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BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

Minutes of Regular Meeting held in the Water Conference Room
Utah State Capitol
December 5, 1966

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, December 5, 1966, at 9:30 a.m. with Chairman E. O. Larson presiding.

Voting Commissioners Present:

IDAHO

Cleo L. Swenson, Preston
Carl E. Tappan, Boise

UTAH

Jay R. Bingham, Bountiful
Grover R. Harper, Corinne
L. B. Johnson, Randolph

WYOMING

J. W. Myers, Evanston
S. Reed Dayton, Cokeville
Floyd A. Bishop, Cheyenne

UNITED STATES

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

Alternate Commissioners and Advisors Present:

IDAHO

Reed Budge, Soda Springs (Alternate Commissioner)
Russell Stoker, Soda Springs (Advisor)

UTAH

Robert J. Potter, Garland (Alternate Commissioner)
Gordon H. Peart, Randolph (Alternate Commissioner)
Dallin W. Jensen, Salt Lake City (Advisor)
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WYOMING

John A. Teichert, Cokeville (Advisor)

LEGAL CONSULTANT TO THE BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

E. J. Skeen, Attorney, Salt Lake City

Others Present:

Wallace N. Jibson, Assistant Secretary, Bear River Commission, Logan
Bert A. Page, Controller, Utah Water and Power Board, Salt Lake City
Edwin B. Haycock, Planning Director, Utah Water and Power Board, Salt Lake City
Ethan Axtmann, Engineer, Utah Water and Power Board, Salt Lake City
Sonya Buttars, Secretary, Utah Water and Power Board, Salt Lake City
Donald C. Norseth, Utah State Engineer's Office, Salt Lake City
Vaughn E. Hansen, Consultant, Utah Water and Power Board, Salt Lake City
Donald J. Watkins, Utah Power and Light Company, Salt Lake City
Robert B. Porter, Utah Power and Light Company, Salt Lake City
W. L. Burnham, U. S. Geological Survey, Boise, Idaho
David L. Crandall, Region 4 Director, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City
E. K. Thomas, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, Salt Lake City
D. E. Bischoff, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, Logan, Utah
Charles J. Wood, County Commissioner, Garland, Utah
Leo P. Harvey, Chainman, Utah Water & Power Board, Pleasant Grove

CHAIRMAN LARSON: If you wHl come to or-deI', gentlemen, we will start the regular
meeting of the Bear River Commission.

At this point Mr. Tappan, Commissioner from Idaho, introduced the representa
tives from Idaho. Mr. Bishop, Commissioner from Wyoming, introduced representatives
from Wyoming, and Mr. Bingham, Commissioner for Utah, introduced representatives
from Utah.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: For our first item of business we will ask our Assistant Secretary,
Mr. Jibson, to review the minutes of our May 4, 1966 meeting. If it is all right
with you gentlemen Mr. Jibson will just give us a few of the highlights of that
meeting instead of reading them completely.

REVIEW OF IVIINUTES OF MEETING HELD MAY 4, 1966

MR. JIBSON: A full complement of Commissioners was present with Keith Higginson
attending as Alternate for Carl E. Tappan, Idaho, and Ross H. Plant attending as
Acting Alternate for L. B. Johnson, Utah.

Commissioner Bingham reported that Grover Harper has been appointed as
Commissioner from the Lower Division to replace A. V. Smoot, and Gordon Peart
has been appointed as Alternate from the Upper Division to replace Glen McKinnon.

Mr. Jibson read a letter from David Miller announcing his retirement and
move to California. He then reviewed the minutes of the previous meeting.

-2-



Election of officers was next on the agenda. Mr. Cleo Swenson was reappoint
ed as Vice Chairman- Mr. Bingham was re-elected Sec'y-Treasurer-other officers
did not need to be re-elected.

Chairman Larson had no report.

Bert Page gave the report for the Sec'y-Treasurer which included a financial
statement as of April JO, 1966 showing an unexpended balance of $22,640.97.

The Assistant Secretary's report discussed water supply prospects that
ranged from 60 to 90 percent of normal. An adjustment in the budget for 1967
fiscal year was requested from the unobligated balance in the Commission fund.
A proposed budget for 1968-69 biennium was presented.

Applications for appropriation included two for large amounts near the
mouth of Bear River.

Mr. Skeen, our Legal Consultant, next read a proposed draft of a resolution
to require reports from State Engineers on disposition of applications to appro
priate water. Rather leng'hy discussion took place on the resolution and problems
incident to these follow-up reports. It was mentioned that Utah and Wyoming are
developing a complete inventory and filings on all stockwater ponds.

A discussion took place as to how rights in a lower State could be affected
by diversions in an upper State.

An amended resolution was then presented by Mr. Skeen and accepted by the
Commission. It calls for a report JO days before each meeting from each State
Engineer on action by way of approval or rejection of applications and also informa
tion on construction of dams or other control facilities as this information be
c.omes available. The resolution was to be sent to each State Engineer.

Commissioner Myers representing the Budget Committee recommended approval
of our budget requests and estimates. Motion to approve was carried.

Commissioner Bishop reported for the State Engineer's Committe~ glvlng
progress of efforts in Wyoming and Utah to get all stock ponds registered under
permit. Commissioner Higginson called attention to the problem in Idaho because
of the right to appropriate water without an application or permit. There have
been suggestions for a constitutional amendment to remedy this situation.

Commissioner Bingham requested and received approval to include a letter
from Dr. Kackley in the minutes.

After a short recess, Commissioner Dunn requested on behalf of Idaho that
the Commission request the Utah State Engineer to delay approving the two large
applications near the mouth of Bear River. Commissioner Higginson mentioned
industrial filings on Salt Lake and raised the question of the obligation of Bear
River as a tributary. Mr. Skeen stated that an unqualified approval of a Great
Salt Lake application would involve Bear River.

Commissioner Higginson again asked the other States to show restraint on
action on problems of this nature until Idaho can explore these problems with the
new Water Resources Board.
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This assurance was given and the meeting adjourned.

COMMISSIONER BINGHAM: I move that the minutes of the May 4, 1966 meeting be approved
as printed and briefed by Mr. Jibson.

COMMISSIONER DAYTON: I second the motion.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried.

REPORT OF COMMISSION CHAIRMAN

CHA.IRMAN LARSON: As we all know, one of the major purposes of the Compact is to
permit additional development of the water resources of the Bear River and to keep
pace with the water developments on the Bear River. During August the Bureau of
Reclamation published an information circular and I sent copies to each of you by
letter dated August 29, 1966. Since that time other events have taken place and
the Bureau of Reclamation has come out with another short circular presenting
two alternative plans for the Bear River Project which directly affect Idaho and
Utah.

Regional Director of the Bureau of Reclamation, Region 4, Mr. David L.
Crandall, was asked and appeared before a meeting of the Idaho Water Resources
Board in Soda Springs, Idaho last Monday, November 28. Mr. Crandall is also
planning on appearing before the Utah Water and Power Board this coming Wednesday
(December 7, 1966) to explain these two plans. So I thought it would beappropri
ate to have Mr. Crandall make his presentation to our Commission today. I contact
ed our Secretary and he also thought it would be a good idea. The Secretary
contacted two Idaho representatives and they concurred. So I, as Chairman, asked
Mr. Crandall to appear before this Commission and give his report on these two
alternative plans. It requires no action by this Board, but it is simply so we
can keep up with what is going on with latest results of investigations on the
Bear River.

Now we will have the report of the Secretary.

REPORT OF SECRETARY-TREASURER

COMMISSIONER BINGHAM: The report of the Secretary and Treasurer will be combined
and presented to the Commission by Bert Page, Controller for the Utah Water and
Power Board, who handles all of the financial work of the Commission.

MR. PAGE: I would like to hand out a copy of the financial statement and go over
it with you. (See attached copy.) This report covers the period of July 1, 1966
to November 30, 1966. You will note that we do not have the contribution in from
the State of Wyoming.

COMMISSIONER HARPER: I would like to make a motion that the Secretary-Treasurer's
report be received and filed.

I $econd the motion.
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BEAR RIVER COMMISSION
STATEMENT OF INCOME·ANDEXPENDITURES

FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 1966 TO NOVEMBER 30 •. 1966

f.!!!!. Approved Assessment Total
INCOME on Hand Budget Outstanding Revenue

Cash Balance 7/1/66 $5,999.62 $ - - - $ - - - $ 5,999.62

State of Wyoming 10.750.00 10.750.00

State of Idaho 10,750.00 U.083.33

State of Utah 10,750.00 11,083.34

TOTAL INCOME TO
NOVEMBER 30. 1966 $5.999 •.62 $32.250.00 $10,750.00 $28 2166.29

DEDUCT OPERATING·EXPENSE

EXPENDED THROUGH·U.S.G.S.

