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BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

Minutes of Annual Meeting held in the Water Conference Room
Utah State Capitol
April 28, 1964

The Annual meeting of the Bear Rive:r Commission convened in the Watér Con-

ference Room of the Utah .tate Capitol Building, Salt Lake City, Utah on Tuesday,
April 28, 1964 at 9:30 a.n.

Chairman E., 0. Larson presided over the meeting.

Voting Commissioners present?

IDAHO .
Carl E, Tappan, Boise :
Melvir. Lauridsen, Montpelier
U
My R. Blnghﬂm, Bountiful
L. B, Johnson, Vice Chairman, Randolph
‘ Ag V. Smoot, Corinne
WYOMT'S
' Floyd A, B:Lshop, Cheyenne
S. Reed Dayton, Cokeville
',NITED STATES

E, Os Larson, Chairman and U. S. Representative

Alternate Commissioners and Advisers present:

IDAHO

WYOMING

Stephen W, Boller, Idaho Attorney-General's Office, Boise

‘Russell D, Stoker, Soda Springs (Adviser)

J. Warren Serrine, Montpelier (Alternate)

Wayne D, Criddle, Salt Lake City (Adviser)

Dallin W, Jensen, Ass't. Attorney Gemeral, Salt Lake City (Adviser)
Ross Plant, Richmond (Adviser)

Glenn McKinnon, Randolph (Alternate)

Robert B. Porter, Salt Lake City (Adviser)

Robert J. Potter, Garland (Alternate)

Earl Lloyd, Cheyenne

Jdohn Teichert, Cokeville

David P. Miller, Rock Springs

E. J, Van Camp, Cheyenne

Marvin Bollschweiler, Evanston, Water Commissioner
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RHAN IARSOE: We will declare a qucraﬁ 2 present. Our first item of business
ijS morning will be the consideration of the minutes of our November meebing.

\PPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

CiM. 3MOOT: T move that the Commigsion approve the minutes of our regular meeting
held November 26 as published, - a ‘

COM, BINCHAM: I second the motions
CHAIRMAY IARSON: Motion earried.

The next item of business is the raport of the Chairman. I do not have a
report this morning. The next item of business will be the report of the Secretary-
Treasurer,

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY.TREASURER

. Before we get started with the Secretarw*s report, I would like to introduce
Mr, Fo M, Clinton, Regional Director of Region IV, Bureau of Reclamatlon, Mr, Dean
Blschnff from the Logan Bureau office, and Mrn»E, K, Thomas, who is also Wlth the
Burcwu of'. Reclamation,

..




MR. BERRETT: I will give you the Financial Report from July 1, 1963 to March 31,
1964, We have had a total expenditure of $21,938.65. We have an unexpended cash
balance of $20,550,30. You will find a complete breskdown of our expenditures in
the reporb that I have passed to yous Are there any quest:.ons?

cM, JOHNSON: I move that the Commission accept the report of the Secretary-
Treasurer as pregentad.

COM, TAPPAN: I second the motion.
CHATRMAN LARSON: Motion carried.
We will now have the report of the Assistent Secretary.
' REPORT OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
MR. JTBSON: Oentlemen, in the interest of tims, I will read my report to you and
qguestions will be disoussed as we proceed.

(see insert for report of Assistant Secretary)




REPORT TO BEAR RIVER COMMISSION
ANNUAL MEETING

April 28, 1964

Wallace N, Jibsbn.
Assigtant Secretary

Water Supply Forecgg& and Streamflow
: skdeqﬁate water supplies are expected over most of Bear River basin dﬁring
4his irrigation season. April snow surveys are not completed, but becauéé of
cool weather with later snowmelt at intermediate elevations, any change over
the April 1 forecast is most likely to be upward.

Comparison of expected seasonal runoff with last year and a longtimé average
is showvm in the following table:

Runoff in Acre-feet
April - September

Average Forecast Percent
1943-63 1963  Thig Year of Average
Bear River nr Utah-lyo State line 116,100 89,900 95,000 825*
Sriiths Fork above diversions 111,700 95,100 112,000 100%*
Total 227,800 185,000 207,000 91%

* Differs from published Water Supply Outloock because of period of averagee

Bear Lake is now (April 22) storing 782,000 acre-feet at elevation 5,914.42
feet which is 0.27 foot abowve the present irrigation reserve; however, there have
been no releases for power generation.

Woodruff Narrows Reservoir began spilling April 17 or about two weeks ahead
of last year. Irrigation holdover storage of 4,260 acre-feet remained in the
reservoir October 1, 1963, also the full holdover of fishery water in the amount
of 4,000 acre-feet for release during the winter period. Storage of 18,240 acre-
feet is permitted for irrigation each year, but as the total reservoir content
was about 11,000 acre-feet on October 1, the spillway crest was reached with the

addition of 17,000 acre-feet.
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Hﬁdgrate releases from Sulphur Creek Reservoir are being made in order to
avoid éxf;ensive spilling at a later date.
Wﬁmm

Last month the Bureau of Reclamation requested installation and operatlon :
. of five gaging stations in the lower basin to be operated for a pem.od of t‘wo cr
more years. Financing is to be by transfer of funds from Reclamation to the ;" '
Geolog:.cal Survey on a quarterly repay basis. . T

| We have proceeded with installat.lon because only Federal fund7 are involved,
and the gages are now in operation at the follomng sites: ' ’
Bear River near Smithfield, Utah.
Logan River below Blacksmith Fork near Logan, Utah
Malad River near Plymouth, Utah
Malad River near Bear River City, Utah
Duckville Canal {from Malad River) near Bear River City, Utah

A gaging station was installed and placed in operation as of October 1, 1965
on East Fork Little Bear River above Porcupine Reservoir. This will be a long-
term, water management class of station. Also, a discontimued station on Bear
River near Corinne has bheen reactivated for data needed in studies of Great Salt
Lake which are now being conducted by the Quality of Water Branch of the Survey
at Salt Lake City. _

A permanent station was installed last fall below the Whitney dam site on
West Fork Bear River. The Forest Service has concurred on its location as an
operational station for the contemplated Whitney Reservoir. A small Parshall
flume with overflow section will be added upon complstion of thé dan,

The Public Health Service terminated its program of streamflow records on
Cub River Canal and Worm Creek as of June 30, 1963. The records were continued
at our expense through September 30, 1963 to complete the water year and have

been computed for publication.
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Budget Estimates for 1966-67 Bienniun

Proposed budgets for the next biennium will be required by State agencies
during the next few months and prior to the fall meeting of this Commission.
The following estimates will have been presented to the Budget GCommitiee before
the Commission meeting for committee action and recommendations.

An increasing work load on Logan office personnel, brought about in part
by the new gaging stations, will necessilate an extra engineer or engineering
technician working full time or part time, depending on availability. Operation-
al funds from the Bureau of Reclamation will be on a year to year basis tuti at
this time are believed to be firm through 1966 fiscal year. These funds will
finance the larger part of the additional personnel requirement.

