEW APPROPRIATIONS OF “TRUST WATER”

The Snake River upstream of Swan Falls Dam (at the Murphy gauge) and below Milner Dam
is open to appropriation of water under the terms of the Swan Falls Settlement (the
Agreement). In the Agreement, IPCo’s water rights were subordinated to all water rights with
priority dates earlier than October 1, 1984. Consistent with the Agreement, subsequent
statutes also subordinated The IPCo water rights to some amount of future water right
development, provided the minimum streamflows are met at Murphy gauge. The water
available for appropriation defined by these constraints is referred to as “trust water”.

Water rights for “trust water” are processed in accordance with Idaho Code § 42-203C and
applicable water appropriation rules (IDAPA 37.03.08). Specifically, IDWR is required to
determine “whether the proposed use, individually or cumulatively with other existing
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uses...would significantly reduce the amount of trust water available to the holder of the
water right used for power production”, and if so, whether the proposed reduction is in the
public interest. (Idaho Code 42-203C).” However, the rules also state, “Other provisions of
these rules not withstanding (sic), applications or permits...for DCMI® purposes are
presumed to not cause a significant reduction” (IDAPA 37.03.08.45.02.e). MHAFB would be
applying for a municipal right, which is covered by the rule.

3.5.3 POTENTIAL POWER GENERATION REVENUE LOSSES

Idaho Power Company could potentially be a protestant to a water right application made by
MHAFB for its municipal use, based on lost power-generation revenues caused by the new
diversion of Snake River water. To our knowledge, IPCo has not yet determined a method
to calculate potential losses. The possibility that IPCo may have lost revenues based on
MHAFB diversions can be addressed at the time a permit application is submitted (or
protested by IPCo).

3.5.4 PROCESS FOR NEW WATER RIGHT DEVELOPMENT

Preparation and submittal of a new water right application is straight-forwvard once MHAFB is
able to provide sufficient information about potential future development. We recommend
MHAFB submit an application for “reasonably anticipated future needs”, known as “RAFN”.
RAFN are defined by Idaho Code § 42-202B(8) as “future uses of water by a municipal
provider for municipal purposes within a service area which, on the basis of population and
other planning data, are reasonably expected to be required within the planning horizon...”
The “planning horizon” varies by individual applicant and can be 20-50 years, but is
generally based on the type of information supplied with the application (e.g. population
growth projections for MHAFB).

An application for RAFN will include information to support the requested diversion rate (cfs)
and planning horizon. The application will be reviewed by IDWR staff and, if acceptable,
public notice will be provided by advertisement in the local newspaper. A fourteen-day
protest period follows advertisement. A permit is issued if no protest is submitted, or after
protests are resolved.

RAFN applications can be developed over time to meet the needs of the applicant.
Importantly, the applicant is not required to fully develop the proposed system capacity in
order to obtain a water right license. Under current IDWR policy, a RAFN license will be
based on system capacity. The “capacity of the system” is determined by IDWR on a case-
by-case basis, but generally the applicant need not have installed all facilities (pipes, pumps,
etc) to meet the entire diversion rate requested on the application. A demonstration that
plans exist for construction of a facility to meet future needs is generally accepted prior to
licensing.

% «DCMI” stands for domestic, commercial, municipal, and industrial.
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3.6 WATER RIGHTS SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

IWRB has acquired a valuable set of Snake River water rights from Simplot. The rights can
be used for irrigation of MHAFB (after issuance of an approved transfer), or portions of the
rights can be converted to municipal use (which could include irrigation). Unused portions of
the water rights could be placed in the Idaho Water Supply Bank while not being used to
protect the rights from forfeiture.

The Simplot water rights are valid during the irrigation season only. A new appropriation is
needed to authorize diversion from the Snake River during the non-irrigation season. To
assure MHAFB can meet its projected future water demands, we recommend MHAFB take
the following steps:

Submit an application for transfer of water right to modify the Simplot water rights as follows.

1. Change the place of use to MHAFB for a 6.0 cfs (300-acre and 1,200 ac-ft) portion of
the rights. The nature of use would remain as irrigation.

a. Change the nature of use to municipal and place of use to MHAFB for a 4.0
cfs (200-acre and 600 +/- ac-ft after shrink) portion of the rights.

b. In combination, the rights would provide 1,800 ac-ft and 10.0 cfs of supply to
the base, which provides for approximately 15% increase in total water
demand.

2. Retain the 2.5 cfs (125 acres and 500 ac-ft) balance of the Simplot water rights in the
Idaho Water Supply Bank for forfeiture protection until needed for future irrigation or
municipal use.

3. Submit a permit application based on RAFN (“reasonably anticipated future needs”)
for non-irrigation season municipal use. An application can be prepared as soon as
MHAFB develops a projected water demand for the application. For 100% growth,
the application would seek 3.8 cfs.
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4. WATER QUALITY EVALUATION

Water quality samples were collected from C.J. Strike Reservoir and analyzed to evaluate its
suitability as a source of drinking water for MHAFB. Four sets of samples were collected at
monthly intervals and analyzed for 19 parameters shown in Table 6 below. Samples were
collected at the existing Simplot irrigation pump station at a depth of 10 feet below water

surface.
Table 6
CJ Strike Reservoir Water Quality

Parameter Units Average Min - Max® MCL®
Alkalinity mg/L as CaCOs 173 165-180
Aluminum mg/L <0.10 <0.10 0.05-0.2¢)
Arsenic ug/L 5 4-6 10
Bromide ug/L 68 54-95
Calcium Hardness mg/L as CaCOs 114 106-120
Calcium mg/L 46 42-48

Escherichia coli MPN/100mL ND 2 10¢4)
Fluoride mg/L 0.55 0.50-0.65 4
Iron mg/L <0.05 <0.05 0.3®
Magnesium mg/L 21.3 20.9-21.8
Manganese mg/L <0.05 <0.05 0.05@)
Mercury ug/L <0.2 <0.2
Nitrate mg/L 1.55 0.9-2.1 10
Nitrite mg/L 0.025 0.02-0.03 1

pH Units 8.1 8.0-8.2 6.5-8.50)
Total Hardness mg/L as CaCO; 199 190-205
Total Organic Carbon mg/L 13 1.03-1.56
Turbidity NTU 25 15-34

UV Transmittance at 254nm cm? 92.7 90.8-94.8

Notes:

1. Indicates the minimum and maximum results for a specific parameter across all four sample events.

2. MCL is Maximum Contaminant Level for drinking water as defined by the USEPA.

3. Indicates the standard is a secondary maximum contaminant level which is a non-enforceable guideline for

aesthetic purposes.
4. E. Coli concentrations for proposed surface water sources must be monitored monthly for a duration of 12 months

per the LT2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule. If the average E. Coli concentration is greater than 10
CFU/100 mL, then additional sampling and treatment may be required.
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In addition, one set of water samples was analyzed for all 145 federal primary drinking water
standards. None of the samples collected were found to violate any primary drinking water
standards. Laboratory analysis reports are included in Appendix B.

4.1 WATER QUALITY EVALUATION

In general, Snake River water quality at C.J. Strike Reservoir appears to be well suited for
treatment to drinking water standards through either conventional treatment or membrane
filtration with pretreatment. The water can be characterized as low in turbidity, moderate to
slightly basic pH, with moderate levels of total organic carbon. Total hardness is moderately
high and is discussed below. Nitrate, fluoride, and arsenic levels are well below their
respective maximum contaminant levels.

4.1.1 Escherichia Coli

Escherichia coli (E. Coli) concentrations were low. Three samples were non-detect and one
sample had a concentration of 2 MPN (most probable number)/100mL. If E. Coli
concentrations are above 10 MPN/100mL, based on 12 months of sampling, then additional
and expensive Cryptosporidium sampling would be required and more advance treatment
could ultimately be required. One year of monthly E. Coli sampling is required for new water
treatment plants using surface water sources, so eight more months of sampling will be
necessary which can be conducted during pilot testing.