Stream Gaging
Personal Service
Travel
Fiscal Charge
Washington Office Charge
General Office

Sub-total

EXPENDED THROUGH COMMISSION

Approved
Budget

$25,100.00
4,900.00

600.00
280.00
620.00
300,00

$31,800.00

Unexpended
Balance

$17,826.00
4,900.00

600.00
280,00
620.00
300.00

$24,526.00

Total
Expenditure

$ 7,274.00

$.7,274.00

Printing Annual Report
Treasurer Bond & Audit
Transcription of Minutes
Miscellaneous
Legal Consultant
Office Expense & Supplies

Sub-total

Total Disbursements

$ 500.00 $ 500.00
300.00 250.00
150.00 150.00
100.00 100.00
300.00
100.00 100.00

$ 1,450.00 $ 1 2100.00

*$33,250.00 $25,626.00

UNEXPENDED CASH BALANCE ,AS OF NOVEMBER 30. 1966

* This is $1,000.00 higher than approved budget. Permission was granted by
the Commission in the April meeting to use $1,000.00 from the surplus
because the State Legislatures would not be able to meet and approve an
increase of money to meet added anticipated costs of the Commission for the
1966-67 fiscal year. However, Utah and Idaho were able to meet this cost
anyway and as a result the payment will be credited against next year's
assessments.



Voucher
Number

118

119

BEAR RIVER COMMISSION
DETAIL OF EXPENDITURES

FOR PERIOD ENDING NOVEMBER 30, 1966

Vendor

Belnap Ins. Agency

Skeen and Skeen

$

Amount

50.00

300.00

TOTAL EXPENDITURES - PER PAGE 1

120 U. S. Geological Survey

BANK RECONCILIATION
NOVEMBER 30. 1966

7.274.00

$7.624.00

Cash in Bank Per Statement 11/1/66

Less: Checks Outstanding

TOTAL CASH ON HAND AND IN THE BANK

$27,816.29

7.274.00

$20,542.29

,,----------_.......------------------



CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried. We will now have the report ,of the Assistant
Secretary.

REPORT OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY

MR. JIBSON: (See Report attached.)

MR. JIBSON: (Referring to Water Right Application 19 3/385, Wyoming) I am not
sure on that last application. Maybe you could help me Mr. Myers. This is a
rather large right from a spring, and a 19 second-foot diversion would seem to be
awfully high for a stock pond. I thought it might be for the Ed Massae Reservoir
that was approved several years ago but has not been constructed. We have two
Watercress springs listed here that are 115 miles apart (according to the descrip
tions). What I am referring to is the last item under ''Wyoming'' on page 12 of my
report.

MR. MYERS: I know they are contemplating building the Ed Massae Reservoir. I
think it has about 168 acre-feet and it was just overlOO in the original speci
fications. Maybe the State Engineer could be of further help.

MR. BISHOP: As I recall, it seems to me that this reservoir was built to supply
stock water.

MR. JIBSON: In glancing through the applications I didn't notice others of partic
ular interest to the Commission. But, I think it would be a good idea at this time
for you to check over these applications.

MR. JOHNSON: I am mostly interested in surp~u.s applications. What position is
the Utah State Engineer's office taking on this many applications for underground
water?

MR. NORSETH: We review each project on its merit and approve them in accordance
with water supply and contract. Our official position on the matter at the present
time is that they are approved if we feel they are not infringing upon any other
rights.

MR. SKEEN: I noticed in going over the list of applications, that by far the
great majority of them are in Cache and Box Elder Counties. The ones in Rich
County and Summit County are very small.

MR. BISHOP: With regard to these underground pumping situations, it seems to me
that we should look to the future with an eye to accumulating some information on
whether there is a correlation between the underground reservoirs and streamflow.
As Mr. Johnson said, I think some day the Commission will have to regulate under
ground use of water in conjunction with surface flow. This is something that is
going to take technical investigation to secure enough information to have a
basis for such a decision.

MR. JOHNSON: I believe we can finally deplete the Bear River Valley with irri
gation wells if we just take enough of it. That Basin only has so much water and
we have been very particular to keep that in our minds all the time. Up until
now, as I see it, all that we have done has been extremely beneficial in the Bear
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REPORT TO BEAR RIVER COMMISSION

December 5, 1966 Wallace N. Jibson
Assistant Secretary

1966 Water Supply and Compact Operation

Water Supply

Direct-flow supplies during the past irrigation season were much more de-

ficient than might be indicated by the average crop yield obtained in most areas.

June and July runoff from the Upper Bear River watershed was only 10 percent

better than during the same period in the 1961 drouth year. And though Smiths

Fork produced considerably more than in 1961, seasonal runoff amounted to only

63 percent of a longtime average and less than half of that of last year.

Reservoir storage in the upper basin meant the difference between a fair

yield in areas served and what could have been a serious loss. The role of this

storage can best be seen on hydrographs of diversions which are discussed later

in the report.

Water-year runoff came closer to average than seasonal runoff, as would be

expected, because a high base flow of last fall and winter was still being main-

tained from the high runoff of 1965. The disappointing drop from May 1 forecasts

came on Smiths Fork where the only bright spot in last spring's outlook produced

relatively far less than Bear River or other tributary streams.

The following table shows seasonal and water-year runoff at key gaging

stations in 1966 with comparative figures for 1965 and a 24~year average. The

marked contrast between an exceptionally good year (1965) and this season is

shown graphically in figures 1 and 2 for the upper Bear River and Smiths Fork

respectively.
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Runoff in Acre-Feet

May - September
1966 as

Average Percent of
1943-66 122.2 1966 Average

Upper Bear River 111,800 189,600 80,600 72$
Smiths Fork 106,600 153,000 66,900 63~
Logan River 116,900 165,800 83,000 71~

1966 Water Year

Upper Bear River 133,900 206,800 116,200 8~
Smiths Fork 138,600 190,500 105,000 76~
Logan River 176,700 230,200 153,500 8~

Forecasts of May 1 assumed normal seasonal precipitation and temperatures

to follow, but the importance of conditions in May and the resulting spread that

can occur is illustrated below:

May - September Runoff in Acre-Feet

Weather Bureau
Measured Forecast SCS Forecast

Upper Bear River 80,600 75,000 (-7~) 68,000 (-16~)
Smiths Fork 66,900 85,000 (+27~)
Logan River 83,000 77,000 (-7~) 70,000 (-16~)

Bear Lake was drawn down such a small amount in the 1965 season (se& figure 3)

that it was necessary to release storage water from October 1965 through March

1966 at a rate in excess of 900 cfs to provide storage capacity for spring runoff.

Runoff however fell short of expectations, so the Lake did not recover to the

peak of 1965 but gained only 168,000 acre-feet to a seasonal high of 1,299,000

acre-feet. This is 122,000 acre-feet and 1.73 feet in elevation below the maxi-

mum capacity and elevation. Seasonal irrigation demand on the Lake has been ex-

ceeded in only five or six years and reduced the content 253,000 acre-feet to

1,046,000 acre-feet at the end of September.
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UPPER DIVISION - BEAR RIVER SUPPLY
Cubic Feet Per Second
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CENTRAL DIVISION - SMITHS FORK SUPPLY
Cubic Feet Per Second
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The Lake was above the Irrigation Reserve elevation throughout the year so

had no restrictions on the release of water for power purposes. Winter release

in 1965-66 was utilized for power generation but, as mentioned above, this release

was not made for the purpose of generating power but to provide storage space.

Streamflow Distribution

After the end of the irrigation season and time permits a detailed compu~

tation of diversion records and a segregation of that part of the diversions

chargeable to direct flow from that part chargeable to storage release (with due

credit for return flows of reservoir water), it becomes a simple matter to re

compute divertible flow and compact allocations in the State sections of a

Division. Unfortunately, the picture is likely to look entirely different during

the season when diversion and allocation data must be derived from a projection

of individual oanal records for periods of a week or more since the last visit by

the Water Commissioners. The further complication of excluding storage water

from the divertible flow, with credit for its re-use as return flow, was especially

evident in this dry year when storage was released from Woodruff Narrows Reservoir

throughout most of June.

Hydrographs in figure 4 show the final computations for the Upper Wyoming

Section in the Upper Division. Divertible flow in the Division dropped below

1250 cfs about June 5 initiating interstate regulation. The Wyoming Commissioner

reduced diversions in this section during June, but difficulty in determination

of divertible flow as mentioned above and in our letter of July 1 prevented us

from knowing if full compliance was being obtained.

The sharp increase in divertible flow on July 6 was due to the sudden release

of pondage past Pixley Dam as Lower Wyoming diversions were shut off and flash

boards removed from the dam. Thereafter, Upper Wyoming Section allocation was
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increased from 49.3 percent to 58.9 percent of the divertible flow in accordance

with Article IV, 1, e of the Compact. In spite of the difficulties mentioned, it

is noted that total diversion and allocation about balanced in total amounts for

the period of regulation.