It is suggested that each State budget to provide for a part of the added
personnel needs and for periodic increases in salary due about January 1, 1966.
If the two-year amount per State were raised from the present budget of 520,500
to 321,500, matching funds would be requested from the Geological. Survey which
would result in;;$6,000 increase for the biennium,

Anmal Report, 1963

We regret that pressure for earlier completion of 1963 streamflow records
and the urgency of difficult gaging-station constiruction this spring have de-
layed the i963 Annual Report of the Commission beyond April 1.

Publication of regular streamflow records will be earlier this year than
ever before, thus we are making progress in reducing the long period between
collection and publication of}records. Meanwhile, we are aiming at May 20 for
completion and printing of the.1963 Commission report.

Applications for Appropriation

Relatively few applications were submitted to the State Engineers since our

last meeting. These have been summarized on the following pages for examination

by the Cormission,




Presented to Commission 4-28-64

Date
Applic of Name Source Use Location Amount
Number{ Filing
STATE OF UTAH
35719 | 11-13-63 | Joseph H. Anderson Waste Water Irrigation 533 T13N RIW Cache 1.5 cfs
35732 | 11-20-63 | Jennie P. Reese Underground Stock Water S6 T12N R1E Cache 0,01 cfs
35760 | 12~ 463 | Joseph B. White Cold Water Spring Fish Culture S9 TION R2E Cache 4,0 cfs
35762 | 12~ 5-63 | College Irrig. Co. Underground Irrigation S21 T11N R1E Cache 4,50 cfs
35780 | 12-17-63 | Frank Moeller et al Underground Domestic S19 T13N RGE Rich 0.015 cfs
35809 1. 9-64 | River Heights Town Underground Municipal S3 T1lN R1E Cache 2.0 cfs
35823 1-.13-64 | Howard H, Johnson Drain Irrigation S14 T12N RIW Cache 0.10 cfs ;
35831 1.16-64 | Utah State Univ, Underground Hydraulic Laboratory | S36 T12N R1E Cache 10,0 efs
35832 1-16-64 | Utah State Univ., Underground Hydraulic Laboratory | S36 T12N R1E Cache 10.0 cfs
35833 1-.16-64 | Utah State Univ. Underground Hydraulic Laboratory } S35 T12N R1E Cache 10,0 cfs §
35841 1-20-64 | Robert Thalman Underground Stock Water 812 T11N RIW Cache 0,05 cfs
35842 1-20-64 | Vivian M, Allen Cub River Irrigation S3 T14N RIE Cache 2,00 cfs |
356847 | 1-21-64 | Leon Rogers Birch Creek Spring Irrigation S13 T9N RIE Cache 0.022 cf= |
35867 | 1-31-64 | G. E. Pyle Underground Irrigation, Stock S28 T12N R1E Cache 0.015 ofs |
35870 2« b6l | William V. Davis Springs Irrigation, Stock S35 T8N R2W Box Elder | 0.1 cfs |
35873 2- 664 | State Land Board Stump Hollow Spring Irrigation, Domestic | S17 T14N RIE Cache 0.033 cfs
35894 2-14-64 | Melvin C. Maughan Underground Irrig., Dom., Stock 522 T10N R2W Box Elder | 1,0 cfs
35927 2-28-64 | Nettie Anderson Spring Irrigation, Stock S35 T12N R1E Cache 0.1 cfs
35938 3~ 5«64 | William J. Francis Underground Irrigation, Stock S35 T9N RZW Box Elder | C.5 ofs
35970 3-12-64 | Ernest Olsen Underground Irrigation, Stock S16 T12N RIE Cache 1.0 cfs
35985 3-24.64 | Woodruff L.D.S. Ward | Underground Irrigation S8 T9N RPE Rich 0.5 efs
35995 3-.27-64 | John A, Hansen Underground Irrigation, Domestic | S19 T12N R1E Cache 0.1 cfs
36031 4o 7.64 } Charles W. Ames Underground Irrig.s Dom., Stock 522 T11N R1E Cache 0.1 efs
36035 4. 8-6l4 | Kanichi Horiye Unnamed Stream Irrigation, Stock 517 T11N R2W Box Elder | 2.0 cfs
<
(.64
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Presented to Commission 4-28-64

}

Date
Applie of Name Source Use Location Amount
Humber Filing
STATE OF WYOMING
19 4f170 2- 7-64 | Roger F, Pierce Sims Draw trib. Bear Stock 535 T16N R121IW Ulinta 0.6 ac-f%
19 5/170 2- 7-64 | Roger F, Pierce Faddis Draw trib. Bear | Stock S26 T16N R12IW Uinta 0.5 ac~-ft
19 1/175 2-18-64 | Everett Dayton Smiths Fork Irrigation Tr69 T25N R118¢ Lincoln | 0.442 cfs
UY 2-1-152 | 3-11-64 | John J. Gastanago | Bear River Trrig, Dom. Stock |S5 T24N R11GW Lincoln | 1350 G
3.4 2R
STATE OF IDAHO Ko
{
3 None /”J 5‘#1
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Additional couments by Mr, Jibhson o

ii.;

T - e
bis reports

Mr. Teichert infTormed me this morning that above.normsl water conitent hag
been recorded on the Smiths Fork srow survey. Our early peak has passed for the
small gtreamsy bul medium and high 3Le"ation anow is still thers. We will have

a supply at or above normal from all indications.

With vegard to the new applicaiiong for appropriations in the three Statesy
thege have Been very minimal this time. Mozt of the applications are from Uteh
in the Cachs Valley area and are for underground development. Wyoming had four
applications also for relatively swmall amountse Two of these Wyoming applications
are for stock water. Idaho indicatad that they have not received any applications
in the Bear River drainage. '

COM, JOHNSON: Has the Rich County well application been approved?

MR. JIB3ON: I don't know whether or not it has been approved. We receive only
the record of applications filed.

COM. JOHNSON: T would like to go back to the Health Department’s pu;llng off the ‘
Cub River (gaging stations)., Are they completely off the Bear River now?

MR. JIBSON: Yes, they are through now. The Public Health Service was 1nterested
in checking pollution from the sugar factories (and other industry) in the area.
They discontinued their partlclpat on as of June 30, 1963.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: Are there any questions on Mr. Jibson's report?

We will have Mr, Smoot, Chairman of the Budget Committee, give us a report
on their meeting now.