4.1.2 Nitrate and Nitrite

Nitrate and nitrite concentrations averaged 1.6 mg/L and 0.03 mg/L, which are well below
their respective MCLs of 10 and 1 mg/L.

4.1.3 Total Organic Carbon and DBP Precursors

Total Organic Carbon concentrations averaged 1.3 mg/L, which is low. TOC is a general
indicator of disinfection byproduct formation potential. If TOC was significantly higher (e.g.
greater than 4 or 5 mg/L) then disinfection byproduct formation could be more of a concern.

41.4 Fluoride

The fluoride concentration averaged 0.55 mg/L. The MCL is 4 mg/L and the recommended
concentration for preventing tooth decay is 0.7 mg/L (per US Dept. of Health and Human
Services). With naturally occurring fluoride at 0.55 mg/L, adding fluoride to the water should
not be necessary.

4.1.5 Total Hardness

Total hardness concentration averaged 199 mg/L as CaCOg, which is categorized as hard
water. Hardness is not a health concern, but rather an aesthetic and maintenance issue.
Hardness concentrations for the existing wells at MHAFB range from 39 to 350 mg/L. Wells
2 and 13 are most commonly used on Base and have average hardness levels of 73 and 39
mg/L, respectively. Using the CJ Strike source will generally result in a significant increase in
hardness which in turn could lead to some scaling and deposits on piping and plumbing
fixtures. Softening treatment (lime softening or membranes) could be considered at the
WTP, however this is typically not implemented at hardness levels below 250 to 300 mg/L
due to the increased cost. The Base may want to consider water softeners for specific uses
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in their facilities (they may already have water softeners in some locations). The magnesium
concentrations averaged 21 mg/L, so precipitation in water heaters could also be a potential
issue.

4.1.6 Turbidity

All turbidity samples were less than 5 NTU, which is low and amenable to removal via
conventional water treatment processes. If raw water turbidity is always less than 10 to 15
NTU, then direct filtration is an option which eliminates the sedimentation process and would
provide significant savings (Kawamura, 2000). Data from the pilot study will be valuable in
evaluating this option. However, if raw water turbidity ever exceeds 15 NTU, then a
sedimentation process would be necessary upstream of granular media filters.

4.1.7 UV-254 Transmittance

UV Transmittance at 254 nm averaged 92.7% across the four samples. This is relatively
high for raw surface water and indicates that the water would be amenable to UV
disinfection, especially after filtration. UV disinfection is not recommended in this study, but it
could be implemented at any time to enhance primary disinfection.

4.1.8 Other Snake River Water Purveyors

There are few existing drinking water systems that use this stretch of the Snake River as a
water source. The two closest are Glenns Ferry, Idaho and Ontario, Oregon. Water quality
data from both cities were evaluated with respect to drinking water standards. Glenns Ferry
is located upstream and uses membrane filtration treatment while Ontario is located
downstream and uses conventional water treatment with granular media filters. Based on
the data reviewed, both conventional treatment and membrane filtration treatment process
are expected to meet all existing water quality standards including disinfection by-product
regulations for trihalomethanes (THMs) and haloacetic acids (HAAs). For further discussion
and conceptual design of proposed conventional treatment and membrane treatment, see
Section 6.

4.2 WATER QUALITY SUMMARY

Overall, Snake River water at C.J. Strike Reservoir was found to be well suited as a supply
for the proposed potable water system. Four monthly samples were collected and analyzed,
and every test meets federal primary drinking water standards. In addition, turbidity was low
in all samples collected. Additional data should be collected during the required water
treatment pilot study to determine if raw water turbidity is always less than 15 NTU, and
whether or not direct filtration can be implemented. Disinfection Byproducts (DBPs) are not
anticipated to be an issue due to low raw water TOC concentrations and historical DBP data
from Glenns Ferry, Idaho and Ontario, Oregon.
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5. INTAKE PUMP STATION

Conceptual design of the intake pump station includes four vertical turbine pumps with
space provided for two additional pumps for future expansion to an ultimate capacity of 8
mgd (5,600 gpm) and piping designed to accommodate the ultimate capacity. Intake
screens will be provided to screen out solids and protect fish, with final screening
requirements such as slot size and approach velocity to be determined during permitting of
the new intake facility. Screens will be located roughly 10 feet below the minimum water
surface elevation, and intake piping will convey water to the pump suction header. Table 7
presents conceptual design criteria for the intake pump station.

Table 7
Conceptual Design Criteria for Intake Pump Station
PARAMETER UNIT VALUE
INITIAL DESIGN CAPACITY (FIRM) @ MGD 4.0
GPM 2,800
ULTIMATE CAPACITY MGD 8.0
GPM 5,600

NUMBER OF PUMPS NO. 4
LARGE PUMPS

NUMBER OF LARGE PUMPS NO. 2

PUMP TYPE VERTICAL TURBINE

DRIVE TYPE VARIABLE FREQUENCY

PUMP POWER (EA.) HP 300

DESIGN FLOWRATE (EA.) GPM 1,400

TOTAL DYNAMIC HEAD FT 650
SMALL PUMPS

NUMBER OF SMALL PUMPS NO. 2

PUMP TYPE VERTICAL TURBINE

DRIVE TYPE VARIABLE FREQUENCY

PUMP POWER (EA.) HP 150

DESIGN FLOWRATE GPM 700

TOTAL DYNAMIC HEAD FT 650
FUTURE PUMPS, LARGE (SPACE PROVIDED) NO. 2

Notes:
1. Firm capacity is the total pump station capacity with the largest pump out of service.
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The intake pump station will be located at the shore and will house the pumps and motors,
mechanical piping, surge control equipment, and electrical and controls equipment. All
equipment and piping will be housed in a new building for security and protection from the
elements. A diesel standby generator is included in the conceptual design, but may not be
necessary due to reliability provided by the proposed 30 acre-foot (AF) raw water reservoir
located at the water treatment plant. This decision can be finalized during preliminary
design. Figure 4 shows a potential intake site.

Figure 4. Potential CJ Strike Reservoir Intake Site
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5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING OF INTAKE AND PIPELINE

An easement from BLM will be required for either pipeline alignment (Alternative 1 or 2)
because either pipeline would traverse several miles of BLM land. In addition, the intake for
Alternative 1 would be located on BLM land, while the intake for Alternative 2 would be
located on privately owned land. In either case, environmental permitting will be required to
obtain the BLM easement. At this time, it appears that an Environmental Assessment (EA)
will be more likely than the more detailed, costly, and time consuming Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). However, BLM will ultimately determine whether an EA or EIS is required,
assuming they are the lead agency in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
permitting process.

Regardless of the alternative selected, the pipeline will cross a Slickspot Peppergrass
Management Area, and would be subject to guidelines specific to the management area and
the greater range of the species. However, slickspot peppergrass habitat is easily
identifiable and therefore avoidable by construction activities.

The pipeline will also cross portions of the Birds of Prey National Conservation Area (NCA).
The NCA contains the greatest concentration of nesting raptors in North America. The NCA
is a unique habitat for birds of prey because the cliffs of the Snake River Canyon provide
ideal nesting sites, while the adjacent upland plateau supports unusually large populations
of small mammal prey species. Special attention should be given towards avoiding,
minimizing, or mitigating environmental impacts at the Snake River, adjacent canyon walls,
and raptor foraging areas along the canyon rim.

Potential impacts at the intake facilities include aquatic species such as fish and snails. Fish
screens will be included at the intake with technical requirements such as slot size and
approach velocity to be determined by the federal agencies during the permitting process.
Other issues of concern could include cultural and visual resources near the Snake River
Canyon. For Alternative 1 the pipeline would be buried and run parallel to the existing 30"
Simplot pipeline through an existing notch in the canyon rim. For Alternative 2 the pipeline
could either be exposed at the canyon rim or a borehole could be drilled behind the rim to
conceal the pipeline and minimize visual impacts.