In figures g and 6 are shown diversion data for the Lower Utah and Lower

Wyoming Sections of the Upper Division. Here we see the considerable part that

storage contributed to the amounts diverted in these two sections. The long

dashed line in each graph is an estimated diversion rate without the Woodruff

Reservoir and is based in part on the diversion rate in 1954-a similar year

in runoff.

It is interesting to note that with a reservoir release of 21,400 acre-feet

in June, the two sections were able to divert about 29,000 acre-feet from this

. release indicating a 35 percent re-use from return flows of storage water. Lower

Wyoming's share in Woodruff Narrows Reservoir is 3,000 acre-feet or 16.4 percent

of the total allocation of 18,240 acre-feet in the Reservoir. Assuming our esti

mated natural flow diversion rates are approximately right (dashed line on hydro

graph), Wyoming users received over 15 percent of the total storage or 92 percent

of the amount due them under a perfect distribution system. This is important to

these lower shareholders in the Reservoir who have in the past voiced concern over

the physical difficulty in getting their share of stored water down through the

flat winding channel of Bear River in Rich County, and especially in time to be

of benefit to them. We think it was shown in this dry year that the Reservoir

can be operated for near equal benefit to each Section, though the time lag between

Sections (see graphs) will have to be considered in planning releases. Perhaps

both Sections erred somewhat in not applying natural-flow water at least 10 days

earlier in May when a dry season was in prospect.
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The hydrograph of water surface elevations in Woodruff Narrows Reservoir is

shown in figure 7. As with Bear Lake, the l'eservoir Company decided to release

water during the past winter to provide some storage space for spring runoff.

Drawing down the reservoir to 6,500 acre-feet in September means that 3,300 acre

feet of irrigation holdover water was used during the season.

Sulphur Creek Reservoir (release shown in figure 4) was drawn down to about

1,500 acre-feet as of October 31, or about to the top of the irrigation holdover

level. Whitney Dam on West Fork of Bear River was finally completed late this

fall and the conservation pool of 500 acre-feet is now stored. Total capacity

of this reservoir is about 4,600 acre-feet from which will be served acreage along

Bear River and on Hilliard Flat in the uppermost part of Wyoming. This will

complete most of the storage development in Wyoming and Utah under terms of the

Compact except allocations to Smiths Fork in Wyoming and to Woodruff Creek in

Utah.

Interstate regulation in the Central Division began June 2nd when Bear River

at Border'dropped below 350 cfs, and four days later the total divertible flow was

less than 870 cfs. Diversion and allocation data for the Wyoming Section in this

Division are shown in figure 8. Compliance with Compact allocation in the, Section

was reasonably good and waswlthin the practical limits that could be expected

when, as mentioned before, regUlation has to be based on a projected total divert

ible flow from the previous week. Then too, there is always a time lag of several

days before increased channel flow by reason of reduction in Wyoming can show up

as divertible flow in Idaho. We should always be mindful of these facts as we

study final graphs of computed data that must in ~art be estimated when initial

allocations are made.
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Some concern has been expressed that Idaho irrigators during such a dry

season allowed from 20 to more than 100 cfs to be diverted into the Rainbow Inlet

Canal after the first part of July. (See figure 9.) The reason for this is that

by Court Decree the meadow rights must be reduced after July 1. It does not mean

that Idaho irrigators above Stewart Dam could not or would not have beneficially

used the water. It should also be mentioned that this flow in the Rainbow Canal,

which incidently was measured at the head not at the gaging station, is hot for

storage in Bear Lake but is for credit as natural flow to other irrigators below

Bear Lake according to their decreed rights.

Stream-Gaging Program

Two gaging stations, operated as 5-year Secondary stations, were discontinued

September 30, 1966. Rock Creek near Fossil, Wyoming and St. Charles Creek near

St. Charles, Idaho were discontinued upon completion of five years of record

after testing to determine if the records could be extended for longer periods

qy correlation with similar longtime records. A Secondary station was installed

on Deep Creek near Clifton, Idaho as of October 1, 1966 to be operated for at

least five years.

Two regular gaging stations and two seasonal canal stations were installed

in the Little Bear River drainage as of July 1, 1966 by agreement with Utah Water

Research Laboratory. This project was mentioned at our last meeting in connection

with budget estimates for the 1967 fiscal year and is being financed in full by

the Research Laboratory. As the project does not require additional personnel,

some reduction in overall costs will be realized in our regular cooperative pro

gram with the Commission.

Bear Lake Irrigation Reserve

In our meeting a year ago we reported a total allocation of 24,555 acre-feet

of constructed storage above Bear Lake. Whitney Dam in Utah for use in Wyoming has

-6-
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now been constructed and is storing water under an allocation of about 4,100

acre-feet. This will increase the total allocation to 28,655 acre-feet and will

necessitate an increase in the Irrigation Reserve elevation corresponding to

25,000 acre-feet of additional storage. The Commission should make an order in

accordance with Article V increasing the Irrigation Reserve elevation to 5,914.41

feet.

Applications for Appropriation

A rather large number of applications have been reported to the Commission

office and have been summarized on pages 9-13. Following the Wyoming summary

of new applications is a listing of Wyoming rights previously submitted to the

Bear River Commission that have since been approved by the State Engineer. This

is in accordance with the resolution adopted in the Annual Meeting, May 4, 1966.

(See page 11 of minutes.)

The Idaho State Engineer in compliance with the adopted resolution submits

the following statement relative to construction progress under previously

submitted applications:

"1. Permit R-1152 - Soda Creek Dam built by the Farmers Land and
Irrigation Company at Bancroft, Idaho was completed and has a storage
capacity of 2500 acre-feet. It is located in Soda Creek in Caribou
County in the SWtNEt Sec. 36, T. 8 S., R. 41 E~ B. M.

2. Permit R-II04 - Daniels Dam is currently under construction
on the Little Malad River by the St. Johns Irrigating Company of Malad,
Idaho. When finished it will have a storage capacity of 9500 acre-feet,
and is located in the SEtSEt Sec. 26, T. 12 S., R. 34 E., B. M. The
outlet works, grouting and spillway are completed and work is cur:rently
underway placing the earth fill.

3. R-I091 - R-1150 - The Montpelier Creek Watershed Project, under
Public Law 566, is currently under construction with about 10% of the
total work completed to date. The work plan includes construction of a
reservoir with a total capacity of 4050 acre-feet, in the SWtSEt Sec. 27,
T. 12 S., R. 45 E., B. M."

-7-



The Utah State Engineer has submitted nothing relative to followup on appli

cations previously presented to the Commission.

There were no applications submitted from Idaho for appropriation from Bear

River or tributaries; however, several relatively large pumping applications are

included. Utah submitted a large number of applications, most of them for small

pumping rights in Cache and Box Elder Counties. Included are a few irrigation

diversion rights from Bear River also in Cache and Box Elder. Wyoming applications

include one for a rather large stock pond from Mill Creek in Lincoln County. The

large springflow right 19 3/385 appears to be for irrigation in a reservoir for

which an application was presented to the Commission some years ago.
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Presented to Commission: 12-5-66
Date

Appl. of Name Source Use Location Amount
No. Filin&! (cfR)

p'. STATE OF IDAHO

841019 4-25-66 Lew F. McDermott Underground "Irrif;ation S23 Tl4S R38E Franklin 0/75
G4uoo 6-10-66 Monsanto Chem. Co. do Mining S25 T as R4lECaribou 4.5
41147 6-JO-66 Ralph E. Stephens Unnamed Springs Irrigation S17 TUS R44E Bear -Lake 0.25

841170 7-11-66 G.Nelson &-Sons Underground Irrig., Stock SJ2 TI4S R30E Oneida 4.0
G41235 7-14-66 Chester-Eliason & Sons do Irrigation S 9 T14s RJ2E Oneida J.O
G41237 7-12-66 William M. Hill do Irrig., Stock 5J6 T15S R32E Oneida 10.0

41241 7-29-66 Clifford J. Skinner Bert Spring Irrig., Stock S20 Tl4S R45E Bear Lake 2.5
841249 8- 8-66 Carl Steed Underground Irrigation 526 T16s R32E Oneida ;.2
41294 8-12-66 Lorenzo Jones Unnamed Springs do S 9 T15S R39E Franklin 0.4

041326 8-23-66 Norman Eschler Underground Irrigation S 9 TIJS R46E Bear"Lake 8-48
041329 8-24-66 Clarence Hurd do do S)4 T15S R;2E Oneida 1.3" 41;;; 8-24-66 Virgil G. Knudson Drainage Creek -Irrig. dom S28 T15SR;9E Franklin 2.0

G41387 9-13-66 Idaho Dept. c£ Highways Underground Domestic S35 T15S R30E Oneida 0.044-
41390 9-13-66 Lynn & Robert Skabelund Springs Irrigation S25 T16S R40E Franklin l.0

G41416 9-29-66 Warren Parke Lloyd Underground do 523 T 9SR39E Caribou 4.0

041424 9-22-66 John J. Zemon Underground Domestic 5 ; T 9S R41E Caribou 0.1
G41452 10- 3-66 Richard Gunnell do Irrigation S23T 9S R40E Caribou 3.2