REPORT OF THE BUDGET COMMITTEE
(Mr. Smoot requested a detailed report on tudget estimates from Mr, Jibson)
MR, JIBSON: The present budget for 1964..65 biennium is $99,000.00 for the twoe

year period. What we are proposing here today for the 1966-67 biennium is as
follows: '

Allocation Approved Budget Proposed Budget
of Budget 1964-65 Biennium 1966~6? Biennium
U, S. Geological Survey $37,500 45,6008 bogse0_ LYy 110
Idaho 20,500 21,5000 o 0 32,250
Utah 20,500 21,500 &7° 4 o
Wyoming 20,500 21, 00 f:;L///;’
’ 08¢
Total $99,000 /16,340 $165:000- 277
: £ 4 CL°°»vwﬁ
3 [
Allocation Pro ‘ /2
‘Stream-gaglng Program $75,000 4/ 6o0 $ 8&,000 ‘
Compact Administration 24,000 /5/700 2#—660>— ’ |
Total - $99,000 - . f6r3°" $re85000 T

el : /Zw;e/; oo '*2:?,;_/76 1’4
. é/’Wﬂ//IJJ/;r?L véaf/o)k ﬁcyL Pl //“[.4;/2&/




MR, JIBSON: Essentially, this inecraase 1s in the stream.-gaging portion of our
program. Ihis is now a more realistic allocation of the budgets CGeclogical Survey
will stand 50 percent of the increase.

COM, SMOOT: The Budget Commitiee mzt this morming and two members were present at
the meeting. We examined the details of this proposed budget compared with the
present budget as approved by the Commission. The Budget Committee has determined
that this increase that is being asked now from the States of $1,000 each is a
reagonable request. The U, S, Geological Survey will be asked for half of the
overall increase or $3,000. We would like to get an increase in coniribution from
each State in the amount of $1,000. We wonld like to have Mr. Jibson's recommen-
dations on this amount approved.

I move that the Bear River Commission approve the report of the Assistant
Secretary as presented including the provision that the contribution from each
Compact State be increased from $20,500 to $21,500 for the 1966-67 period.
COM. LAURIDSEN: I second the motions
CHAIRMAN IARSON: Motion carried.

We will now go to the matter of the election of officers for the Bear River
Commission for this year. What are the desires of the Commission?

ELECTION OF CFFICERS
COM, SMOOT: Inasmuch as it has been the custom of the Commission:

I move that the present officers be elected for another year. These officers
are: Jay R. Bingham, Secretary-Treasurer; Wallace N. Jibson, Assistant Secretary;
and Mr. L. B. Johnson, Vice Chairman.

CM, BISHOP: I second the motion.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried. Our standing committees are appointed by the
Chairman, and they will remain the same.

Budget
A. V., Smoot Je We Myers
Melvin Lauridsen
Operations
Cleo L. Swenson Lawrence B. Johnson
S. Reed Dayton
State Enginger's
Wayne D, Criddle Carl E, Tappan

Floyd A. Bishop

I think that we will call upon our guest speaker, Regional Director, Mr. F,
M, Clinton, to address us now.

(See insert for address by Mr. Clinton)
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REVISION OF BEAR RIVER PROJECT REPORT

Address by Mr. F. M. Clinton
Regional Director, U.5.B.R., Fegion 4

Presented at

Bear River Commission Meeting
April 28, 1964

Salt Lake City, Utah
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REVISION OF BEAR RIVER PROJECT REPORT

It is a pleasure &5 be here this morning to tell you of our work
on the Bear River Project. 7This is wmy first Bear River Commission Meelt-
ing, and I feel it an horor to wmeet hers with you.

Cur investigations have been going on for 2 long time in the Bear
River area. 1 moved hers to Salt Lake City in 1960, and since I have
been here we nave finished the preliminary work on the Beai Kiver Pro-

ject and distributsd cur preliminary ceport on this projscl in the

local area for comments,

The Burcau procecded after the Compact was signed by the states,
to prepare the mosi economical pilan to develop the Bear River below
Bear Lake to its full potential. These lnvestigations by the Bureau
involved investigating alternate plans of developing main stream stor-
age, what lands to pul water on, soll conditioens, etc.

In the beginning, we recognized the need for water for both full
and supplemental supplies was mainly on the west side of the River. The
east side was more reariy developed to its full capacity. The big job
was to get main stem Bear River waters out on the lands on the west side.
Our original plan was put together and completed in 1%60-~61l. This re-
port was releaced 1o 1946.. Thls reoperr nas peen circulsrized and
commented on since then. I would like, first, to go through this
plan very briefliy.

This plan was made up primarily of a main stemrm developiment, and
an added portion of tributary development. We will take up the tri-
butaries first. The Cub and Worm Rivers are included in cur develop-
ment; We selected the Glandale Reservolr on Worm Creek as a potentlal

develcopment. This would he an enlargement of the existing reserveolr and

-1-




would develop supplemental water mostly. We investigated the Maple-
ton site on that stream system also. We haven't given up on the Maple-
ton éite completely yet. We will look at this site more closely be-
fore construction plans are finalized,
To develop the volume of water that is on the main stem that
flows over Cutler Dam every year will -involve é large stdrage reser=
'voir with a §ggigggmgcre—foot capacity or more., This must be done on
the main stem. We looked at the Oneida Narrows site; and we considered
enlarging the Cutler Reservoir. We finally selected the Oneida Narrows
site as the best potential development. In the preliminary plan, this
site had a 225,000 acre~foot active sdéorage capacity. We would not
have to pump the water onto the land, because we would take out at
255 feet above stream level and gravity would do the rest for us.
| We investigated power development at the Oneida Narrows site
also. We decided that this was not feasible. 1In dry years the entire
flow would have to be stored and none would be left over for power
development. Under this plan, 109,000 acres were to be developed and
divided between both states.
We investigated sites on the lower river below Cutler Dam also.
We finally selected the Honeyville site. This site has a potential
capacity of 120,000 acre-feet, including 115,000 active. This reser-
voir would regulate the river for the bird refuge and furnish water for
Willard Bay Reservoir and to the Ogden area for future use. We could
also deliver water to Brigham City if it should be needed in the future.
We have received many comments on this original plan. Our plan~-
ning people went to work on this job with the idea of getting the most
feasible and economical project possible. We did not show any favoritism

-2
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towards any one area of any one state. When we got through, the Pro-
ject cost-ratio was 2.4 to 1. This is an exceptionally good cost-ratio;
in fact, it is almost unheard of these days. This Bear River Project
is primarily an irrigation project, however, and the estimated cost

of the project was still in excess of what the water users could pay

in 60 years. The reason that we considered €0 years is that we wanted
to get the maximum repayment from the water users. We thought the only
way to obtain revenuss o repay the lrrigaticn allecated costs in ex-
cess of repayment akility of the irxigation was through a water con-
servancy district approach. For this reason, in the preliminary re-
port we proposad that conser. ..~ . Il.lrllols Lo bkoth taluer Yo sogaaized
to collect ad valorem taxes to cover the irrigation subsidy.

In Utah, we received no adverse comments. They did suggest that
we take another locok at the Mapleion and Glendale sites howsver. We
have agreed that we will take another look at these two sites. Idaho
commented as folilows on the report:

1. TIdaho feared interforencs with operation of Bear Lake. They
were afraid of the low levels that might possibly occur on Bear Lake,
such as those that occurred in 1934 and 1935. We had considered using
Bear iake as a storage veservoelr at ons time, but we abandonec this
idea.