The majority of anticipated impacts would occur during the pipeline construction phase, and
are considered to be short-term and local in nature. Further, these potential environmental
impacts could likely be avoided, minimized, or mitigated through construction best
management practices (BMPs), cultural and biological field surveying, and effective pipeline
route planning. Further, environmental mitigation measures described in the recently
completed West-Wide Energy Corridor (WWEC) Programmatic EIS could potentially be
applied to the NEPA process.

From an environmental resources standpoint, neither of the proposed pipeline alternatives is
anticipated to impede or preclude the project. However, a final determination of
environmental and cumulative effects can only be made by the Federal Government, in this
case the BLM, which would be evaluated through the ROW application and NEPA process.
The first step in the process is to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with BLM, then BLM will
determine whether an EA or an EIS is required.
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6. WATER TREATMENT PLANT

Snake River water will require treatment at a water treatment plant (WTP) prior to delivery to
the MHAFB distribution system. There are many drinking water treatment options, but
ultimately treatment process selection should be based on raw water quality and treated
water goals. Raw water quality was evaluated during this study and is summarized in
Section 4 of this report. The evaluation showed that Snake River water at C.J. Strike
Reservoir is a suitable drinking water source and will be expected to meet all federal
drinking water standards with conventional water treatment processes or membrane
filtration.

The cost estimates presented in Section 7 show that conventional treatment is the most cost
effective approach, as compared to membrane filtration. Therefore conventional treatment is
presented as the preferred option, with membrane treatment discussed as a potential
treatment alternative. A water treatment Pilot Study will be required by the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ). Conventional water treatment with granular
media filters is recommended for the pilot study, but both conventional and membrane
treatment could be studied, although at a higher cost.

Conceptual design of the conventional WTP includes a raw water reservoir, coagulation with
pump diffusion flash mix, 3-stage tapered flocculation, gravity sedimentation, granular media
filtration, and disinfection with sodium hypochlorite generated on-site. A preliminary process
flow diagram is shown in Figure 7.

6.1 RAW WATER RESERVOIR

A raw water reservoir is recommended to provide storage of raw water at the WTP site to
increase the reliability and flexibility of the water supply system. It is possible that at some
point in the future, water supply could be curtailed to meet minimum flow requirements at
Swan Falls or Weiser as described in Section 3. Snake River flows frequently approach
minimum flows in late-March. If diversion of water was curtailed for several days, then on-
site storage of raw water would provide a back-up supply. The raw water reservoir would
also provide water in case the intake pump station or pipeline was temporarily out of service
for any reason. Further, the raw water reservoir would decouple operations of the intake
pump station and the WTP so that each facility could operate at an optimal flow rate without
having to ramp up and down in tandem.

Conceptual design includes a raw water reservoir capacity of 30 AF (approximately 10
million gallons), which would provide 24 days of storage at the current winter average
demand of 0.4 mgd. If winter demand doubled in the future, then it would provide 12 days of
storage. The conceptual design assumes an average depth of 15 feet, surface area of
approximately 2 acres, and an earthen liner. A low lift pump station would deliver water from
the reservoir to the WTP.
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The Raw Water Reservoir could be located adjacent to the WTP, which might have the
added benefit of the aesthetics of a large pond near the main entrance to the Base. But
technically it could be located anywhere along the pipeline alignment. Potential sites should
be evaluated geologically to minimize excavation of rock and for the suitability of soils for an
earthen pond liner. Bentonite could be added to the earthen liner if necessary to reduce
seepage. The reservoir will likely attract water fowl, and distance from flight paths will need
to be considered. For comparison, the surface area of the Raw Water Reservoir will be
similar to the combined surface area of the two existing ponds at the MHAFB Golf Course.

For Pipeline Alternative 2, the reservoir could be located at the high-point of the pipeline
near the northeast corner of MHAFB. Under this scenario water would be conveyed by
gravity from the Reservoir to the WTP, thereby eliminating the capital and operational costs
of the proposed low-lift pump station. The runways at the Base run from south-east to north-
west, so it appears that this location would avoid the flight path, and it would be further from
the runways than the existing ponds at the Golf Course.

6.2 COAGULATION AND FLASH MIX

Pump diffusion flash mix will provide mixing energy of approximately 700 s™ for the
coagulation process. Different coagulants should be tested during the pilot study, including
metal salts and polymers, to identify the optimal primary coagulant for final design.
Provisions for the addition of coagulant aid (anionic polymer) should also be considered and
are included in the chemical feed cost estimates. After coagulation, the water will be
conveyed directly to the flocculation basins.

6.3 FLOCCULATION AND SEDIMENTATION

Conceptual design includes three flocculation/sedimentation basins with a firm capacity of 6
mgd (with one set of basins out of service). Flocculation will be provided by 3-stage,
tapered, horizontal flocculators, with a total hydraulic detention time of 36 minutes. Diffuser
walls between flocculation stages and between the final stage of flocculation and the head
of the sedimentation basins will reduce short circuiting. The sedimentation basins will be
designed with a surface loading rate of 0.75 gpm/ft?, length to width ratio of 4.8, and will be
provided with longitudinal sludge collectors and motorized telescoping sludge valves for
sludge blowdown. Future expansion could involve the construction of one additional set of
flocculation/sedimentation basins or the addition of plate settlers to the existing basins to
achieve a higher surface loading rate.

If the raw water turbidity is always less than 15 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU), then
the sedimentation process could be eliminated, and the flocculation duration could be
reduced. This would save significant cost and should be evaluated further during the Pilot
Study. During the 4 months of water testing conducted as part of this study, raw water
turbidity ranged from 1.5 to 3.4 NTU. The average raw water turbidity for the City of Glenns
Ferry was 2.8 NTU during the 5-year period between 2010 and 2014. The absolute
maximum was 23 NTU, and the 99" percentile was 9.1 NTU. Based on these data, the
proposed Raw Water Reservoir could be used as a settling basin possibly with coagulant
addition if raw water turbidity ever exceeds 15 NTU. Eliminating the sedimentation basins
and reducing the size of the flocculation basins would save approximately $1.0 million in
construction cost.
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6.4 GRANULAR MEDIA FILTRATION

Conceptual design of the filtration process includes 4 filters with a firm capacity of 6 mgd
(with one filter out of service). A filtration rate of 6 gpm/ft®is used in the cost estimates and
would need to be demonstrated during pilot testing. Cost estimates include cast-in-place
nozzle underdrain system, air scour, surface wash, and provisions for filter aid storage and
feed. A standard mixed media design including 24 inches of anthracite and 12 inches of
sand is included. The filters will be located in a building to protect equipment and water
guality from the elements.

6.5 MEMBRANE FILTRATION

As an alternative, membrane filtration could be employed instead of granular media filtration.
Either microfiltration or ultrafiltration would be used and raw water straining would be
provided upstream to protect the membranes. The membrane system would include
automated backwash cycle and a clean in place (CIP) system for periodic chemical
cleaning. Membrane systems are fully automated and require somewhat less operations
and maintenance as compared to conventional treatment.

As compared to conventional treatment, membrane filtration is somewhat more expensive at
a capacity of 6 mgd (see Section 7 for cost estimates and discussion). Operations and
maintenance is also somewhat more expensive due to higher power, chemical, and
equipment maintenance costs (driven by membrane replacement every 5-10 years). Labor
costs are estimated to be slightly lower as a result of the fully automated control system. A
membrane WTP would be readily expandable, with the addition of more racks of membrane
modules.