STATE OF UTAH

37569 4- 4-66 Lewis H.Neeley Bear River Irrigation Sll T12N R lW Cache J.O
37570 4- 4-66 Milo A. Rupp "Drain do S 5 T14N R IE Cache 2.0
37576 4-12-66 Edwin Gossner Underground Domestic 529 T12NRlE Cache 0.25

37577 4- 8-66 Mabel C. Rex Mabel's Spring Irrig. dome stock S 5 T14NR 5E Rich 0.0.30
37590 4-19-66 Howard Fuhriman Drain Stock, fish culture S16 TUN R lE C.sche 0.5
37596 4-20-66 C. Leo Earl Bear River Irrigation S 8 Tl2N R 2W Box Elder 3.0

37614 5- 6-66
,

Clark Rudd DevelopedSpr. Stock S 7 TIJN R 2W Box Elder 0.015
37616 5- 3-66 LaMar & Ned Spackman Spa-ckman drain Irrig., Stock S2? T14~R lE Cache 0.5
37625 5- 3-66 George E. Bankhead Drain Irrig, dom, stock S2.3 TlIN R IE. Cache 2.0



37626 4-25-66 George E. Bankhead IUnderground
37628 5-10-66 Russel & Norma Seamons Clay Slough
37629 5- 9-66 Theodore & Evelyn Lewis PelicanPond

Date
Appl. I of

No. Filins:
Name Source

STATE OF UTAH (Cant.)

Use

Dom. st.ock
Irrigation
Irrig., stock

Presented to Commission: 12-5-66

-Location

,
I

S14 TIlN R! IE Cache
S27 TIJR R IV Cache
S2J TIlB R lW Cache

Amount
(~t'1'l)

0.022
J.O
1.0

/-t.
o
I

37636 5-16-66 USU-Animal Science
37637 5-16-66 USU-Animal Science
37649 5-16-66 R. Wendell White

37650 5-16-66 Gene & Glen Larsen
37659 5-19-66 leGrand Mathews
37660 5-23-66 Reed or Bertha Jessop

37661 5-23-66 Reed or Bertha Jessop
37662 5-23-66 Norland C. Brawn
37664 5-23-66 Quentin Peart

37675 5-31-66 Randall J. Nilson
37677 5-27-66 Paul S. McKnight
37683 6- 3-66 Cecil Archibald

37690 6- 3-66 Shardon H. Morrill
37697 6- 8-66 William D. Rufi
37698 6-8-66 Vincent Nielsen

37699 6- 8-66 Vincent Nielsen
37700 6-8-66 Fred C. Feller
37701 6-13-66 Webster C.Maughn

37713 6-2'1-66 G,i1·LR~:Bodll¥~,) .
37714 6-17-66 Bur. of Land Manage.
37715 6-16-66 Jensen Bros.

3771616-17-661 Millard E. James, Jr.
37742 6-29-66 DeVirl A. Kunz

Underground
·Drain
Underground

Underground
do

lJ:nll<ilT).~d Sp'r~ng

Unnamed Spring
do

p'nderground

Underground
Drain
Underground

Underground
Drain

do

p'nderground
do

-Drain

Bear,River
Nebeker 'Spring
Drain

Drain
Kunz Spring

Dom. stock
Irrigation
Irrig., stock

Stock
Irrig., stock
Irrig., stock

Irrigation
Wildlife
Domestic, stock

Irrig. dam. stock
Irrig., stock
Irrig., dam.

Irrig., dam.
Irrig., stock

do

Irrig., dam.
Irrig. dam. stock
Irrigation

Dom.e.stie
Stock
Irrig., stock

Irrigation
Irrig. dam. stock

SJO nlBR u: Cache
530 TllB R· lE Cache
S27 TI2N Rl JW Box Elder

S15 TI4N R'lE Cache
S27 TIlN R lE Cache
S21 TIIN R lE Cache

521 TllN R lE Cache
510 Tl)N R,ll1 Cache
SJ4 Tl4N R lE Cache

S28 T13NR IE Cache
5 3 T14N R lW Cache
512 T12NR rw ~ache

S12 TllN R lW Cache
S16 T 9N R 7E Rich
5 9 T12N R IE Cache

5 9 T12NR IE Cache
513 T12N R 7E Rich
531 T15N R IE Cache

s s r:;'2N 1U0E 5UftlhtU
5 9 TUN R 5E Rich
514 TIilT RIW: Cache

S 9 TUN R lW Cache
SID T14N R 7E Rich

0.22
0.25
0.015

0.015
0.3J4
0.10

0.10
l.0
0.015

0.015
l.0
0.015

0.015
3.0
0.5

0.3
0.015
0.50

o..of
0.1
2.0

0.40
0.015



Pres~nted_to Commission: 12-5-66
Date

Appl. I of
No. Filinp:

Name Source Use Location Amqunt
(c.t!s)

STATE OF UTAH (Cont.)

Underground JIrrigation
Unnamed Spr~ng Irrig. dome
Unnamed SprlngiG Stock

Irr~,.. seX;Vi:CtLstatiOT'S 2 T14N R IE Ca.che
Irrig. dome SIO TllN R IE Cache
Domestic S23&24 T14N RlE Cache

S12 TlIN R lW Cache I0.4
S27 T 9N R lW Box Elder 0.015
S 5 TIIN R 2W Box Elder 0.015

I0'11
0.,5O.p
0.;1
2.'0
2.;0

1~0

0;015
i ;0-i

0.1
0.015
4.46

S16 TION R IE Cache
S28 T14N R 5E Rich
TION R~E Cache

S14 T12N R IE Cache
S 9 nON R IE Cache
S22. T13N R 5E Rich

S 1 T14N R IE Cache 2.0
S 5 TIIN R IE Cache 0.1
S23 TION R 2W Box Elder 0.015

S 9 T 2N RlOE Summit 0.10
S15 T 2N RlOE Summit 0.10
S35 T 9N R2W Box Elder 1.0

_S32 T12K R IE Cache
S17 T13N R IE Cache
S36 T13N R lW Cache

Domestic
Irrigation

do

Irrig. dome
do

Irrig. dome stock

Irrig. stoak
Irrig. dome stock

do

Irrig. stock
Irrig. dome
Irrig. stock

Irrig. stock
Irrigation
Irrig. dome

Underground
do
do

( 4 wells )

Underground
do

Bear River

Underground
do

Spring

Underground
Surface runoff
Underground

Spring
Spring
Underground

Drains (2)
Underground

do

James I. Meldrum
Molen L. Peterson
Utah State Road Com.

Barton Truck Lines
Keith H. Meikle
Reese Clark Pump & Irr.Co.

Shardon Morrill
John A. Marshall
Thales or Ruth Cannon

Gene & Glen Larsen
Matthias Austin
Bud M. Cox

Dawayne Richaman
George Ihle
Neville C. Hunsaker

C.R. &Lida Jensen
C.R. & Lida Jensen
Earl Francis

Sherwin w. ~arsen

Stratford or Phyllis Smith
Cornell, Howland, Hayes,
& Merryfield, Inc.

37743 6-30;::66
37753 7-6-66
37755 6- 7-66

37764 7-11-66
37765 7- 7-66
37766 7-13-66

37776 7-14-66
37778 7-19-66
37779 7-19-66

37784 7-19~66

37785 7-19-66
37791 7-21-66

37793 7- 7-66
37804 7-28-66
37805 7-22-66

37806 8- 2-66
37807 8- 2-66
37814 8- 3-66

37815 8- 3-66
37839 8-15-66
37840 8- 2-66

I.,...-.
I--'
I

37852 8-18-66
37853 8-19-66
37854 8-23-66

37855 8-24-66
37856 8-23-66
37892 9-12-66

Anthon V. Haynie, Jr.
Paul R. Meacham
Franklin S. Flaherty

Donald R. McEntire
U.S.U. Ag. Exp. Station
William R. Harris

Underground
do
do

Underground
do
do

Irrig. dome stock
do

Irrig. stock

Irrig. dome stock
Irrig. Misc.
Irrigation

S 5 TI1N R IE Cache
S28 TION R IE Cache
S16 TION R IE Cache

S 8 T11N R IE Cache
S19 T12N R IE Cache
s26 T14N R IE Cache

0.1
0.015
1.0

0.10
0.50
3.0



Presented to Commission: 12-5-66-
Date

Appl. of Name Source Use Location Amount
No. Filing

STATE OF UTAH (Cant.)