2. Another criticism that Idaho had was that the Bureat did not
provide for any municipal and industrial water in Idaho as we did in

Utah. We did feel that this was a valid criticism,

3. Another criticism that Idahc had was that the plan used
all the upper river's flow at the Oneida Narrows Dam, precluding pri-

vate reclamation developments above the dam.

e
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In the original plan, the Bureau had not set any water aside
for this purpose. Idaho's Governcr said that Idaho wasn't getting
enough water from the project.

| 4. Another major objection to the plan was that of building
the high Oneida Dam and reservoir. It was felt that this large reser-
voir would take too much valuable land off the tax rolls and it would
adversely affaect the individuals who dépanded upon this land for graz-
ing purposes asz it would be submerged.

5. Idaho said that they did not want the conservancy district
in their state. Idaho has no laws for conservancy districts on their

law books and the pecle feel quite hostile towards a conservancy dis-

trict operation coming intc their state to subsidize the project through

ad valorem taxes.

In 1963, the Last Chance Canal water users and others got to-
gether and proposed & r:2servoir that they would build themselves,
known as the Caribou Reservoir. They proposed a 40,300 acre-foot
rvservoir be built.

We will cut thz2 area that will be served by the Caribou Reser=-
volir out of our project plan.

I have met wi‘h oth governors, the Idaho State Reclamation
Enginéer, the Utah Water and Power Board, and varicus other organiza-
tions that have beer opposing or supporting the project. I have met
with the Coordinating Committee and the Upper Bear River Protective
Cohmittee in an effort to get this project in an acceptabie form to
the majority of the pecple in hoth states. I feel that if we don't

get the support cr the project here we don't stand a chance of getting

-4
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it authorized by the COngress. In the course of these meetings and
further studies, an effort was made to meet the requirements of Idaho,
I told the Idaho interests that I would go as far as I could to make
it acceptable and still keep the project feasible.

I will run through Idaho's objections again and tell you what
the Bureau has proposed doing to solve these problems,

l. Idaho feared interference with operation of Bear Lake at

sometime in the future. I felt that the holders of rights in Bear

River are fully protected by Idaho water law. The water master would
see that their rights were fully protected. To remove that fear even
furthef, I am willing that when the State Engineer of Idaho does approve
the Bureau's filing for the Oneida Project, that he put in a stipulation
in that approval that states that the application cannot adversely
affect prior rights in Bear Lake. We will even go a step further and
put this same stipulation in the revised report to the Congress which
will recommend restrictive language in the project bill preventing
adﬁerse affect by the project on Bear lLake.

2. <Concerning providing M and I water in the upper reaches and
water for private development, we have gone over recent studies of this
problem and have concluded that we can reserve about 20,000 acre-feet
in the Oneida Narrows Reservoir for future consumers in the area.

‘ 3. wé have loocked at the tributary development and there are
gquite a few tributaries that could be developed. Montpelier Creek and
Soda Creek could be developed quite easily. We have decided to reserve
about 18,000 acre-feet for tributary development. Since the Last
Chance and Grace area have decided to build the Caribou Reservoir, we
will not deliver project water into this area. These reserves will

have to be taken out of the water supply at Oneida and this means that
-5—



we will serve less land. We will take this iand out of the project
at the end of the ditch. We will stop the canal in Box Elder County
at the end of the Plymouth Siphon and delete 13,000 acres originally
planned in the project as 'new land' in the Garland-Bothwell area.

We will try to do a .ittle more for Oneida County than we had origin-
ally planned. We are extending the Portage Canal a few miles and this
will bring in about %,000 more acres of land. This is being done to
divide the water edqually between the two states. Utah people, of
Eourse, were hurt and -‘isappointed about this change in plans, but we
are trying to make the project acceptable to Idaho too.

There is water on the main stem that can be developed in the
future. We have found when you start looking for land, the east side
has beén pretty well teken care of. Whatever development of the lower
tributaries is made, the water will have to be used mainly on the
west side. 1In the revised report, in order to protect plans for
future 6evelopment, we vill ask the Congress to let us build the Oneida
Canal to its full original capactiy so that we can use it to convey
additional water that could be developed throughﬁ further storage
developments and water exchanges. The principle of exchange 1s a very
good one, and we feel that the Congréss will go along with us on this
proposal. Thevamount that can be developed through storage and ex-
ﬁhanges is about 70 to 80,000 acre-feet. We want to build deferred
capacity into the Oneica Canal for this future use. The Congress has
given us ;ﬁis guthority on other projects in the past. This would give
us a lot more flexibility with the project.

One other thing we are doing in revising this report is trying
to lessen the impact of tﬁese reserves we are making for the upper
river on the lower river. We will plan to convert the surcharge
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capacity sriginally piaaned for opelica Harrows Regervoll Lo active
~apacity. By puttiny cafes on the spillway we can convert 89,000
ACr: feet of surcharge taracliy to active capacity usadble for irrigas
tion puricses. The resecvsir can pe operated for flood contro. pur-
poses just i: well with & ated spillway as an ungated one.

As 1o ths high Uneida Narrows Dam, we have to inc.ude -his in
the development in order to ot full development of the siver., We
can't accomplish ful. development without this high danm. e zan never
find & reservoir site, it seems, that doesn't hurt somebody.

Az for the obje:tion that Idaho had concerning the conservancy
district, I have told trem that t.e irrigation subsidy has to be pro-

3

vided to permit renayment

1

i reimbursable project costs as requlred

C

by law. Reclamatlon projects must be paid for. I have toid the Idaho
people that there is some cnance t-at & subsidy could ke provided from
Columbia River power revenues. T vill try to work something out along

these lines. That would relieve Icaho «f organizing a conservancy dis-

:

crict.  As far as The conservancy district situatien is concerned in

?ﬁ

Utaly, Utanh nas thiszs principie long sstarlished. Utah ha: several
prolects belng bullt now under the conservancy district :yestem. The

max Limit for conservancy districts in Utah is 1 mill. In the case

D

ect, special leg.slation has raised this te 5 mills,

~

however. 1 tave ashed agout the poss.biliity of Utah partd
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powanr revenuss. 17 the power revenue avellabla to

Uttarr should Te ir ion te water contributed by the stoce bto the
- BRI S | RN L2E I PR, . .- T (e e PRVRE ke
LoLUmbI e ML, tinen Utan would not get very inuchH. his proieclh

wol id have s 00 veas pay oot period as we now intend to report iz,

The subuidy regquiremoent will be 33 - 34 million dollars; this

ez owhat the water users cowld payv. The benefit coscteratio for




the revissd protect plan will e aboul 1.7 dropping from 2.4, Howsve,
we feel that this is still & very good projiect economically. In
making these changes, we have reduced the benefit cost-ratio consider~
ably, but as I stated previcusly, 7 thiok that the 1.9 cost-ration is

still a very good project.

