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e Uma tilla Basin Aquifer
Restoration
: “Effort”

June 18, 2012
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g;—«- ‘7Plans to ensure long-term project success

'5 Progress of Umatilla Basin Aquifer
Recovery Project funded by HB 3369

— $2.5 million grant and Potential Loan Funding
® Concluding remarks
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e Must settle tribal water rights



WATER RIGHTS IN THE UMATILLA BASIN
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‘ "*GGMETESSed Basin Tlmellne

I855Mireaty with the Walla Walla, Cayuse and Umatilla Tribes
19d6PAdjudicated decree ofiwater rights to'use waterlspf'll a Riverand lts—
thibutaries; —_—

19548Pendleton Project Investigation'by BoR. Concluded that potential irrigable
[andifarexceeded avallable water, supply

1958 ANOFES OF Ware ADI@ € SUTT@IF UIréeée 2 “
1966 Blireaulof’ Reclamation reports that any signifi cant Increase in pumping from
pasaltc quers would likely result in accelerated decline of water tables

1976

(“"‘!
197

_,g"‘ 'Lost Lake/Depot well owners initiated project to artificially recharge
Ilow gravel aquifer using existing canal system

1988 Umatilla'Basin Project authorized and funded by Congress -- allows
‘ .'-_-’ - irrigators to exchange Umatilla River water for Columbia Rlver water

e 1990 ODEQ declares 352,000 acres in Umatilla and Morrow counties as a
- —groundwater management area (GWMA) due to nitrate contamination

J 2004-2008 Development of the Umatilla Sub-Basin 2050 Water Management Plan

° 2008 Oregon Legislature passes SB 1069 authorizing $750 K to complete a
feasibility study of the Umatilla Basin Aquifer Restoration Project

J 2009 Oregon legislature passes HB 3369 authorizing $2.5 million in grants and
$25 million in

° 2010 - Umatilla Basin Water Commission forms to coordinate the implementation

of the Umatilla Basin Aquifer Restoration Project and address basin wide needs
° March 2011 — Stage I of Umatilla Basin Aquifer Restoration Project Completed



F{AJ]A\/‘ irrigafioh right deficit/demand
(r/=0 /~e Acre-feet)
SErEve T further declines

,__..,Jak 1ze Available Columbia River Water
s:e»\?v'hen and where feasible

e W

® Minimize demand for Umatilla River water
and restore stream flow.

® Fund and/or support data acquisition
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sGepomic Benefits of Restoringy,
100,000 acre-feet ofWater

; 1816-¢ 344 million increased business
=1Vlty

579 2,074 additional jobs

e $24 $72 million increased labor income

® $1.7 - $5 million additional State tax
revenue
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%:“Oﬁradual recovery of basalt and alluvial
- aquifers in Morrow and Umatilla Counties

“e Improved ecosystem function in the
Umatilla River watershed

— Improved water quality and stream flows



Umatilla Basin

Umatilla .
Water Coalition

County

Port of
Morrow

Statewide Interests and
Interest Groups

GSI Water
Solutions

Port of
Umatilla

Irrigation
Districts

Umatilla Basin Water Commission

(Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation, Morrow County, Umatilla County,
Westland Irrigation District)

Martha Pagel
(Legal)

SWCD/
ODA
LUB
Committee




Oyverviey of Uil 2eslr
Aqu]'f' r Restoraton Fig.

) :)JJJJF\/ Jury unJer bysOWRD. = $750K
J E mpact Study flinded by USDA

---

J ,Jge l 'mplementatlon Project funded by
'r133 9= $2.5M grant from OWRD

e N‘Grant to form a water transaction
= Te"g ram

'4—— O‘Managed by the Umatilla

—

- Basin Water Commission ~ SE=== . \; 3

o Multiple stakeholders ‘,' ” ;: \

o GSI, IRZ, SWW and HDR &=t =
consultants
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= inject into deep basalt wells or use
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e Improve shallow groundwater
quality

® | eave water in the aquifer that will
return to the river or leave water in
Umatilla River
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Greenwood Resources
Boardman Tree Farm
; Existing Irrigation Infrastructure
And Proposed County-Line
AR Infrastructure