37893 9- 8-66 Don J. Baird Underground Irrig. dam. S 3 TION R 2E Cache 0.1 cfs
37895 9- 1-66 Jay Reed Johnson do Irrig. stock S30 T12N R lE Cache 0.5 cfs
37896 9- 2-66 Gale Welling Welling drain Irrig. stock S36 T13N R JW Box Elder 1.0 cfs

37899 9-14-66 Walter G. Mann Underground Irrig. dam. stock S14 T 9N R 2W Box Elder 0.5 cfs
37900 9-14-66 Carl A. Isaacson Isaacson Spring Multiple S 6 T14N R 5E Rich 0.446 cfs
37902 9- 6-66 Paul G. Mann Underground Dam. Beaver Prop. S 5 TIlN R_ lE Cache 0·5 cfs

37919 9-19-66 William & Arlo Eastman Unnamed spring Fish culture S13 T 9N R_ 6E Rich 0.5 cfs
37923 9-20-66 Arland E. Olson Underground Irrigation, stock S20 T13N R lE Cache 0.5 cfs
37931 10- 3-66 Raymond B. Cox do Dam. stock S21 T 9N R 7E Rich 0.015 cfs

37944 10- 4-66 Garn & Ethyl Stevens Trenton res D\T-flow Irrigation S28 T14N R lW Cache 20 ac-ft
37984 10- 7-66 ClaVel K. Haslam Underground Irrig. stock S18 Tl2N R lE Cache 2.0 cfs
37949 10-6-66 W.D. Johnson & Sons do Irr. dam. dairy Sll T12N R lW Cache 0.1 cfs
37965 10-24-66 Donald D. Taylor Unnamed spring Irr. dam. stock S14 T14N R lE Cache 0.1 cfs

STATE OF WYOMING

16 2/174 5- 4-54 Jackson Bros & etal. Chalk Creek Irrigation 1r97 T25N Rll9W Lincoln 0.24 cfs~

U.W.2-4-227 11-16-65 Donald D. Julian Underground Irrigation S20 T22N RllSWUinta 0.557 cfs~

19 1/353 4-26-66 Edward Massae Mill Creek Stock s16 Tl2N Rll9W Lincoln 15.70 ac-ft

19 4/363 5- 9-66 Happy Valley Pipe Line Co Watercress sp.#2 Dam. stock S 7 T31N RllSW Lincoln 0.27 cfs"
19 3/385 8-8-66 Edward Massae Watercress sp:.!l Reservoir supply S21 T12N Rll9W Uinta ~ cfs

/''f
* Application approved by State Engineer.

Previously submitted to the Bear River Commission. Approved by the State Engineer.

19· 3/332 1-14-66 Alfred C. Thoman Red Draw Stock S 3 T21N Rll9W Lincoln 0.55 ac-ft
19 4/332 1-14-66 do White Sage Draw do S 4 "T21N Rll9W' Lincoln 0.54 ac-ft
19 5/332 1-14-66 do Cactus Dry Draw do S 2 T21N Rll9W Lincoln 0.88 ac-ft

19 1/345 3- 3-66 Joseph Bailey Horse Shoe Swale Stock S15 T15N R120W Uinta 0.5 ac-ft
19 6/346 3-17-66 Salmela Bros. So. Draw No. 1 Stock S18 T16N Rl20W Uinta 0.138ac-ft

I
f-J
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Presented to Commission: 12-5-66
Date

Appl. of Name Source Use Location.. _ AmountNo. Filing

STATE OF WYCJfiNG (Cont.)

Previous1 submitted to the Bear River Commission. Annrovedm. the State En~ineer..
19 1/34-7 3-17-66 Salmela Bros. So. Draw No. 2 Stock 518 T16N R120W Uinta 0.09 ac-ft
19 2/34-7 3-17-66 do ·50. Draw No. 4- do 518 T16N R1ZOW Uinta 0.017 ac-ft
19 3/34-7 3-17-66 do So. Draw No.3 do 518 T16N R120W Uinta 0.085 ac-ft

19 4-/34-7 3-17-66 do No. ~raw No. 3 do 518 T16N R120W Uinta 0.115 ac-ft
19 5/347 3-17-66 do :draw No. 2 do 518 T16N R120W Uinta 0.056 ac-ft
19 6/347 3-17-66 do No. :Qraw No. 1 do 518 T16N R120W Uinta 0.188 ac-ft

19 1/34-8 3-17-66 do So. Draw No. 5 do 519 Tl6H..R12OW ,Uinta 0.34-1 ac-ft
19 2/34-8 3-17-66 do Bishop Canyon do 519 T16N Rl2OVl, Uinta 0.106 ac-ft

'.



River Basin. When we go beyond the point of beneficial use of the waters available
in the Basin then we are getting over into the minus sign and we interfere with
water rights if we reduce the supply.

We were glad we didn't wait for this short water year to build a reservoir.
Mr. Crandall and his staff and you people here have provided a great deal of in
formation upon which we could work for the Woodruff Narrows. Somewhere we would
harness the Upper Bear River and that seernSda logical place to do it. I would
say that of the nearly 40,000 acres that the Woodruff Narrows served this year,
it is hearly all grass land and hay. If we made one-half ton to the acre or
20,000 tons of grass with that reservoir and we would sell that hay at $20 a ton,
the reservoir saved us $400,000 worth of feed. So a reservoir that costs something
less than one-half million dollars, in one short water year has brought such a
great benefit, so we have nothing but praise for everybody concerned. It seems
to me that we have a large storage coming out and all these things that will re
flect water from the general supply of the Bear River Basin are becoming increas
ingly justified.

MR. JIBSON: Concerning Rock Creek near Fossil, Wyoming (question raised on dis
contirtuance of station), we could reinstall that station as a Water Management
statiC/no One problem we had in its operation >4as a bad beaver problem on a small
rock dam used for a control section. We were about ready to move the station or
discontinue it a year ago.

MR. TEICHERT: I don't think that would be necessary. I think that during the
summer months when we get into irrigation if we could retain it, it would help
us regulate.

MR. JIBSON: Well, perhaps it would be a good idea to get the Commission to act
today on your proposal, and if desirable, the station could be installed again as
a seasonal station.

MR. JOHNSON: Would you like to dictate language for a resolution, Mr. Skeen?

MR. SKEEN: Yes, I would be happy to prepare it and submit it to the Secretary.
I think you should pass a resolution and I ~ill draft it afterwards.

MR. JOHNSON: I move that a resolution be presented to the Bear RiverComrnission
requesting the seasonal operation of the discontinued gaging station on Rock Creek
near Fossil, Wyoming.

MR. BISHOP: I second the motion.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried.

MR. BINGHAM: It appears to me that the Assistant Secretary provided in his report
sufficient information to justify the preparation of an order to increase the irri
gation reserve in Bear Lake. It is my understanding that this reserve is calculated
to protect the downstream users during the worst period of record. As subsequent
storage is added upstream it has a depletionary effect on the waters arriving to
the Bear River near Bear Lake. As provided in Article V, paragraph b, of the Compact
there is an already prescribed manner of increasing the irrigation reserve as added

-6-
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storage is provided upstream. If I am reading correctly, Mr. Jibson has reported
that there has in the past been 24,555 acre·-feet of storage compacted directly
upstream. If I am correct, we are operating at the 20,000 acre-foot level, so the
existing irrigation reserve in Bear Lake is 5,914.15 with constructed storage now
in the order of 28,655 acre-feet budgeted for the next 5,000 acre-foot increment.
Consequently, the irrigation reserve elevation should be changed to 5,914.41 ft.
lf this is correct then I would move, Mr. Chairman, that we ask Mr. Skeen to pre
pare the necessary order to carry out the Commission's responsibility on the Compact
and that it be considered at this time.

MR. TAPPAN: I second the motion.

CHAIRMANIARSON: Motion carried.

MR. JOHNSON: Mr. Bingham, could you read Article V, paragraph b. I believe this
is the least understood paragraph in the Compact.

MR. BINGHAM: Let me make this one last explanation. The irrigation reserve is
that level in Bear Lake below which no water shall be taken out purely for power
purposes. It is reserved for irrigation use.

This is Article V, paragraph b: "The waters of Bear Lake below the eleva
tion 5,912.91 feet (Utah Power and Light Company - Bear Lake Datum) shall consti
tute a reserve for irrigation. Water of such reserve shall not be released solely
for the generation of power except in emergencies. But after release for irrigation
it may be used in generating power if not inconsistent with its use for irrigation.
Any water in Bear Lake, in excess of that constituting the irrigation reserve,
may be used solely for generation of power or for other beneficial uses. As new
reservoir capacity above Stewart Dam is constructed to provide additional storage
pursuant to paragraph A of this Article, the Commission shall make a finding in
writing as to the quantity of additional storage and shall thereupon make an order
increasing the irrigation reserve in accordance with the following table:" The
table that follows is for increments of 5,000 acre-feet in additional storage
above Stewart Dam and provides a corresponding increase in the reserve. In this
case for 5,000 acre-feet additional storage there is an increase of 0.26 foot
(about 3 inches) in the irrigation reserve elevation.

MR. JIBSON: This concludes my report.

MR. BINGHAM: I move that we receive and file the Assistant Secretary's report.

MR. TAPPAN: I second the motion.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried. We will now have a short report from our Legal
Consultant, Mr. Skeen.