Wwe have a falrly large iob ahead of us in our Logen and Salt Laks

offices to redo this prolect; and it will be near the end of the year
before we get the revised report ready to send to the Commissloner.
After he reviews it he will send 1. to the Secretary who will send it
out and get comments on it from the variocus Inierests concerned with
the prolect. At the time the Secretary sends it out, the states will
be called upon for official comments. L think, gentlemen, that gives
vou the schedule of events and brings vyou up to date on where we sre

and where we are golng on this projsot,
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CHATRMAN LARSON: Thank you very much, Iir. Clinton. We have appreciated your
frank and clear-cut statement.

We will now have a ten-minute recess.

(Chairman Larson reconvened the meeting at 11:15 a.m.)

CHATIRMAN TARSON: The Bureau of Recliamation had this Bear River Project explained
to the Commission when the report wzs first put out. This Commission is not taking
any action on this project at all. The main purpose of this Commission is to
carry out the provisions of the Bear River Compact. I am sure we have a lot of
people here with us this morning whce would like 1o discuss this proposed project
further, and perhaps it would be best in order to conserve time if we allow ten
mimites to each State to have a representative speak on this project.

COM. TAPPAN: I don't beliewve that Idaho is in any p031tlon 1o express any vieus
on this subject at this meeting. I don®t think that it is the purposas of this
Commlssion to hear views for or agalnst the . project at this time,.

COM. SMOOT' I have no corments to make on the project at this time. Utah shall
certalnly be interested in seeing the revised report when it is available. -

CHAIRMAN LARSON: What is your feeling on this matter, Mr. Skeen?

MR, SKEBN. It seems to me that if the States represented want to have ten minutes
to speak, we should perhaps hear them,

COM.'SMOOT. I move that the Commission allow sach State to have a representative
present their views in a ten-minmute period,

COM. BINGHAM: I second the motion,
CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion earried.

COM., LAURIDSEN: I would like to introduce Dr. Evan M. Kackley, He will make a
statement for us.

(Statement attached)

CHAIRMAN LARSON: We will hear from the Utah delegation now.
STATEMENT FOR UTAH ON BEAR RIVER PROJECT

COM. BINGHAM: Mr, Chairman, and gentlemen of the Commission, I would like to
refer to Article VI of the Bear River Compact. It reads:

It is the policy of the signatory States to encourage additional projects
for the development of the water resources of the Bear River to obtain the
maximum beneficial use of water with a minimm of waste, and in furtherance
of such policy, authority is granted within the limitations prowided by
this Compact, to investigate, plan, construct, and operate such projscts
without regard to State boundaries, provided that water rights for each
such project shall, except as provided in Article V, Paragraph A thereof,
be subject to rights therstofors initiated and in good standing,
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I think in general that expresses what we are all concerned with. In the
spirit that brought this Compact in%o being, the prime purpose and intent was the
full utilization of the waters of the Bear River to the benefit of all the States
concerned. There is much good that comes out of a critical look at these far-
reaching projects. I would again point out that the report that was issued earlier
and covered by Mr. Clinton's comments today was compiled and planned without regard
to division of water between the States but was done to get the moast feasible
project possible. In the best interests of all, the States should be willing to
have a report prepared to equalize the division of the water to be developed. We
think that such a report should be prapared. There are certain parts of the plan
that will be omitted in the revised report, and I think that we can carry out the
interests of the local areas and get the cooperation that is needed to get this
project workable and on the road to becoming a reality.

I would like to commend Mr. Clinton and his staff for their dedicated effort
in this regards I think that I voice the sentiments of the entire Utah group by
stating that we recommend the completion of the revised report and the taking into
account as many of these changes that have been proposed as possible.

CHATRMAN IARSON: Thank you, Mr., Bingham, for your comments., We will now hear

STATEMENT FOR WYOMING ON BEAR RIVER PROJECT

MR, VAN CAMP (Alternate Commissioner representing Com. Myers): We appreciated
the remarks of Mr, Clinton here today also. Wyoming expressed its concern over
this project at the hearings held as to the adequacy of this projeot under feasi-
bility requirements. Our concern lies not within any of the project features, but
it does relate to the post-operations that could be involved in Bear Lake, which
we consider the key to the entire project,

I am appreciative of hearing Mr, Clinton's remarks here this morning, I
believe that we would certainly have to get a good look at the plan as finally
submitted by the Bureau before we make any statement. We certainly want to be
good neighbors with our sister States and work with them. There are certainly
a lot of problems to be resolved in this regard, and it is going to take a lot of
real hard work to get this project in a form that we can all support. Some of
these problems are the Conservancy District as the contracting agency and the M and I
water, and these problems are going to be very tough ones to solve. It is unfor-
tunate that this project got off to the bad start that it did. This project divides
the water of two States, and it is going to take some pretty good leadership to get
everything resolved.

CBATRMAN LARSON: To re-state the Bureau’s present plan--they are considering the
suggestions and recommendations of all concerned, and they are now working on a
revised report that will be distributed towards the end of the year.

COM, JOHNSON: I would like to add my support to Mr. Bingham's statement in regard
to this project.

CHAIRMAN IARSON: There have been other requests to speak on this subject, but I
think that we should go on now. Mr, Clinton has asked to be excused now.

MR. CLINTON: We have appreciated your donsideration here this morning and the
opportunity to give you an account of our stewardship on Bear River.
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Staﬁemént of Evan M, Kackley to Bear River Commissioh, April 28, 1964, (As
subuitted later by Dr. Kackley)

:"The Bear River Protective Committee appreciates the opportunity afforded it
to present their viewpoint on the proposed Bear River Projects. The Bear River
Protective Committes at one time held membership in ths Bear River Coordinating
Committee, tut their viewpoints became divergent and their members separated from
the same,

A1l the members have, or at onz time have had, official appointments from the
three maine-stem counties on the Bear in Idaho.

The Cormittee has been castigated as blackguards and tools of the Utah Power
& Light Company YLy those who favor “he proposed projects of Region 4, This is not
true, for the Committee is interested in the development of Bear River and its
members have no connection whatsoever with the Utah Power & lLight Company, having
at times testified individually against Utah Powsr & Light in Washington hearings,
and been in the usual conflict off and on incident to water operations on Bear River.

The Bear River Protective Conmittee has always felt that Mr, Clinton has in-
herited a project to put over which he had no opportunity to direct during its
organization and planning detail. It has been felt by the Committee that if he
had, he would have understood the fselings and working principles of the. Idaho
people, and reclamation projects in Idsho, as he was long associated with Region 1,
Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho,

The bone of contention of the proposed Bear River projects has been the high
Oneida Narrows Dam. At all times the high Oneida Narrows Dam has been designed to
control Bear Lake and to make use of it, as stated in the Propoged Feagibility
Report, and as is set forth in future engineering after ite construction in which
a canal would be increased from 1,200 to 1,500 second feet to cover the eventual
taking over of approximately 70,000 acre~feet of storage in Bear Lake via exchangee
from dams constructed in Utah,

The dam has always been held high with a dead storage of 150,000 acre-feet
in order that a canal could be taken out 242 feet above the natural gtream ﬂ.ow to
convey this water into Utah

The Oneida Narrous project is extremely destructive of resources, flo_oding out
many acres and wrecking the tax structure of two of the main-stem countles, as well
as affecting the other.