6.6 DISINFECTION AND CT BASIN

A Dbaffled 350,000 gallon CT Basin will provide disinfection contact time. Sodium
hypochlorite will be generated on site at 0.8% concentration and used for primary
disinfection. The CT Basin will share common wall construction with the clearwell but will
have dedicated volume for achieving disinfection CT. The CT Basin and Clearwell will be
constructed of cast-in-place concrete.

6.7 FINISHED WATER PUMP STATION

Finished water will be stored in a 400,000 gallon clearwell and pumped to the distribution
system by the finished water pump station. The pump station will include four vertical turbine
pumps with a firm pumping capacity of 6 mgd. Space will be provided for additional pumps
for future expansion. Total dynamic head will be designed to work with the existing
distribution system pressure requirements and is assumed to be 180 feet for conceptual
design. Variable frequency drives will be provided to allow for a range of pumping rates.

Table 8 presents conceptual design criteria for the water treatment plant.
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Table 8

Conceptual Design Criteria for Water Treatment Plant

PARAMETER UNIT VALUE
DESIGN CAPACITY MGD 6.0
GPM 4,200
ULTIMATE CAPACITY MGD 8.0
GPM 5,600
RAW WATER RESERVOIR
RESERVOIR CAPACITY AF 30
AVERAGE RESERVOIR DEPTH FT 15
SURFACE AREA ACRE 2
DAYS STORAGE AT CURRENT AVE WINTER DEMAND DAYS 24
RESERVOIR LINING EARTHEN
WATER TREATMENT PLANT
TREATMENT TYPE CONVENTIONAL
FLASH MIX TYPE PUMP DIFFUSION
MIXING ENERGY SEC?! 700
FLOCCULATION:
STAGES (TAPERED) NO. 3
MIXING ENERGY (VFD ADJUSTABLE) SEC?! 60/30/10
FLOCCULATOR ORIENTATION VERTICAL
HYDRAULIC DETENTION TIME (TOTAL) MIN 36
SEDIMENTATION
SURFACE LOADING RATE GPM/SF 0.75
NUMBER OF BASINS NO. 3
SEDIMENTATION BASIN DIMENSIONS (EA.) FTXFT 24' X 116'
GRANULAR MEDIA FILTRATION
FILTRATION RATE®@ GPMISF 6
NUMBER OF FILTER BASINS NO. 4
FILTER BASIN DIMENSIONS (EA.) FTXFT 12" X 20'
FILTER MEDIA ANTHRACITE/SAND
TOTAL FILTER MEDIA L/D - >1,100
PRIMARY DISINFECTION SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE
SODIUM HYPOCHLORITE CONCENTRATION %WT 0.8%
ON-SITE GENERATION CAPACITY LBS/DAY 300
CT BASIN/CLEARWELL
TOTAL CAPACITY GAL 750,000
DEDICATED CT BASIN VOLUME (FIXED) GAL 350,000
FINISHED WATER PUMP STATION
CLEARWELL VOLUME GAL 400,000
NUMBER OF PUMPS NO. 4
TOTAL FIRM CAPACITY GPM 4,200
TOTAL DYNAMIC HEAD FT 180
Notes:

1. Direct filtration may be possible if raw water turbidity is always less than 15 NTU. This would eliminate sedimentation

and reduce the size of the flocculation basins.
2. Filtration rate to be demonstrated during pilot testing.

SPF Water Engineering, LLC
780.0030 MHAFB Water Supply

Page 28

Idaho Water Resource Board
Water Supply Planning Report



7. BUDGETARY COST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates were developed at a budgetary level, or Class 3 as defined by the
Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering International (AACEI). The estimates
were based on equipment quotes, actual costs of recently completed similar projects, and
capacity factored parametric models. Cost estimates at this level have an expected
accuracy range of -15% to +20%. The cost estimates were prepared following standard
industry practice to provide a defensible basis for project decisions.

The capital cost estimates include permitting, design, and construction. Idaho State Sales
Tax of 6% is included in line item estimates for all equipment and materials. Costs for land
acquisition, easements, and legal work are not included in the estimates.

Annual operations and maintenance cost estimates include costs for labor, power,
equipment maintenance, consumable supplies, and support services. Table 9 summarizes
the cost estimates for each alternative.

Table 9
Summary of Construction and O&M Cost Estimates

Alternative 1 Alternative 2

West Intake East Intake
ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING®) $160,000 $160,000
WATER TREATMENT PILOT STUDY® $640,000 $640,000
INTAKE PUMP STATION $4,051,000 $4,051,000
RAW WATER PIPELINE $13,251,000 $6,036,000
WATER TREATMENT PLANT®) $11,504,000 $11,504,000
DISTRIBUTION AND STORAGE $5,230,000 $5,230,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST $34,560,000 $27,210,000
ANNUAL O&M COST $882,000 $868,000

Notes:

1. Capital costs include permitting, design and construction. Capital costs do not include land acquisition,
easements, power supply upgrades, or legal costs.

2. Operations and maintenance costs include labor, power, equipment maintenance, consumable supplies,
and support services.

3. Permitting costs assume that an Environmental Assessment (EA) is required. If an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is required, costs would likely be higher.

4. Pilot study costs include 12-month conventional treatment pilot study. The pilot study duration could
potentially be reduced to reduce cost.

5. Water Treatment Plant Cost is for a conventional treatment process including granular media filters.

6. Costs shown for facilities include engineering and contingency costs as detailed in Tables 10, 11, and 12.
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TABLE 10

ALTERNATIVE 1 - WEST INTAKE

MHAFB SNAKE RIVER WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM

PROJECT : MHAFB Water Supply ESTIMATE CLASS : 3
CAPACITY: 6 mgd (8 mgd Ultimate) DATE : 2/16/2016
JOB #: 780.0030 BY: EL
LOCATION Elmore County, ID REVIEWED : BH
NO. DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PRICE COST
1.0 INTAKE PUMP STATION
11 150 HP VERTICAL TURBINE PUMP & MOTOR 2 EA $109,400 $218,800
1.2 300 HP VERTICAL TURBINE PUMP & MOTOR 2 EA $138,600 $277,200
13 MECHANICAL PIPING LS $346,500 $346,500
1.4 SURGE CONTROL LS $264,600 $264,600
15 YARD PIPING LS $151,200 $151,200
1.6 INTAKE SCREENS AND PIPING LS $453,600 $453,600
1.7 BUILDING STRUCTURE 2,000 SF $180 $360,000
1.8 SITEWORK LS $50,400 $50,400
1.9 1200 kW STANDBY GENERATOR & ATS LS $478,800 $478,800
2.0 ELECTRICAL, INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROL LS $468,200 $468,200
SUBTOTAL $3,069,000
2.0 RAW WATER PIPELINE
2.1 22-IN DIA CARBON STEEL PIPE, 0.25 IN WALL 26,400 LF $160.91 $4,248,000
22 24-IN DIA HDPE PIPE, 4710 RESIN, DR17 18,480 LF $53.28 $984,700
2.3 24-IN DIA HDPE PIPE, 4710 RESIN, DR21 22,704 LF $44.15 $1,002,400
2.4 TRENCHING - NO ROCK (73%) 49,300 LF $7.95 $392,000
25 TRENCHING - W/ ROCK (27%) 18,200 LF $31.53 $573,900
2.6 PIPE INSTALL, BED, BACKFILL 66,484 LF $21.26 $1,413,300
2.7 PIPE INSTALL, BED, BACKFILL (STEEP SLOPE) 1100 LF $158.52 $174,400
2.8 STEEP SLOPE PREPARATION 1100 LF $83.67 $92,000
2.9 WELD STEEL PIPE (48 FT LENGTHS+10%) 605 JOINT $252.68 $152,900
3.0 FUSE HDPE PIPE (50 FT LENGTHS+10%) 906 JOINT $510.40 $462,500
2.10 CATHODIC PROTECTION 26,400 LF $5.84 $154,200
211 PIPELINE TESTING LS $25,200 $25,200
2.12 ISOLATION VALVES, AIR/VAC, AND BLOW OFF 56,900 LF $6.38 $363,100
SUBTOTAL $10,039,000
3.0 WATER TREATMENT PLANT (CONVENTIONAL TREATMENT)
3.1 30 AF RAW WATER RESERVOIR, EARTHEN LINED 48,400 CcY $14.57 $705,188
3.2 RAW WATER PUMP STATION (LOW LIFT) 120 HP $1,572 $188,664
33 FLOCCULATION/SEDIMENTATION BASINS 8,400 SF $124 $1,037,652
3.4 GRANULAR MEDIA FILTERS (IN BLDG) 960 SF $1,797 $1,724,928
35 CT BASIN AND CLEARWELL 750,000 GAL $1.18 $884,363
3.6 FINISHED WATER PUMP STATION 350 HP $1,572 $550,270
3.7 OPERATIONS BUILDING 3,000 SF $160 $480,000
3.8 CHEMICAL FEED FACILITIES INCLUDING FLASH MIX 6.0 MGD $112,300 $673,800
3.9 SOLIDS HANDLING 7,200 SF $52 $371,952
3.10 YARD PIPING (10%) LS $661,700 $661,700
3.11 SITEWORK AND LANDSCAPING (5%) LS $312,200 $312,200
3.12 ELECTRICAL, INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROLS (18%) LS $1,124,100 $1,124,100
SUBTOTAL $8,715,000
3.0 SUBTOTAL $21,823,000
4.0 CONTINGENCY 20% $4,365,000
5.0 ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION) 12% $3,143,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $29,330,000
6.0 ANNUAL OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
6.1 POWER 2,100 MWH $65.40 $137,340
6.2 LABOR 5 FTE $55,000 $275,000
6.3 CHEMICAL 438 MGY $64.42 $28,216
6.4 SERVICES (LAB, ENG, LEGAL, ACCT, ETC.) 1 LS $180,000 $180,000
6.5 FACILITY MAINTENANCE 5 % 5,220,000 $261,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST $882,000