REPORT OF LEGAL CONSULTANT

MR. SKEEN: I have a question about procedure in preparing this draft of findings.
Mr. Jibson, I would appreciate it if you would get the figure from Mr. Bishop on
the allocation for the Whitney Reservoir, then I will go ahead and draft the
findings.

-7-



There has been some discussion this morning about the underground water
rights and how they are affected by the Compact. I think the law is perfectly
clear, that if underground water contributes to a surface stream it is part of
the stream system, and I think that for that reason the Compact does control the
diversions of underground water. I believe that from this information if we ever
reach that point, appropriate action should be taken under the Compact. I think
that may be a long time in the future, as long as they are confined to small
appropriations such as we have for wells for domestic purposes. But if there
should be any effort to pump large quantities of water, especially if it is taken
out of the watershed, there would be a seribus encroachment. If it is pumped for
storage in a great number of stock watering ponds we would have the same results.
I don't believe there is any lack of law or lack of compact on the matter of
handling underground water.

COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: The available underground water, where we are particularly,
has a great number of underground wells which are about 120 feet deep and we are
120 feet above Cokeville (in elevation). If we take that water out there will be
a deficiency in the river. We obtained a permit and dug a well using a big casing
and we didn't find a thing below 120 feet so we resorted to a smaller one with a
6-inch gage and we dug down about 400 feet more into totally inert earth. The
San Francisco Chemical Company has been drilling and at about 200 feet they found
a reasonable supply of water. As I understand it--I still want to live by the
preamble of the Compact--it allows for the most beneficial use of all the water
in the Bear River Basin. All of the ground water in the Bear River Basin is pretty
much in the first 120 feet. So I think the State Engineer's office should watch
very carefully the underground water as well as the surface water.

MR. SKEEN: There was one thing I didn't mention, anyone who goes near a surface
stream and drills a well has the burden of proving that taking his water from the
well won't interfere with the flow of the surface stream. That is often a very
hard burden of proof to carry. This is a problem I don't believe is tbo serious
at the present time, but it does deserve watching.

MR. JIBSON: Mr. Chairman, I am sure you are all aware of the fact that we do have
a large number of gaging stations down through the river system. We also have on
file, of course, the diversion records in connection with operation of the Compact.
We will, therefore, have a lot of the necessary base data to make studies to de
termine what effect, if any, this increased underground withdrawal is having on
downstream sections of the river.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: I don't think we have any committee reports, do we Mr. Secretary?

COMMISSIONER BINGHAM: Not that I~aware of. The Budget Committee made its
report at the last meeting, so that is taken care of. Mr. Bishop is here repre
senting the State Engineers' Committee. Do you have a report?

COMMISSIONER BISHOP: All I have to say is that we are continuing our efforts to
get all the stock water reservoir on the Bear River drainage in Wyoming and Utah
registered. We are making progress, but this project is going to take a period
of years.

(At this point Chairman Larson called a short recess.)
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CHAIRMAN LARSON: Negotiations on the Bear River Compact began back in 1946 and we
worked until 1957 before we got the Compact consented to by the Congress of the
United States. I am glad to see Mr. Thomas here because he was in charge of the
Logan office at that time, and engineering and information studies were furnished
to us through his office and Mr. Jibson's office. I don't think the Compact would
have been at all worthwhile if we hadn't had all the information furnished to us
by these two offices. I think it is very fine that this Compact has been in opera
tion since 1957, and we haven't had one official formal complaint filed against the
Commission in all that time. It speaks very well for the Compact and the operation
of the Compact.

We are very happy to have Mr. Crandall, Mr. Bischoff, and Mr. Thomas from
the Bureau of Reclamation here with us today. I think Wyoming has something to say
now.

COM. DAYTON: Wyoming would just like to advise this Commission that the people
in the Smith's Fork area are considering storage in the Woodruff Narrows Reservoir.
We have met with those people, and we are considering very strongly putting storage
in that reservoir, particularly this season and maybe another season on a trial
basis, with the possibility of considering future storage there permanently. How
ever, they haven't met with the stockholders and we will have to have their approval
first. If everything is in accord we will store water this year, and we will make
further studies. I might say that we have explored a number of dam sites trying to
find storage facilities that will be the best and the cheapest. As of yet we haven't
been completely satisfied and that is the reason we are considering storage in
Woodruff Narrows. The people of Woodruff Narrows Dam have been very cordial and
have invited us to participate with them in the storage there.

MR. JIBSON: I have always had some reservation as to whether Idaho is going to
benefit from release of the water that far up the River. Essentially, that water
must get to Idaho if it is going to be exchanged for diversion in Wyoming in excess
of Wyoming's direct-flow allocation on Smith's Fork. I wouldn't S"~y that it couldn't
be administered, but perhaps it could be tryed and it may be well to do sa. I
think the biggest problem would be in following the released water from Woodruff
Narrows Dam to Idaho.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: We will now hear the report on the Bear River ·Project from Mr.
DavidL. Crandall.

REPORT BY DAVID L. CRANDALL

MR. CRANDALL: Mr. Chairman and membersof' the Bear River Commission: I appreciate
this opportunity to meet with you to discuss potentialities for the further develop
ment of the water resources of the Bear River. This subject, of course, is of
special interest to the members of this Commission who are charged with the responsi
bility of administering the Bear River Compact. Article VI of the Compact, as you
know, delares it to be the policy of the signatory States to encourage additional
projects for the development of the water resources of the Bear River to the maximum
beneficial use with a minimum of waste.

I would like to review with you the present stage of water development on
the Bear River. In the upper two divisions of the basin, as defined by the Compact,
most of the available water is reqUired for present uses. Development opportunities
are therefore largely confined to the Lower Division below Stewart Dam. This division,
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which includes about 4,000 square miles in Idaho and Utah, contributes a substantial
inf'low to Bear River which is not now consumed. During the peak of the irrigation
season, this inflow is diverted for agriculture according to established rights,
priorities, and uses. During all of the year, inflow below Stewart Dam is covered
by long-standing rights of Utah Power & Light Company for hydroelectric power pro
duction at a series of five plants. Bear River is also used as a conveyance channel
for substantial amounts of water delivered from Bear Lake for a number of irrigation
water users below, mostly during the irrigation season.

The power and water uses and rights cover substantially all of the accretions
to the river in the Lower Division. Nevertheless, an average of about 912,000
acre-feet flows into Great Salt Lake unconsumed each year. Storage and delivery of
some part of this water for industries and communities or to irrigate dry lands
and satisfy supplemental water needs, can only be done by converting water origi
nating below the Bear Lake from power production to the new consumptive uses. Of
course, full recognition of the rights of the Utah Power & Light Company and just
compensation for the values involved would be necessary and certainly are a part of
development possibilities investigated by the Bureau of Reclamation.

To illustrate, a chart has been prepared of the flow of Bear River at Corinne,
Utah, which shows Bear River water flowing into Great Salt Lake. It shows only water
remaining after all upstream uses and diversions have taken place. The top line is
the amount at the Corinne Gage. The blue portion of the chart is that amount of a
Fish and Wildlife Service 1,000-eubic-foot-per-second diversion right needed for
the refuge.

On the average, some 165,000 acre-feet annually result from inflows to the
river at or above Bear Lake. These inflows are in addition to irrigation releases
and represent spills, releases for power, and leakage past Stewart Dam. They are
shown by the green color of the chart. Under the Bear River Compact,. this water is
subject to control at Bear Lake. Because of the unpredictable natu~e of its occurrence,
it has not been taken into account in our studies and estimates of water supply avail
able for development in the Lower Division. The 521,000 acre-feet remaining (shown
in red) would be the source of supply for new development. New storage and change
in the present pattern of power uses would be necessary to apply any appreciable
amount of this water to a future consumptive use.

A second chart has been prepared to show the amount of the inflow below
Bear Lake that occurs above Oneida Narrows, the lowest practical storage point in
Idaho. The po~tion of the flow at this point that would need to be bypassed for
downstream rights and uses, such as those of West Cache Canal, is shown in blue.
Also available to the downstream users but not shown on the chart would be releases
f~om Bear Lake and river inflows entering below Oneida Narrows. The portion of the
natural flow at Oneida Narrows that would be available for conversion to new devel
opment through storage at the Narrows is in red.

The 4,000-square-mile Lower Bear River drainage area contains some 115,000
acres of arable dry land that have a high potential for irrigation if a water supply
could be furnished. In addition, some 80,000 acres within this lower division area,
now irrigated in both states, have need for supplemental water supply in varying
degrees.
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Independent studies have been made of the municipal and industrial growth
and related water needs by the Idaho State University and the University of Utah
under cooperative arrangements with the Bureau of Reclamation•. These thorough studies
establish that there are substantial future requirements for municipal and industri
al water supply if the growth potentials of the area are to be realized.