A very distinguished former member, and an architect of the Bear River Compact,
Senator Fred Cooper, had this to say of the high Oneida Narrows Project on January 5,
1961 in the Caribou County Sun of Soda Springs, Idahos

Before an attempt is made by the Bureau of Reclamation to sell this plan
tothepublicafulldiacloaureofallthefactsehouldbemadeaothat
interested parties may see all the bad features as well as the good, and
determine whether it is the best interest of the citizens in the area,

This statement was the death knell of that proposed project that would have
lowsred the shores of Bear lake to an all-time low in its operation, As has been
pointed out, at no time has the Bear River Compact been given full consideration
as to the framework by Region 4 in their proposed project, and the dam itself is
s8till constructed for the entrance some way or other into Bear Lake.
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It ig a poor yardstick to cite acres of irrigation benefited by the proposed
project. Region 4 has included as rsceiving supplemental irrigation all the acres
below any canal or lateral. It does not take into consideration the need, or not
the need, for irrigation of these acres. HNeither have the figures been always
consistent. In the Grace area, 8,000 acres were included on their maps as new land
being brought under irrigation, but at the Boise Hearings in protest to their f£ilings,
it was brought out that these were supplemental acreages. The only fair qualifi-
cation or yardstick is the amount of water designated to each State, and the method
and practicability of use.

It must be stated and remembered that every last drop of this water, no matter
to which State it goes, arises in its origin from the State of Idaho, and is com~
mingled with upstream water pointes of origin in the State of Wyoming, and the State
of Utah east of the Wasatch Range, and the £iling is upon the water rights of the
Utah Power & Light, and involves management of Bear Lake in those rights, and affects
the only non-consumptive use of water rights up-state from the Utah-Idsho boundary
south of Preston, Idsho.

In Modified Plan II, Idaho was to receive 61,500 acre-feet and Utah 77,500 acre-
feet for irrigation purposes., This is a total of 139,00C acre~feet of water to be
stored at Oneida Narrows Dam, with a £iling upon 325,000 acre-feet of so-called
runoff water and 1,500 second feet of natural or active stream flow.

. To this 139,000 acre-feet must be added 12,000 acre-~feet for replacement of
destruction to fish and wildlife resources. This is necessitated by the destruction
of 23 miles of fine bird habitat, with open water all winter, fine fly trout fishing,
and winter range. This makes a total of Idaho waters stored of 152,000 acre~feet.

The actual reconstruction of fish and wildlife losses necessitates a storage
at Coulam of 27,700 acre-~feet of water, leaving a deficit from the 12,000 of 15,700
acre-feet which would eventually have to be supplied from Idaho stored waters.

Further, the reservoir would flood out at least 7,000 acres of irrigated lands
(actually more), amounting to, at the rate of 4 acre-feet per acre, 28,000 acre-feet
of water. This cannot be regarded as conserved water. It iz merely transferred
Watero

The amount of shrink in the Idsho portion of irrigation water at 228 over 105
miles of canal amounts to 13,500 acre-feet of loss of Idaho waters.

These figures total a 10,000 acre-feet net loss, including the bird refuge
plans, shrink, and loss of irrigated lands., Add the 77,500 acre-feet of water that
goes to Utah to this, and Idaho suffers a net loss of 87,500 acre-fest.

Munieipal and Industrial waters of the Oneida Narrows project are not reallstic.
In the Oneida project, the eost per 1,000 acre-feet of stored water, either to be
paid for by those using the water or by a conservancy district or some method of
financing the deficit, amounts to $900,000 including the interest.

Either under a conservancy district or payment by a power bagin reverue, the
cogt for M & I water must be guaranteed by those guaranteeing the construction of
the project, namely the taxpayers, and if the water is not used for the same, under
the plans of Region 4, the contracting agency must pay this smount.

Without the M & I water the financial feasibility of the Oneida project is
‘impoasible.
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One thousand acre-feet of water is equivalent to a flow of 1l.37 second feet
anmually, or 617 gallons per minute.

Industry on the main-stem in Idaho has, in one case, developed by well and
pumping, at a cost of $25,000, 2,000 gallons or 3.2 second feet. This would cost
under Region 4, $2,880,000 at the point of storage, not at the plant site. Under
proposed expansion of this company, the cost would be $5,760,000,

The City of Soda Springs recently purchased, including a fine ranch, 5 second
feet of potable water for $100,000.

Comparable cost of development of 1,000 acre-feet of water in the Salt Lake-
Ogden area has been between $99,000 and $201,000,

Even in the proposed conservancy district, it is stated the cost has been
$900,000 on the Oneida project, but on the proposed Blacksmith Fork Dam the cost
would be $350,000~figures difficult to reconcile to the taxpayer and to industry.

The weighted acre water requirement has been set at 3.48 on the Oneida Narrouws
project. This is not delivery at the lateral headgates, but is only storage space
in the dam with a canal 105 miles long, 93 miles of laterals and 166 miles of draine
age. The average percentage of loss for transportation is 22% which is very much
in conflict with that on the new Teton project in Idaho which allows 35% shrinkage
over much shorter canals and shorter laterals. The average weighted per acre need
on this project is set at 4.5 for delivery at the laterals, not just storage space
105 miles away.

The weighted average per acre at Grace is 4.1 acre-feet at the head of short
canals, and at the head of canals on the Palisades project it varies between 4 and
10 acre-feet.

It is an acknowledged fact that Bear River is one of the most owerly appro-
priated, if not the most, streams in the State,

Water rights in the original project were to be obtained by cutting of irri-
gation water rights, either adjudicated, proscriptive or riparian, along the entire
project from Grace, Idaho south., This was admitted under oath at the Boise Hearings.
The degree of this cutting may be seen in the Glendale Project in which water
dedicated in increased amounts in that project came to 14,300 acre-feet tut actually
18,600 acre-feet were set forth in the operation of the project, or a 30% cut in
water rights. '

Repeatedly it was stated that Region 4 would only take the water originating
below Bear Lake, but under oath also at Bolse they admitted that there was no
unappropriated water on Bear River and that they were filing upon the water rights
of Utah Power & Light for their project. Furthermore, it was stated there that
Region 4 did not know the amount of riparian or proscriptive rights, or the early
rights on Bear River and its tributaries, and that they did not know the status of
rented water, which belonged to the storer, in this case Utah Power & Light, but
rented to many irrigators.

At Boise it was further brought out under questioning of Region 4 that the
simulated operation and method of opsration of this project, to overcome the very
low weighted acre factor, Region 4 would insist upon a high degree of efficiency
of farming and irrigation operations, limiting the water to a stated anmual
amount, and with the premise that farmers and irrigators with more water have a
tendency to waste water.
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With this built-in drouth factor, and the fact that there is no floor in
Bear leke, and the fact that the only water rights in Bear Lake are those guaran-
teed to the U & I Sugar Company, a demand would be made by the irrigators for a
pump down of the reserve water for the ever recurring drouths which would be
greatly increased and accelerated by the proposed project of Region 4 on a river
already overly appropriated.