Notes:

Costs do not include potential permitting, land acquisition, easements, environmental studies, and legal costs.

Costs do not include potential electrical supply facility upgrades.

Item 2.1: Includes carbon steel pipe, cement mortar lining, tape wrap coating, delivered F.O.B. to site

Items 2.7 and 2.8: Steep slope install and preparation for first 1,100 LF of pipeline from pump station to canyon rim.

Power costs from Idaho Power Co. Schedule 19 for Large Power Service, Secondary Service.

This cost estimate reflects our professional opinion of accurate costs at this time based on current conditions at the project location.
This estimate is subject to change through the project planning and design process. Actual construction cost will depend on the cost
of labor, materials, equipment, and services provided by others, contractor’'s methods of determining prices, competitive bidding and

market conditions.
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ALTERNATIVE 2 - EAST INTAKE

MHAFB SNAKE RIVER WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM

PROJECT : MHAFB Water Supply ESTIMATE CLASS : 3
CAPACITY: 6 mgd (8 mgd Ultimate) DATE : 2/16/2016
JOB #: 780.0030 BY: EL
LOCATION Elmore County, ID REVIEWED : BH
NO. DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PRICE COST
1.0 INTAKE PUMP STATION
11 150 HP VERTICAL TURBINE PUMP & MOTOR 2 EA $109,400 $218,800
1.2 300 HP VERTICAL TURBINE PUMP & MOTOR 2 EA $138,600 $277,200
13 MECHANICAL PIPING LS $346,500 $346,500
1.4 SURGE CONTROL LS $264,600 $264,600
15 YARD PIPING LS $151,200 $151,200
1.6 INTAKE SCREENS AND PIPING LS $453,600 $453,600
17 BUILDING STRUCTURE 2,000 SF $180 $360,000
1.8 SITEWORK LS $50,400 $50,400
1.9 1200 kW STANDBY GENERATOR & ATS LS $478,800 $478,800
1.10 ELECTRICAL, INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROL LS $468,200 $468,200
SUBTOTAL $3,069,000
2.0 RAW WATER PIPELINE
21 22-IN DIA CARBON STEEL PIPE, 0.25 IN WALL 2,100 LF $160.91 $337,900
2.2 24-IN DIA HDPE PIPE, 4710 RESIN, DR17 11,088 LF $53.28 $590,800
23 24-IN DIA HDPE PIPE, 4710 RESIN, DR21 26,928 LF $44.15 $1,188,900
2.4 TRENCHING - NO ROCK (58%) 23,300 LF $7.95 $185,300
2.5 TRENCHING - W/ ROCK (42%) 16,800 LF $31.53 $529,800
2.6 PIPE INSTALL, BED, BACKFILL 39,416 LF $21.26 $837,900
2.7 PIPE INSTALL, BED, BACKFILL (STEEP SLOPE) 700 LF $158.52 $111,000
2.8 STEEP SLOPE PREPARATION 700 LF $83.67 $58,600
2.9 WELD STEEL PIPE (48 FT LENGTHS+10%) 48 JOINT $252.68 $12,200
2.10 FUSE HDPE PIPE (50 FT LENGTHS+10%) 836 JOINT $510.40 $426,900
211 CATHODIC PROTECTION 2,100 LF $5.84 $12,300
212 PIPELINE TESTING LS $25,200 $25,200
2.13 ISOLATION VALVES, AIR/VAC, AND BLOW OFF 40,116 LF $6.38 $256,000
SUBTOTAL $4,573,000
3.0 WATER TREATMENT PLANT (CONVENTIONAL TREATMENT)
31 30 AF RAW WATER RESERVOIR, EARTHEN LINED 48,400 cY $14.57 $705,188
3.2 RAW WATER PUMP STATION (LOW LIFT) 120 HP $1,572 $188,664
33 FLOCCULATION/SEDIMENTATION BASINS 8,400 SF $124 $1,037,652
3.4 GRANULAR MEDIA FILTERS (IN BLDG) 960 SF $1,797 $1,724,928
35 CT BASIN AND CLEARWELL 750,000 GAL $1.18 $884,363
3.6 FINISHED WATER PUMP STATION 350 HP $1,572 $550,270
3.7 OPERATIONS BUILDING 3,000 SF $160 $480,000
3.8 CHEMICAL FEED FACILITIES INCLUDING FLASH MIX 6.0 MGD $112,300 $673,800
3.9 SOLIDS HANDLING (SLUDGE DRYING BEDS) 7,200 SF $52 $371,952
3.10 YARD PIPING (10%) LS $661,700 $661,700
311 SITEWORK AND LANDSCAPING (5%) LS $312,200 $312,200
3.12 ELECTRICAL, INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROLS (18%) LS $1,124,100 $1,124,100
SUBTOTAL $8,715,000
3.0 SUBTOTAL $16,357,000
4.0 CONTINGENCY 20% $3,271,000
5.0 ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION) 12% $2,355,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $21,980,000
6.0 ANNUAL OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE
6.1 POWER 2,100 MWH $65.40 $137,340
6.2 LABOR 5 FTE $55,000 $275,000
6.3 CHEMICAL 438 MG $64.42 $28,216
6.4 SERVICES (LAB, ENG, LEGAL, ACCT, ETC.) 1 LS $180,000 $180,000
6.5 FACILITY MAINTENANCE 5 % 4,940,000 $247,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL O&M COST $868,000

Notes:

Costs do not include potential permitting, land acquisition, easements, environmental studies, and legal costs.

Costs do not include potential electrical supply facility upgrades.

Item 2.1: Includes carbon steel pipe, cement mortar lining, tape wrap coating, delivered F.O.B. to site

Items 2.7 and 2.8: Steep slope install and preparation for 700 LF of pipeline from base of canyon to canyon rim.