Marshlands at the mouth of the Bear River constitute one of the outstanding
waterfowl areas in North America. Nearly 50,000 birds are produced in the Bear
River Migratory Bird Refuge alone each year. Water supply for the refuge in the late
summer and early autumn is often deficient and a sure source at the low flow periods
is most important to successful operations of this area so valuable in the western
wildlife scheme.

Flood damage along Bear River below Bear Lake has been estimated at about
$82,000 annually. The greater part of the damage could be prevented by multipurpose
storage development.

Sf:}, in the Basin there are substantial amounts of unconsumed water and very
great and evident needs and potentials for additional development. Because of these
circumstances, multipurpose water utilization studies have been conducted. Earlier
plans discussed locally and with State officials were questioned. The inquiry center
ed around inundation of agricultural lands in the Oneida Narrows Reservoir area,
lack of reservation of water supply for future industrial development in Caribou and
Bear Lake Counties, and the suggestion that financing be obtained in part by a broad
based ad valorem tax. Alternatives and adjustments in the plans have been worked
out to accommodate these questions and suggestions and will be outlined in the form
of two initial development possibilities that we will briefly describe. The plans
are also described in an interim information summary, copies of which have been furn
ished to the Commission. Finally, earlier plans utilized the water supply to the
best engineering and economic advantage without predetermining division of the water
supply between the two states. Reappraisal has been under the general presumption
for study pttrposes only of an equal division between the States of a water supply
developed by either plan.

The first of the two plans would develop about 315,000 acre-feet of the water
accruing below Stewart Dam that is not now otherwise used except for power. The
water would be stored at the Oneida Narrows site in a reservoir of 435,000 acre-foot
capacity of which 295,000 would be active. A second reservoir at the Honeyville
site is included in the plan. It would have 120,000 acre-feet total capacity of which
105,000 would be active. This plan does involve inundation of agricultural lands in
the Gentile Valley in the Oneida Narrows Reservoir. Although it has this disadvantage,
it does provide greater water use at less cost and therefore should be considered.
Water would be developed for:

a. Diversion at the Oneida storage site into a 75-mile canal that
would serve about 39,000 acres of new lands and 21,000 acres with a
supplemental water supply.

b. Diversion by exchange of a supplemental water supply for
28,000 acres in the Last Chance Canal Company area above Oneida
Narrows Reservoir in the vicinity of Grace, Idaho.
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c. Delivery of 12,000 acre-feet annually for the potential
Coulam National Wildlife Refuge.

d. DeliVery of 68,000 acre-feet of storage water annually
forBear River Migratory Bird Refuge for use in the summer and
early fall.

e. Diversion of 43,000 acre-feet annually for municipal
and industrial water uses at locations throughout the Lower Bear
River Basin advantageous to industry or communities from Bear
Lake County downstream. This includes a long-range potential
diversion from Honeyville Reservoir into the offstreamWillard
Reservoir which is now supplied from Weber River.

Water supply studies for project development were made in anticipation of
new nonproject uses above Oneida Narrows Reservoir of about 16,500 acre-feet annually.
This includes 6,500 acre-feet for storage developments now being made on Soda and
Montpelier Creeks.

In summary, Plan I would develop about 233,500 acre-feet of water annually
forir:rigation, municipal and industrial uses, and the diversions would be equalized
between the two states. This development would cost $87,798,000 and would have a
very favorable ratio of benefits to costs of 2.4 to 1.

The second or alternative plan substitutes reservoirs of 40,000 acre-feet
total capacity at the Caribou site and 70,000 acre-feet at the Smithfield site
plus a smaller reservoir of 140,000 acre-feet capacity at the Oneida Narrows site.
The total active capacity,in these three reservoirs would be 213,000 acre-feet.
Because of the lower water surface elevation at the Oneida Narrows site in Plan.'II,
it would be necessary to pump from the reservoir to the Oneida Canal. PlanII
would develop 6,000 acre-feet less water annually than Plan I and the new lands
that could be irrigated would be correspondingly reduced by 1,200 acres. .Except
for 'the different location of storage, the requirement ·for pumping, and the re
duction in acreage, the purposes served by the two plans would be substantially the
same. Plan II would cost an estimated $107,692,000 and also has a favorable ratio
of benefits to costs of about 1.9 to 1.

You will note that in both Plans I and II, provision is made for development
of the East Cache area by the further control and utilization of Cub River waters.
Lands in both states would be benefited by the East Cache development, and this
tributary feature of the Bear River Project would remain the same in both plans.

We realize that this has been a very brief view of two quite complex develop
ment possibilities. In summary, the essential water use and development features
are shown by chart which separates costs, lands served, and water use by plan between
the two states:
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Supplemental land, acres

Full service land, acres

Total acres

Irrigation diversion (a.f.)

Municipal and Indus
trial water (a.f.)

Plan I Plan II
Idaho Utah Total Idaho Utah Total

50,500 11,)00 61,800 50,500 11,300 61,800

16,600 25,200 41,800 13,000 27,400 40,400

67,100 36,500 103,600 63,500 38,700 102,200

94,500 96,000 190,500 80,000 104,500 184,500

20,000 23,000 43,000 20,000 23,000 43,000

Allowance for future
development (a.f.)

Adjustment for inundation

Total a.f.

16,500

-12,000

119,000 119,000

16,500

-1Z,.,000

238,000

16,500 16,500

-11,000 -11,000

116,500 116,500 233,000

Project Construction Cost

Annual OM&R Cost

Benefit-cost Ratio

$87,798,000

280,000

2.4:1

CONCLUSIONS

$107,692,000

480,000

1.9:1

Lower Bear River resource development possibilities fall within a complex
relationship of present uses and rights, intra- and inter-state use, out-basin
diversion possibilities, growing but not fully defined industrial water needs, and
substantial new land and supplemental irrigation possibilities. Further, substi
tution of consumptive uses of water for hydro power uses are an essential element.
Depending on storage location, exchange to make water available to areas above
reservoir locations could be necessary. Substitution of new for existing facilities
within present systems and other incidental changes might well be desirable. Water
for fish and wildlife is an important development consideration as well. Complex
as are these problems and others not mentioned, most of them are similar to others
that have been faced and solved before, and projects involving them have been success
fully in operation for many years elsewhere in Idaho and Utah.

The basic and vital questions posed by the present Bear River situation are
not complex. There is about one-half million acre-feet of Bear River water now
flowing unconsumed into Great Salt Lake subject to future development. Some part
of it could be stored and used to meet a variety of well-defined needs without any
alteration or impairment to any existing right or use except for hydro power pro
duction. In the case of power use, existing rights and values must be fully recog
nized and fair and just compensation provided. There is a wide variety of ways
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and degrees of using this water, but how it is done is the second question to answer.
The first is whether or not it should be done. It appears that doing so under either
of the two plans described is justified economically, financially, and is engineer
ingly feasible.

With the information from the investigations now available, we seek the
guidance of the people concerned in the two States on any desired further action
toward finalizing our Bear River project studies. I emphasize that all water uses
and development possibilities under study have and will continue to be in complete
accord with the terms and conditions of the Bear River Compact.

Different views have been expressed in the past concerning the Idaho features
of the plan and the alternatives described have been prepared to accommodate the
points raised. Assuming a willingness and desire to employ more Lower Division
water for consumptive purposes, it would be necessary to have a decision on the
genera+ features of the plan which would do so. The water supply and utilization
features of any plan involve both States. Their concurrence on a plan by the fact
of agreement on water supply and use of facilities would divide between the two
States the water that could be developed by a comprehensive Lower Bear River project.
Such a division, of course, could also be negotiated within the framework and know
ledge of development possibilities and ~ plan subsequently tailored to suit the
agreement.

In this situation, Reclamation does not desire to persuade; but rather to
continue in its traditional role of engineering, economic, and hydraulic consultant.
We will assist the basin interests in every way open to us, and our findings are
available in detail to basin interests. We reported the results of our investi
gation to the Idaho Water Resource Board on November 28 and are schedulted to report
to the Utah Water and Power Board December 7. I

The Bear River Commission, because of its background and experience with the
river and its interstate composition and stature, is in a unique position to be
helpful with advice and counsel in reconciling diverse interests in the basin.
It can do much to encourage the adoption of a program which will comply with the
policy pronounced in the compact of developing the maximum beneficial use of water
with a minimum of waste.

Thank you for your consideration and the opportunity to present the results
of our work in the Bear River Basin. The Chairman has copies of our information
summary of November, 1966 for each of you. We also have copies of the material
I presented here available. That concludes my report.

COM. DAYTON: Has a project of such magnitude ever been considered upstream where
Wyoming might benefit?

MR. CRANDALL: If there were water supplies available within Wyoming to warrant
such a project development, we certainly would be willing to work with you.

COM. BISHOP: Mr. Crandall, I noticed that you reported that there is 165,000
acre-feet per year, on the average, flowing past Stewart Dam. This would indicate
to me that there is some water and it would still seem to me that there would be a
good possibility of additional storage capacity being developed in the upper area
and possibly this might be incorporated into a project such as this.
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MR. CRANDALL: The nature of that runoff, although we show it here as averaged out
over a long period of years, doesn't occur for many many years and there is not a
practical period of holdover for the benefits you would get from it. The water is
controllable in Bear Lake.