The Federal government, under the Colorado Decision has the power to do this
on Bear River as it is a navigable stream, without any regard to date of origin of
water vrights. At present the power to do this is contained in the provisions of
the Bear River Compact, within that body and not the sole provision of the Fedetral
govermment. Furthermore, as in the Glen Canyon -case, the Federal government can
and does exercise water jurisdiction to protect investwment in a project.

The State of Utah has many dam sites, approximately a half million acre-feet
of water arising within that State, with over 800,000 acre-feet comprising the
site of the proposed Honeyville. Furthemore, in Cache County alone the State of
Utagh, since 1927, has unrestricted rights to make use of 150,000 acre~feet of water,
of which only 14,000 acre-feet at Porcupine has been used. With the advent of
pumping in Idsho now, raising as much as 740 feet in a profitable operation by
private enterprise, water could be lifted from the Cutler Dsm project 450 feet and
supply the same acreages as now in the proposed Oneida Narrows Dam and without the
excessive costs of construction in Idaho,

The following provisions of the Bear River Compact are brought to the atten-
tion of the Bear River Commission, and our attorneys advise us that the filing by
Region 4 for the Bear River waters is directly in conflict with these: '

l. "New projects must be subject to rights theretofore initiated and
in good standing;

2. "Application for appropriation, change of point of diversion, pledred
place and nature of use," provides that "no such application shall be
approved if the affect thereof will be to deprive any water user in
another State of water to which he ia entitled.”

3. Water users are defined in the Bear River Compact as those who put
- water to beneficial use., BElectric power is among those of bemneficial
uses.

Again the Bear River Protective Committee thanks the Bear River Compact
Commission for the time and privilege of speaking to them.”
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CHATRMAN IARSON: We will now have the report of the State Engineerts Committes
on stock-watering ponds.

REPORT OF THE STATE ENGINEER:*S COMMITTEE

MR. CRIDDLE: This stock pond problsm has a different amount of importance to
different people., Just to show you how big a problem this situation might lead
to, in the State of Texas they have better than 1/3 million stock-watering ponds.
600,000 acre-feet of water is lost annually through evaporation from these ponds.
A study has been made by the U. S. G+ S. which shows 2 marked decrease in the flow
of rivers and streams in this area.

I believe that we must devise some means of getting a better control over this
situstion. In 1962, the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee, consisting of
all the States represented here today and all of the Federal agencies dealing with
water and land, put together a "Stosk Water Facilities Guide."™ I would like to
read a part of the foreword in this booklet: :

To assure optirmum utilization of the range resources requires adequate
stock water, Where live streams and apr:.ngs do not occur and productive
wells are difficult to obtain and expensive to maintain, the impounding
of flood water in surface reservoirs is often the most practical solution.
However, bscause of the improved mach:mery and physical ability of man

to construct impoundments of such size and number as to seriously decrease
surface runoff for many of the watersheds in the Pacific Southwest, it is
becoming increasingly ewvident that such construction can interfere with
exj.sting PightSa

In most States storage in stock ponds requires right by appropriation
obtained through established legal channels. If the surface supply is
available, the appropriation will generally be granted; if not available,
it may be necessary to secure it by purchase of existing rights. In
either event, conservation practices must include the exercise of the
proper effort to see that all recognized rights are respected and that
land and water resources are developed within this vital requirement.

This "Guide"™ was consequently objected to very stremuously hy the Department
of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior when we started working on it.
Eventually, this "Guide" was accepted by all of the asgencies and was produced as
an Inter-Agency report.

This "Guide" tells about setting up the Committee to develop it and thes

Instructions to the task force were to develop guides for the loeatlon,
spacing, and engineering design of stock ponds, which would incorporate
information on the volume, surface area, and depth relationship of ponds
in relation to climate, topography, land cover, live-stock and/or wildli.fe
use. Consideration was to be given to alternative methods of meeting
livestock needs, including devslopment of runoff areas, wells, springs,
and other methods appropriate for any particular locality. Suggesiions
for improving the uniformity of State requirements for stock pond filings
and. their construction were also repmested.

It is recognized that the information in this first report may not be
complete and fully accurate. With experience, refinements will be
desirable and, in some cases, necessary. Changes should be made as
knowledge and understanding of the area's hydrology is increased.

-8~




I would like to briefly run through the contents of this report. First,
it discusses various "Methods of Supplying Range Stock Water", then it takes up
"Stock Pond Hydrology", "losses of Water .Evaporation and Seepage" "logses of
Capacity™, "Stock Pond Design Criteria", "Regional Stock Pond Hydrology ’
"legal Aspects)' and"State's Requirenents"

This summary will tell you the differences in the laws in each State and the
importance that each Statée apparently attaches to the stock pond problem.

- In Utah, we are attempting to limit stock ‘pond construction to the very
minimm, We want to develop the resource, but we have found that many people
abuse this privilege and put in a reservolir instead of a pond,

(Mr. Criddle distributed five copies of this repor: to each State)

CHAIRMAN TARSON: Mr. Bishop, doss Wyoming have anything to add to Mrs Criddle's
statement? .

COM, BISHOP: I don't have anything further. Wyoming doesn?t feel that we have .
any real problem in this area. The only problém we feel that we have in regards
to stock ponds is in Utah, particularly on Yellow Creck.

COM., TAPPAN: In Idaho, we have 10 or 12 stock-watering ponds in the Bear River
area. Only one of thess ponds has more than 1/2 acre-foot capacity. The Compact
allows as much as 20 acre-feet per stock pond. Occasionally, the water in these
ponds is used by irrigators, and Idoho laws don®t help that situatlion very much.

I hope that the present Governor!s water study group will come up with some~
thing that will let us line up a litile better in respect to law with the othex'
States in comection with the stock-watering pond situation.

COM. JOHNSON: I move that the Commission accept the State Engineerts Committes
Report and make it a part of the mimites of this meeting.

CCM. BINGHAM: I second the motion.
CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried.

COM., BINGHAM: I might add that we do have very able State PEngineers here on this
Commission. I think that perhaps what we have in this Pacific Southwest Inter-
Agency Committee report ls something that we could use for a starting polint for
ourselves in facing this stock-watering pond problem. I think that we should study
this report and perhaps the State Engineers could formulate a plan as to what we
can do to get some uniform legislation and action among the Compact States.

COM. JOHNSON: I think that we made a dreadful mistake when we wrote the 20,acre~
foot capacity limitation into the Compact on these stock-watering ponds. It would
take an amendment to the Compact to get this changed now. I think that 20 acre-feet
is way out of bounds. In these Western States, one acre-foot is ample.