Umatilla Basin Aquifer
Recovery Project

LEGEND

I g EXISTING AND PROPOSED PIPELINES
=== PROPOSED PIPELINE
w— BTF MANLINE
—— BTF PIPELINE SYSTEM
s CLID CANAL
Il Potental AR Sites

Frojecion: Stats Plars
Datiem: NAD 1283
Oste November 11, 2010

Data Sourcss: IRZ, BTF, ww.irz.com
erbygye i 541.567-0252




Tied into existing pipeline network,
replaced old cluster, added a meter
and valves for recharge project.

Cost of Construction and Materials
for Cluster $71,242.08

Construction of Control Structure
and 4 Acre Infiltration Basin

Cost for Construction of Control
Structure and Infiltration Basin
$47,058.00

Installation of approximately
5,800 feet of 24 inch pipe

Cost for Pipe, Fittings and
Construction of Pipeline

$178,380.65

County Line
Pipeline Route to Recharge Area

Umatilla Basin Aquifer
Recovery Project

OREGON

Legend

~——— UBWC - New Infrastructure

~— BTF - Existing Infrastructure
Infiltration Basin

Notes:

Projection: UTM Zone 11
Datum: Nad 1983

Date: 09-01-2011

Data Sources: OWRD, IRZ.




Recharge Monitoring
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Columbia River Water Only

Item Total Cost Cost Per AF Cost Per AF Cost Per AF
85% Recovery 75% Recovery
C. River Pumping $390,000 $65.00 $76.47 $86.67
6,000 AF
Monitoring Costs $75,000 $12.50 $14.71 $16.67
Field, Lab and Analysis
Contingency/Admin $30,000 $5.00 $5.88 $6.67
Total Water Supply 6,000 AF 5,100 AF 4,500 AF
Total Costs (C. River Water Only) $465,000 $82.50 $97.06 $110.01
Umatilla River Water Only
Item Total Cost Cost Per AF Cost Per AF Cost Per AF
85% Recovery 75% Recovery
Purchase from CLWID $88,000 $11.00 $12.94 $14.67
8,000 AF
Monitoring Costs $75,000 $9.38 $11.03 $12.50
Field, Lab and Analysis
Contingency/Admin $40,000 $5.00 $5.88 $6.67
| Total Water Supply 8,000 AF 6,800 AF 6,000 AF

«| Total Costs (U. River Water Only)

$115,000

“Blended” Umatilla River and Columbia River Water

$25.38

$29.85

$33.84

Item

Total Cost

Cost Per AF

Cost Per AF
85% Recovery

Cost Per AF
75% Recovery

C. River Pumping
6,000 AF

$390,000

$65.00

$76.47

$86.67

Purchase from CLWID
8,000 AF

$88,000

$11.00

$12.94

$14.67

Monitoring Costs
Field, Lab and Analysis

$75,000

$5.35

$6.30

$7.14

Contingency/Admin

$70,000

$5.00

$5.88

$6.67

Total Water Supply

14,000 AF

11,900 AF

10,500 AF

Total Costs (Blended Supply)

$623,000

$44.50

$52.35

$59.33




Agifers in-Relation tosWells
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WaterDeficitin

Umatilla Basin Aquifer
Recovery Project
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g JJLJ]JI“ ¢ U|fer has cracks
zlplel g ot.completely
"JJ.J:‘“ terlzed (requiring
SECO] dary storage to meet
100 (YAF'Goal)

3 ';4— condary storage (ASR) is Nitrate + Nitrite-Nitrogen Concentration Distribution —
— v -\ ry expens“,e due to ‘ o in Alluvial Groundwater
«"f.pumpmg costs = B R
-:3 “Have not vetted all supply T
opportunities to address % R
true need for ASR

‘4. Groundwater
characterization and water
quality monitoring on the
shoulders of users

Economic Limit of Direct Pumping

-

Environmental benefit
costs currently on
shoulders of users




Groundwater levels at Trafalgar Square 1845-2005

Annual mean water levels (mOD)
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= = Historic data
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=100
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2000