Power costs from Idaho Power Co. Schedule 19 for Large Power Service, Secondary Service.

This cost estimate reflects our professional opinion of accurate costs at this time based on current conditions at the project location.
This estimate is subject to change through the project planning and design process. Actual construction cost will depend on the cost
of labor, materials, equipment, and services provided by others, contractor's methods of determining prices, competitive bidding and

market conditions.
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MHAFB SNAKE RIVER WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM
PROJECT : MHAFB Water Supply ESTIMATE CLASS : 3
CAPACITY: 6 mgd (8 mgd Ultimate) DATE : 5/10/2016
JOB #: 780.0030 BY : EL
LOCATION : Elmore County, ID REVIEWED : BH
NO. DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT UNIT PRICE COST

1.0 DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

11 INTERMEDIATE BOLTED STEEL TANK AT WTP 500,000 GAL $0.92 $460,000
12 TRANSFER PUMP STATION (5-75 HP, 1-30 HP) 405 HP $2,236 $905,600
13 12-IN DIA C-900 DR25 PVC WATER MAIN IN TRENCH 500 LF $132.60 $66,300
14 16-IN DIA C-905 DR25 PVC WATER MAIN IN TRENCH 5,000 LF $168.64 $843,200
15 8-IN DIA C-900 DR25 PVC WATER MAIN IN TRENCH 200 LF $94.88 $18,976
1.6 FILL VALVE SHELTER FOR WELL 2 CONNECTION 100 SF $288 $28,800
17 12-IN DIA C-900 DR25 PVC WATER MAIN IN TRENCH 2,000 LF $132.60 $265,200
1.8 BOLTED STEEL WATER TANK AT LIBERATOR 500,000 GAL $0.92 $460,000
1.9 BOOSTER PUMP STATION (3-50 HP, 1-30 HP) 180 HP $3,637 $654,700
1.10 ROCK REMOVAL-AVE 2' ROCK IN 30" TRENCH 7,700 LF $24 $184,800
SUBTOTAL $3,888,000

2.0 CONTINGENCY 20% $778,000
3.0 ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION) 12% $560,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $5,230,000

Notes:

Costs do not include potential permitting, land acquisition, easements, environmental studies, and legal costs.
Items 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, and 1.7 include pipe and fittings installed in trench.

This cost estimate reflects our professional opinion of accurate costs at this time based on current conditions at the project location.
This estimate is subject to change through the project planning and design process. Actual construction cost will depend on the cost
of labor, materials, equipment, and services provided by others, contractor's methods of determining prices, competitive bidding and
market conditions.




7.1 MEMBRANE WATER TREATMENT PLANT COST

The cost estimates presented in Tables 9, 10, and 11 include a Conventional WTP with
granular media filters. As an alternative, low-pressure membrane filtration (microfiltration or
ultrafiltration) could be used as described in Section 6. Table 12 presents the estimated cost
for a 6 mgd membrane filtration plant using ultrafiltration modules. The total cost of the WTP
is $15.6 million, which is approximately $4.1 million higher (36% higher) as compared to
conventional treatment.

Operations and maintenance costs for the membrane filtration alternative are also
somewhat higher as compared to conventional treatment, $1.1 million per year versus $0.9
million. Costs are somewhat higher for power and chemicals, and significantly higher for
equipment maintenance due to membrane module replacement which will cost an estimated
$1.0 million every 5 to 10 years. A 7-year replacement frequency is used in the cost
estimate.

=) SPF WATER TABLE 13
Q.,"'}-/ ENGINEERING MEMBRANE WATER TREATVENT PLANT
MHAFB SNAKE RIVER WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM
PROJECT : MHAFE Water Supply ESTIMATE CLASS : 3
CAPACITY: 6 mgd (8 mgd Ultimate) DATE : 212902018
JOB#: 7800030 BY : EL
LOCATION :Elmaore County, ID REVIEWED : BH
NO. DESCRIPTION QaTy UNIT UNIT PRICE COST

30 WATER TREATMENT PLANT (MEMBRANE FILTRATION)

31 30 AF RAW WATER RESERVOIR, EARTHEN LINED 48400 Y $14.57 $705,188
32 RAW WATER PUMP STATION (LCW LIFT) 120 HP $1572 $183,664
33 RAW WATER STRAINERS 4,200 GPM $58 $243,600
34 ULTRAFILTRATION SYSTEM WITH CIP {INELDG) 3 MGD $785,000 $4,710,000
35 CT BASIN AND CLEARWELL 750,000 GAL $1.18 $834,263
36 FINISHED WATER PUMP STATION 350 HP $1572 $550,270
37 OPERATIONS BUILDIMNG 3,000 SF $160 $450,000
38 CHEMICAL FEED FACILITIES INCLUDING FLASH MIX 6.0 MGD $112,300 $673,800
39 SOLIDS HANDLING (SLUDGE DRYING BEDS) 7,200 SF $52 $371,952
3.10 YARD FIFING (10%) LS $880,800 $830,800
an SITEWORK AND LANDSCARING (5%) LS $421,800 $421,800
312 ELECTRICAL, INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROLS (18%) LS $1,518,500 $1.518,500
SUBTOTAL $11,629,000

4.0 CONTINGENCY 20% $2,326,000
50 ENGINEERING {DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION) 12% $1,675,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED MEMBRANE WTP COST $15,630,000

5.0 ANNUAL OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

5.1 POVWER 3,150 MV H $65.40 $208,010
52 LABOR. 45 FTE $55,000 $247,500
53 CHEMICAL 438 MG $76.92 $33,691
64 SERVICES (LAB, ENG, LEGAL, ACCT, ETC)) 1 LS $180,000 $180,000
65 FACILITY MAINTENANCE 7 % 6,110,000 $427,700
TOTAL ESTIMATED ANNUAL D&M COST $1,005,000

Notes:
Costs do not include potertial permitting, land acquistion, easernents, emvironmental studies, and legal costs.
Power cods from Idaho Power Co. Schedule 13 for Large Power Service, Secondary Service

This cast estimate refiects our professibnal opinion of acolrate costs at this time based on current conditions ai the project focation
This estimate Is subject t0 charnge through the project planning and design process. Actual construstion cost will depend on the cost
of Iabor, matenals, equipment, and services pravided By cihers, confractor's methods of defermining prices, compefiive bioding and
market condifions.
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8. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

Execution of a new water supply project of this scale is a multi-year process including
planning, permitting, design, construction, and start-up phases. The planning phase is
already underway. A preliminary project schedule has been prepared, and potential project
delivery vehicles are briefly discussed below.

8.1 PRELIMINARY PROJECT SCHEDULE

A Preliminary Project Schedule showing major tasks during permitting, design, and
construction of the project is presented as Table 14. The schedule is moderately aggressive
in that one phase leads directly into the next with no significant float. The total project
duration shown is approximately 4 years.

8.2 PLANNING PHASE

The proposed planning phase will involve preparation of preliminary designs for the Intake
Pump Station, Pipeline, and Water Treatment Plant. The preliminary design for the Intake
Pump Station and Pipeline will provide technical background for the NEPA process. At this
point it appears that an EA will be required, and an Environmental Impact Statement will not
be necessary based on the level of potential impacts and permitting experience on previous
projects conducted for MHAFB. However, it is possible that an EIS could be required. The
first step is to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with BLM, and then BLM will determine whether an
EA or EIS is required.

A water treatment Pilot Study is required for all new surface water treatment plants by the
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ). The typical duration of a pilot study is
12 months to account for seasonal variation in water quality. It may be possible to negotiate
a shorter Pilot Study with IDEQ since C.J. Strike Reservoir does not exhibit large seasonal
variation in water quality as many surface water sources do. This is due to both the constant
flow of consistent spring sources near Hagerman, ldaho and the dampening effect on water
guality variation provided by the series of large Reservoirs on the Snake River upstream of
C.J Strike Reservaoir.