CHATRMAN IARSON: Is there any new business that the Commission should take up today?
COM., DAYTON: In regard to the Bear River Project, any action that this body makes

should be with a view to conforming to the terms of the Compact and making sure
that the adjudicated water rights are preserved,

<9




CHATRMAN IARSON: I think that this Cormission tries to operate that way.
COM. BINGHAM: I move that this meeting of the Bear River Commission be adjourned.

COM. BISHOP: I second the motione.

CHATIRMAN LARSON: This annual meeting of the Commission is now adjourned, (The
meeting adjourned at 12:20 p.m.)
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BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

Minutes of Regular Meeting held in the Water Conference Room
Utah State Capitol
Novermber 23, 1964
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The Regular Meeting of the Bear River Commission convened in the Water
Conference Room of the Utah State Capitol Building, Salt Lake City, Utah on
Monday, November 23, 1964 at 9:40 a.m. Chairman E, O, Larson presided.

Voting Commissioners present:

IDAHO f;
4144

Cleo L. Swens on, Preston
Stephen W. Boller, Idaho Assistant Attorney General, Alternate Commissioner
appointed by Governor Smylie for this meeting only.

UTAH

Jay R. Bingham, Bountiful
L. B. Johnson, Vice Chairman, Randolph
A, V. Smoot, Corinne

WYOMING
/2é/frj)

Floyd A. Bicghop, Cheyenne
5. Reed Dayton, Cokeville

UNITED STATES

E. O, Larson, Chairman and U. S. Representative
Alternate Commissioners and Advisers present:
IDAHO

J. Warren Serrine, Montpelier (Alternate)
Russell D. Stoker, Soda Springs (Adviser)

UTAH

Glen McKinnon, Randolph (Alternate)

Robert 'J. Potter, Garland (Alternate)

Ross H. Plant, Richmond (Alternate)

Wayne D. Criddle, Salt Lake City (Adviser)

Dallin W, Jensen, Assistant Attorney General, Salt Lake Clty (Adviser)
Robert B, Porter, Salt Lake City (Adviser)

WYOMING
John Teichert, Cokeville (Adviser)

David P, Miller, Rock Springs (Adviser)
E. J. Van Camp, Cheyenne (Adviser)
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LEGAL ADVISER TO THE BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

E. J. Skeen, Attorney, Salt Lake City, Utah

Others Present:

Wallace N. Jibson, Assistant Secretary, Bear River Commission, Logan
Robert D. Berrett, Controller, Utah Water & Power Board, Salt Lake City
Janice M, Hammond, Secretary, Utah Water & Power Board, Salt Lake City
Donald C. Norseth, Utah State Engineer's Office, Salt Lake City

CHATRMAN LARSON: If you will come to order, we will go ahead with the meeting.
This meeting today is the Regular Meeting of the Bear River Commission. Are
all of the States represented?

COM. BINGHAM: We only have one Commissioner from Wyoming present. Perhaps we
had better walt a few more minutes.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: In order to save time, our attorney has suggested that we go
ahead and proceed with the meeting, and any action that we take will have to be
approved by Wyoming when their representatives arrive. We will take up the
matter of the minutes first.

CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES Of APRIL 28, 1964

COM. JOHNSON: I move, Mr., Chairman, that Mr. Jibson give us a resume of the
highlights of the last meeting rather than read them all.

COM. DAYTON: I second the motion.
CHATRMAN LARSON: Motion carried.

MR. JIBSON: Gentlemen, we distributed the minutes to those on the regﬁlar
mailing list. We do have a few extra copies here this morning if you would
care to refer to them.

In our last meeting, we approved the previous minutes as they were pub-
lished. We then had a report of the Secretary-Treasurer who introduced Mr,
F. M. Clinton, Regional Director of the U. S, Bureau of Reclamation, Mr. Dean
Bischoff, and Mr. E. K., Thomas. Mr. Berrett gave the financial report for the
period covering July 1963 - March 31, 1964 showing an unexpended balance of
$20,550.30. His report was accepted.

The Assistant Secretary's report was then given which dealt mainly with
the forecast of expected streamflow runoff. At that time, it looked like be-
tween 82 percent and 100 percent of normal runoff. Actually, the runoff turned
out to be a little better than that.

We meritioned that five development-type stiream-gaging stations had been
installed. These stations are now in operation. We mentioned also that the
1963 Annual Report was rumnning behind schedule. The applications for appro-
priation were presented to the Commissionj these were primarily for small
appropriations confined largely to underground withdrawal in Cache Valley.
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The Commission checked and approved budget estimates for the 1966-67
biennium, and this budget is summarized in the minutes on page 4. Following
our discussion on the proposed budget, Mr., Smooil proposed that we approve
the budget as presented. This was done.

We then turned to the matter of election of officers. At this time it
was moved by Commissioner Smoot that Jay R. Bingham be elected Secretary-
Treasurer, Wallace N, Jibson, Assistant Secretary, and L., B, Johnson, Vice
Chairman of the Commission. Members of the Standing Committees were re-
appoilnted at this time.

The balance of the meeting was turned to a discussion of the proposed
Oneida Project in Idaho by the Regional Director of the U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation, Mr. F. M. Clinton. After he finished, each of the States was
called upon for brief comments. Commissioner Tappan said that he did not
think Idaho was in a position to express any views on the subject at that time.
Commissioner Bingham spoke for the State of Utah and expressed Utah's approval
and support of the project. Mr. Van Camp, representing Wyoming, spoke briefly
on the project, saying it was a little bit out of their territory and they were
not particularly concerned except as it might affect the entire river system
and the Compact. Dr. Kackley submitted a rather lengthy statement at the request
of Commissioner Lauridsen. The statement that he mailed to us (for inclusion in
the minutes) was a little different than the one given at the meeting but essen-
tially covered the same points. He was very much opposed to the project.

COM. JOHNSON: Dr. Kackley did not speak for the entire State of Idaho, did he?
I was under the impression that he spoke representing a group of water users.

MR. JIBSON: On page 6 of the minutes we note that Chairman Larson allowed each
of the States ten minutes, and Commissioner Lauridsen requested that Dr. Kackley
be allowed to present a statement. (Mr., Jibson read from page 6.)

MR. BOLLER: It was my interpretation that Dr., Kackley's statement was not an
official comment for the State of Idaho.

COM. SMOOT: When Commissioner Lauridsen requested that Dr. Kackley be allowed
to present a statement for "us," it seems to me that "us" would mean the Idaho
delegation,

COM. JOHNSON: I think at this time that it is best to keep the position of all
of the States clear on this matter.

MR. SKEEN: I think that the minutes are rather clear on this point. On page 1
of Dr. Kackley's statement he says he is talking for the Bear River Protective
Association.

MR. BOLLER: I did not think tha' he spoke representing any group but merely
himself.

CHATRMAN LARSON: I might say that before I called upon the States for comments,
I talked to Mr. Tappan; and he said that if they were allowed ten minutes, that
would be all right; it was my understanding that Dr. Kackley was speaking for
only cre group and not the entire State of Idaho.

MR. JIBSON: [ den't know that there is anything else of importance in the
minutes.
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