Source: Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, Wallingford

Increased
groundwater levels

Nitrate + Nitrite-Nitrogen Concentration Distribution -
in Alluvial Groundwater

Groundwater Quality

Enhanced Wetlands Improvement



SRRE q,ur- diunder HB 3369 to design pI‘O]eCt
(0 Jer cate 259% of “new” water to NEB

l\J” Just be measurable

Iems

'Cost of water and monitoring/measurement
f ~ may prevent marketability of project

— [he law may prevent us from exceeding NEB
expectations with innovative ideas developed
by the TAC
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N _ éxpectations, including cost share
= and legal needs to implement

= _— Purchases of tributary and stored water rights
: in Umatilla Basin, Banking Basalt
Groundwater, NEB specific AR for return flows

— NEB projects to be paid by resulting
mitigation credits obtained out of C. River
mainstem (i.e. trib benefit — mainstem use)




e Project is NOT the Silver Bu
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A bold plan for a thirsty region | With water restrictions in place, farmers in the Umatilla Basin of Eastern Oregon are Col - bi 3 F s
proposing to draw water from the Columbia River and refill the aquifers they tap for irrigation. Here's how it would wor olumbia 3 - . rn e

1. Water taken from river 2. Water treated 3. Water stored in aquifer 4. Water used R'ver Umatita Basin Aquifer

Up 10 100,000 2 ¢ ) The water percolates through a shallow Water is then pumped out of the for irrigation ‘¢ ; y AN : Recovery Project
more than 32 billic 1S al andinjectedinto | As summer arrives, 2 .

taken from the Columbia River process. C 0 B existing wells throughout Umatilla  § water is pumped

during the winter, using existing Umatilla River, in the summer and Morrow counties. The v back out for E J-

Irrigation pumping infrastructure. e its and cool the river L-“ fills deep basalt aquifers. , 4 3 3 ReChafge

Basin
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@® Recovery
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Pilot Success leads to:

= -_*Reﬂned Expectations
=+ Identification of Problems
:"_° Identification of needs that

must be addressed to make our
100,000 af “effort” a success




2 Urjillns Ore is known about aquirer
r)rJr)rJr and costs of ASR we are most

_—-r \-

— \ﬁ\ “can exceed Environmental Benefit
= eXpectatlons with a little flexibility and
— trust

— HB 3369 requirements are too rigid and
focused on “new water”






AR MHI not fix all of our
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la'l’a'quifer may. not hold enough water
fele l j!l’lng secondary storage (ie ASR)

= -Jr liree water costs limit ASR opportunities
-/ J_[uwal aquifers not accessible by all lands

en What?

S— Work to decrease source water costs (work
’ with power providers and extended season)

— Address water monitoring costs
— Develop mitigation credit options for pumping
— Develob broaram to bank Basalt G\W

\ ;‘4 ' ‘m\'



r\R alone will not fix o
SAVIFO ment&iﬁssues —

2 \/\/r y

W/ c expenswe monitoring and modeling

= osts may. prevent landowners from paying
2 gcjfifOr projects that also benefit environment

= Then What

— Work with state to address necessary changes
to enable a more flexible approach

— Identify opportunities for cost share
(mitigation credits for purchase)

"'
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Cois nission/ Coalifcion GO/ B
SNErelindwate RESEE eu!p e

3 Jar it Reduction and \Water nght
acement

— (“ a dual Recovery of Aquifers
= _onJunctlve Management of Water Supplies

| "CTUIR Water Rights Settlement and Use

_ of Federal Infrastructure

® Assess linkages and alternatives to minimize
Infrastructure costs

® Focus on 7/ Priorities and Project
Management Plan Implementation
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- E CONOr nic Feasibility limits us to bwldmg
Jny small projects over time to make
OIIE | lg Impact (i.e. Bunts and Singles)

=SHl/e ‘can meet and exceed Env. Benefit

‘-’

e EXpectatlons with a little flexibility
~ \We can minimize reliance on Basalt GW

® Relationships and cooperation are the true
keys to bigger, better outcomes

e [f we build smart, they will come