Preliminary design of the WTP and a Preliminary Engineering Report will be prepared based
on pilot study results. Both the Pilot Study Report and the Preliminary Engineering Report
will be submitted to IDEQ for review and approval.

An important milestone in the project schedule is the execution of a water supply agreement
with MHAFB. It is recommended that this agreement be in place prior to initiating final
design of the facilities.
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TABLE 14

PROPOSED PROJECT SCHEDULE
MHAFB SNAKE RIVER WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

DURATION START FINISH 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
JFMAMUJJASOND/JFMAMJJASOND|JFMAMIJASOND|[JFMAMIJJASOND|[JFMAMIJIJASOND
PLANNING
INTAKE PUMP STATION AND PIPELINE
Preliminary Design 3mo 6/1/2016 8/31/2016
Environmental Permitting (EA or EIS) 12 mo 6/1/2016 5/31/2017
Pipeline & Pump Station Easements 3mo 6/1/2017 8/31/2017
WATER TREATMENT PLANT
Water Treatment Pilot Study 12 mo 6/1/2016 5/31/2017
Water Treatment Plant Siting 6 mo 12/1/2016 5/31/2017
WTP Preliminary Engineering Report 3mo 6/1/2017 8/31/2017
WATER RIGHTS
Retain WRs in Water Supply Bank 42 mo 6/1/2016 12/31/2019
Submit Permit Application Based on RAFN® 6 mo 6/1/2016 11/30/2016
Apply to Change Place of Use 6 mo 6/1/2016 11/30/2016
WATER SUPPLY AGREEMENT
Negotiate Utility Agreement with MHAFB 12mo 6/1/2016 5/31/2017
Execute Water Supply Agreement Milestone June 2017
DESIGN & PERMITTING
INTAKE PUMP STATION AND PIPELINE
Prepare Construction Documents 9 mo 9/1/2017 5/31/2018
IDWR Permitting 3mo 6/1/2018 8/31/2018
IDEQ Permitting 3mo 6/1/2018 8/31/2018
Army Corps of Engineers Permitting 3mo 6/1/2018 8/31/2018
WATER TREATMENT PLANT
Prepare Construction Documents 9 mo 9/1/2017 5/31/2018
IDEQ Permitting 3mo 6/1/2018 8/31/2018
CONSTRUCTION & START-UP
Bidding & Award of Construction Contracts 3mo 9/1/2018 11/30/2018
Construct Intake Pump Station 18 mo 12/1/2018 5/31/2020
Construct Raw Water Pipeline 18 mo 12/1/2018 5/31/2020
Construct Water Treatment Plant 18 mo 12/1/2018 5/31/2020
Start-Up Facilities 3mo 6/1/2020 8/31/2020
Deliver Water to MHAFB Milestone July 2020




8.3 DESIGN AND PERMITTING PHASE

Once the EA is complete and the BLM easement is obtained, detailed design of the Intake
Pump Station and Pipeline can commence. The design will support the Joint Application for
Permit for the Intake Pump Station. The Department of Army Corps of Engineers, the Idaho
Department of Water Resources, and ldaho Department of Lands has established a joint
process for activities impacting jurisdictional waterways that require review and/or approval
of both the Corps and the State of Idaho.

Department of Army permits are required by Section 10 of the Rivers & Harbors Act of 1899
for any structures or work in or affecting navigable waters of the United States and by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters
of the United States, including adjacent wetlands. State permits are required under the State
of Idaho, Stream Protection Act, Title 42, Chapter 38, Idaho Code and Lake Protection Act,
Section 58, Chapter 13 et seq., ldaho Code. A snail survey will likely be required due to the
presence of the special status gastropod in the general area. The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission will need to be consulted for any special permitting requirements
associated with potential impacts to existing hydroelectric facilities downstream.

Preliminary design drawings of the intake pump station will be submitted with the
application. While the permitting agencies conduct their review, final design will continue.
The proposed schedule includes a 9-month design duration for preparation of the final plans
and specifications for the Intake Pump Station and Pipeline.

Design of the Water Treatment Plant is anticipated to proceed in parallel with the design of
the Intake Pump Station and Pipeline and will commence upon IDEQ approval of the Pilot
Study Report and the Preliminary Engineering Report. Final Design of the WTP is
anticipated to take 9 months. The final Plans and Specifications will be submitted to IDEQ
for review and approval at which time the construction projects can be issued for bidding.

8.4 CONSTRUCTION PHASE

The proposed schedule contemplates three separate construction contracts (one each for
the Intake Pump Station, the Raw Water Transmission Pipeline, and the Water Treatment
Plant) with similar 18-month construction schedules. These three construction contracts
would have distinct scopes with clearly identifiable piping and controls connection point and
limited coordination requirements. The three contracts would have similar completion
schedules such that the entire water supply system would be started up and commissioned
simultaneously.

Each of the three construction contracts would be attractive for local contractors specialized
in this type of work, and the conventional Design/Bid/Build approach would likely result in
competitive bidding and potentially the lowest overall project cost, as compared to other
project delivery methods described below.
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8.5 PROJECT DELIVERY METHODS

The Design/Bid/Build approach described above is the most common project delivery
method for municipal water and wastewater projects in the United States; however, there
are other potential methods that could be employed for execution of the project. Given that
the overall intent is for IWRB to enter into a long-term Water Utility Service Agreement with
MHAFB, there are other models that may provide some advantages such as Design/Build,
Design/Build/Own/Operate, and various combinations for the different major facilities.

One of the main advantages of a Turnkey approach is the ability to expedite the project if
schedule is limiting, which does not appear to be the case for this project. Another
advantage is that there can be fewer contracts to administer. It would be possible to enter
into just one turnkey contract for design, construction, and long-term operation of the
project. Alternately, the project could be divided into one, two, or three Design/Build
contracts and a separate Operations contract. Turnkey delivery typically reduces the amount
of project management effort required by the Owner, but it has the potential to relinquish
control of details that are not explicitly addressed in the bid specifications. For complex
municipal projects such as this, it is important to establish design criteria and a preliminary
design level of 10% to 30% prior to soliciting bids for a Turnkey approach. In this fashion the
Owner can have some assurance that the design is based on criteria that represent their
best interests in balancing cost and quality.
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9. RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to continue advancing the project and maintain the schedule outlined in Table 15,
the following steps will need to be undertaken in the next two years:

INTAKE PUMP STATION AND PIPELINE

Submit Notice of Intent (NOI) to BLM to initiate NEPA process

Execute Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with ldaho Power Co. (land
owner) regarding site for Alternative 2 Intake Pump Station

Prepare Preliminary Design of the Intake Pump Station and Pipeline to support
Environmental Assessment

Conduct EA for Intake Pump Station and Pipeline (or EIS as determined by BLM)
Submit Joint Permit Application to Army Corps of Engineers for Intake

Conduct Snail Survey (if required)

Consult with Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on permitting requirements

WATER TREATMENT PLANT

Commence Water Treatment Pilot Study and negotiate with IDEQ for reduced
study duration if desired

Confirm location of Water Treatment Plant Site and Raw Water Reservoir Site
Prepare WTP Preliminary Engineering Report and Submit to IDEQ

WATER RIGHTS

Retain water rights in the Water Supply Bank

Submit permit application for new non-irrigation season appropriation based on
reasonable anticipated future needs

Apply transfer application to change place of beneficial use

PROJECT DELIVERY AND FINANCING

Evaluate project delivery methods, i.e. Design-Bid-Build and Turnkey options
Evaluate financing options

WATER SUPPLY UTILITY AGREEMENT

Negotiate terms of water supply agreement
Execute water supply agreement
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Appendix A: Task 6 Memorandum
Evaluation of Water Delivery to Outside Stakeholders




SPF WATER

&""‘y’ ENGINEERING
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 9, 2016
TO: Randall Broesch, P.E. — Idaho Water Resource Board
FROM: Eric Landsberg, P.E. — SPF Water Engineering
Terry Scanlan, P.E., P.G. — SPF Water Engineering
RE: MHAFB Water Supply System — Cost Estimates for Task 6

This memorandum provides conceptual-level cost estimates for expansion of the proposed
MHAFB water supply system to serve additional users. Three scenarios are evaluated:

Alternative A - Delivery of treated water to the City of Mountain Home,

Alternative B - Delivery of untreated water to the City of Mountain Home with a water
treatment plant located at the City, and

Alternative C - Delivery of untreated water to Mountain Home Reservoir.

System capacities ranging from 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) to 12,000 gpm are considered,
and costs estimates are presented for capital, operations and maintenance, and unit cost of
delivered water.

1.0 CONCEPTUAL LEVEL COST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates were developed at a conceptual level, or Class 5 as defined by the Association
for the Advancement of Cost Engineering International (AACEI). The estimates were based on
actual costs of recently completed similar projects and capacity factored parametric models. Cost
estimates at this level have an expected accuracy range of -30% to +50%.

The capital cost estimates include permitting, design, and construction of the facilities. Idaho
State Sales Tax of 6% is included for all equipment and materials. Costs for land acquisition,
easements, and legal work are not included in the estimates. Annual operations and
maintenance cost estimates include costs for labor, power, maintenance, supplies, and support
services.

2.0 ALTERNATIVE A - DELIVERY OF TREATED WATER TO CITY OF MOUNTAIN
HOME

Delivery of treated water to the City of Mountain Home would require expansion of the proposed
facilities to serve MHAFB (intake pump station, raw water pipeline, and water treatment plant)
and the construction of a new pipeline from MHAFB to the City. The treated water pipeline would
convey water approximately 9.2 miles from the proposed water treatment plant site at the Base,
along Air Base Road (Hwy 51), to the vicinity of Mountain Home Wells 11 and 13, where it would
tie into existing large-diameter distribution system piping.

300 E. Mallard Drive, Suite 350, Boise, Ildaho 83706 Tel: 208-383-4140 Fax: 208-383-4156
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Table 1 summarizes the cost estimates for delivery of treated water to the City of Mountain
Home for system capacities of 3,000, 6,000, 9,000, and 12,000 gpm (4.3, 8.6, 13.0, and 17.3
million gallons per day (mgd)). For reference, the current maximum day demand (MDD) for the
City is approximately 11,000 gpm. The seasonal peaking factor (ratio of MDD to winter baseload
demand) is approximately 10; therefore the winter baseload demand is approximately 1,100

gpm.

Figure 1 presents cost curves for the unit price of delivered water, which ranges from $1.74 to
$1.45 per 1,000 gallons, depending upon system capacity and annual volume delivered. An
important assumption in determining the unit cost of water is the annual volume delivered, and
these assumptions are presented in Tables 3 through 6 for the four system capacities evaluated.

Table 1
Cost Estimates for Alternative A - Delivery of Treated Water to City of Mountain Home

System Capacity (gallons/min)

3,000 gpm 6,000 gpm 9,000gpm 12,000 gpm
INTAKE PUMP STATION $2,645,000 $4,932,000  $7,032,000 $9,000,000
RAW WATER PIPELINE $1,152,000 $2,316000  $3,180,000 $4,044,000
WATER TREATMENT PLANT $7,512,000 $14,016,000  $19,956,000  $25548,000
TREATED WATER PIPELINE $5,604,000 $7,704000  $9,792,000  $11,196,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $16,913,000 $28,968,000  $39,960,000  $49,788,000
ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST $1,100,000 $1,885000  $2,599,000 $3,239,000
ANNUAL O&M COST $944,000 $1,338000  $1,752,000 $2,117,000
ANNUAL VOLUME DELIVERED (AF) 3,600 6,000 8,900 11,300
COST OF WATER ($/AF) $568 $537 $489 $474
COST OF WATER ($/1000 GAL) $1.74 $1.65 $1.50 $1.45

Notes:

1.

2.

~N o oA~ w

facilities beyond that proposed for MHAFB.

supply upgrades, or legal costs.

Costs shown for the intake pump station, raw water pipeline, and water treatment plant are for increasing the capacity of the

Capital costs include permitting, design and construction. Capital costs do not include land acquisition, easements, power

. Operations and maintenance costs include power, operations labor, chemicals, equipment maintenance, and support services.
. Unit costs of water are based on annual volumes shown and as described in Tables 4 through 7.

. Water Treatment Plant Cost is for a conventional treatment process including granular media filters.
. Facility costs include design and contingency as detailed in Tables 4 through 7.
. Annualized capital cost assumes 30-year payback at 5%.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVE B — DELIVERY OF UNTREATED WATER TO THE CITY OF
MOUNTAIN HOME WITH TREATMENT AT THE CITY

Delivery of untreated water to the City of Mountain Home would require expansion of the
proposed intake pump station and raw water pipeline to serve MHAFB, but it would not require
expansion of the proposed water treatment plant (WTP) at MHAFB. Water would be diverted
upstream of the proposed MHAFB WTP to a booster pump station and raw water pipeline that
would convey water approximately 9.2 miles along Air Base Road (Hwy 51), to a new WTP on
the west side of the city in the vicinity of Wells 11 and 13.

Table 2 summarizes the cost estimates for Alternative B for system capacities of 3,000, 6,000,
9,000, and 12,000 gpm (4.3, 8.6, 13.0, and 17.3 million gallons per day (mgd)). For reference,
the current maximum day demand (MDD) for the City is approximately 11,000 gpm.

Figure 2 presents cost curves for the unit price of delivered water, which ranges from $1.90 to
$1.55 per 1,000 gallons, depending upon system capacity and annual volume delivered. An
important assumption in determining the unit cost of water is the annual volume delivered, and
these assumptions are presented in Tables 4 through 8 for the four system capacities evaluated.

Table 2
Cost Estimates for Alternative B — Treatment at City of Mountain Home

System Capacity (gallons/min)

3,000 gpm 6,000 gpm 9,000gpm 12,000 gpm
INTAKE PUMP STATION $2,645,000 $4,932,000 $7,032,000 $9,000,000
RAW WATER PIPELINE $1,152,000 $2,316,000 $3,180,000 $4,044,000
BOOSTER PUMP STATION $900,000 $1,570,000 $2,171,000 $2,722,000
TREATED WATER PIPELINE $5,604,000 $7,704,000 $9,792,000 $11,196,000
WATER TREATMENT PLANT $9,360,000 $16,294,000 $22,540,000 $28,368,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $19,661,000 $32,816,000 $44,715,000 $55,330,000
ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST $1,279,000 $2,135,000 $2,908,000 $3,599,000
ANNUAL O&M COST $944,000 $1,338,000 $1,752,000 $2,117,000
ANNUAL VOLUME DELIVERED (AF) 3,600 6,000 8,900 11,300
COST OF WATER ($/AF) $618 $579 $524 $506
COST OF WATER ($/1000 GAL) $1.90 $1.78 $1.61 $1.55

Notes:

1. Costs shown for intake pump station and raw water pipeline are to increase the capacity of the facilities beyond that proposed
for MHAFB.

2. Capital costs include permitting, design and construction. Capital costs do not include land acquisition, easements, power
supply upgrades, or legal costs.

3. Operations and maintenance costs include labor, power, maintenance, supplies, and support services.

. Unit costs of water are based on annual volumes shown and as described in Tables 8 through 11.

5. Water Treatment Plant Cost is for a conventional treatment process including<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>