COM. DAYTON: But it doesn't do us any good in Bear Lake, we want to store it up
in Wyoming where it will do us some good.

MR. THOMAS: There is one real significant point around this 165,000 acre-feet
and that is that it doesn't occur on the average, it does come down from Bear
Lake. Like Mr. Crandall has mentioned, this is not firm, it comes sometimes and
a lot of times it doesn't. When it comes it may come in large quantities, far more
than 165,000. 165,000 acre-feet is only the average annual. It is held in Bear
Lake on a long-term basis to maintain the irrigation reserve and to take care of
the lower existing uses. By terms of the Compact the water that is firm and avail
able above Bear Lake is apportioned out to those upper States for development.
The main point is that this 165,000 acre-feet is largely taken to maintain the
irrigation reserve.

COM. DAYTON: Has this possibility been studied by the Bureau of Reclamation?
Under the terms of this plan, naturally Utah Power and Light would have to be paid
for their water. Couldn't the same thing be done on an upstream basis provided
they are reimbursed and they are willing?

COM. JOHNSON: The Bureau of Reclamation would be powerless under the allocation
of water from the Utah Power and Light Company, so your troubles would lie with them.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a word concerning this. I think what these
people are driving at on this Wyoming aspect and the Upper Basin aspect is the very
thing that we voted on here a little while ago. When this Compact was written, and
it is written and signed as you all know, it provided that any time we store an
acre-foot above Bear Lake they are given, in the Compact, an, equai amount of extra
storage .. (by increasing irrigation reserve). The thing that was forgotten when this
Compact was written up was that when they develop water in the lower area we should have
been recompensed the same way because any time storage is built half way between
Bear Lake anq Great Salt Lake you replace some of the needed Bear Lake storage down
there somewhere in this reserve. What should have been done, and what would have
been eminently fair, would have been when they developed 200,000 acre-feet below
Bear Lake or any other amount below Bear Lake then our very small 37,000 acre-feet
above Bear Lake should have been supplemented by some additional acre-feet. I
think that a look at this thing is certainly something that should be considered.
It is something that is wrong in the first place. When you develop water down below
then we also are short above, we should have a little extra consideration above.
I think it certainly ought to be looked into, and it is time to start looking.

MR. BUDGE: Because of the general information given here today, I would like to
make a statement concerning this. I would like to read into the minutes a letter
sent to Mr. Crandall from the Caribou Water Development Company.

(
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Soda Springs, Idaho
November 28, 1966

Mr. David Crandall
Director Region #4
u. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Salt Lake City, Utah

Dear Mr. Crandall:

We are advised that Region #4 plans to present at the meeting of the Idaho
Water Resources Board on November 28 and 29, 1966, cost estimates on the fil
ing held by the Caribou: Water Development Company on a dam site on the Bear
River near 'Soda Springs, Idaho.

We are'further notified that Region #4 at the same meeting plans to present an
integration of the Caribou Water Development Company project with a portion of
Region #4 proposed project on the Bear River.

Let it i be firmly pointed out to you that the Caribou Water Development Company will
regard either or both as completely contrary to and a breach of faith and agree
ment with you and Region #4 with this Company.

Very truly yours,

The Caribou Water Development Co.

By Reed w. BUd~e,(Signature)

cc: Chairman Idaho Water Resources Board, Soda Springs, Idaho
Hon. Don Samuelson, Governor-elect, State of Idaho, Boise, Idaho
Han. Frank Church, U. S. Senator, Washington, D. C.
Hon •. Len Jordan, U. S•.Senator, Washington, D. C.
Hon. George Hansen, U. S. Representative,Washington, D. C.
Han. James McClure, U. S. Representative-elect, Payette, Idaho
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~. concur wholeheartedly with Mr. Johnson when he said that if A. V. Smoot
had gone long enough there wouldn't have been a Woodruff Narrows Dam. We are con
fronted with that same situation in Idaho, with the dilemma of Bear Lake and Caribou
Counties if this dam goes in. Because of the recent filings that are penatngin the
State Reclamation Engineer's office in Idaho on adjudicated water rights by the
Bureau of Reclamation, Region 4, and in view of the incorporation of the Caribou
Water dam site in their proposed plan #2 and also the recent filings by the Bureau
of Reclamation in Utah on Idaho water that passes the state line,I would like to
read this statement which is my own opinion:

"Mr. Chairman:

I'm Reed Budge, alternate member of the Bear River Compact, acting for
Lloyd Dunn.

When an agency of a state, and/or a region of the U. S. Bureau of Reclama
tion initiates procedures through a river compact to take over adjudicated water
rights of long standing, of recent standing and of recognized water rights as backed
by usage, then there is not a water right in the state or under a compact, despite
the later recognizing the jurisdiction of the state over its water in the compact,
that is safe from ex-appropriation and exporting out of state and out of basin.

Today in the State of Idaho this is the status of every water right, complete
ly under the supremacy of a board, and from whom a water right over the entire state
is not safe, even if it be under a compact, from the fiat decision of the board.

This, compact members of Utah, is the same future both on the Uintah and
Wasatch mountains of your state when the whim to take over becomes paramount. Your
water rights will become ex-appropriated despite your laws and compact and exported
out of basin just as Idaho's.

The same will be true of Wyoming. The precedent has already been made.

Today on the Bear River, we have witnessed the decisive, degrading influence
of the Federal Government over the state in water rights, and today we have watched
the willingness to break a compact.

The Bear River Compact is gone, the water laws of the State of Idaho are
negated, and it is but a period of time before the water laws of the other two
states, that labored so hard and long to build the compact, the vehicle recognized
over the nation as the one that gives the maximum of water protection, will also
be negated.

Today the Bear River Compact is gutted and hangs in the office of the State
Reclamation engineer of Idaho beside that of the-Idaho approved Columbia, Snake
potential compact, as the Governor of Idaho refers publicly to what is left of it.

You have hung the Bear River Compact in your own Statehouses (Utah and
Wyoming) and parted with your own water rights.

This day is long going to be remembered for the beginning of the end of a
compact built by these great river men: Weidmann, Smoot, Johnson of Utah, Person,
Black and Dayton of Wyoming and Lauridsen, Cooper and Kulp of Idaho."
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We have had a real dilemma with Idaho's water and I think at this time it
should be brought to the attention of the other members of the Bear River Commission
as what could happen to them. The Bureau of Reclamation has come in and filed on
the adjudicated waters of Idaho.

C~. JO~SOO:

meaning of it.
years.

I would like a copy of that statement. I couldn't grasp the full
I didn't know we had been doing Idaho such an injustice over the

MR. BUDGE: I am not referring to the Compact members, I am referring to the Bureau
of Reclamation in their filings and the precedence they are setting on the water
rights of the Bear River itself.

Mr. Chairman, we in Idaho have wondered why in Plan #2 that the Bureau pro
poses.to take over this 40,000 acre-feet of water that is already filed on and
belongs to Idaho. Why in Plan #2 did they reduce the amount of water that was to
be used in Idaho for irrigation to only 80,000, 40,000 of which we already have
in the Caribou County. Therefore, in Plan #2 Idaho only gets 40,000 acre-feet
but Utah gets 105,000 acre-feet when they are proposing the same Oneida canal
which could water lands in the Malad Valley in Idaho. I have never heard an ex
planation why they took the lands and acres out around the Malad area and added
them on down into Utah. So in Plan #2 Idaho is getting 40,000 acre-feet aod Utah
105,000 acre-feet. We don't feel that this is a very equal split.

GaM. JO~SON: Do you have a superior claim to the Bear River water in the Malad
Valley?

MR. BUDGE: We do have a firm right on this water. It is an earlier filing than
that of the Bureau's. In other words, they have not only come in and filed on the
adjudicated water and power rights of the State of Idaho which were enacted upon
by the Bureau of Reclamation today, but now they are coming in and looking at
another water filing that is ahead of theirs to incorporate it in their plan.- In
other words, what we are trying to say is, is the State's water rights going to be
subject to the Federal government?

MR. CRANDALL: We are not proposing that the Caribou development necessarily be a
reclamation development. However, any assistance in the reclamation plan is certain
ly available to them if they want it. The reclamation program has never undertaken
to do something that people are ready, willing, and able to do for themselves. They
operate where Federal financing and skills are completely beyond them.

As far as the division, the Caribou'dam is not yet built. These are not
proposals, they show you how the water may be used and divided for beneficial pur
poses between the two States. It is a mystery to me how the Caribou Company can
file on 40,000 acre-feet of water originating below Bear Lake and store it and not
be infringing upon the Power Company's uses and rights in the same manner that t~e

reclamation storage proposal is. I haven't heard from the Power Company speaker
this morning, but certainly it is the same adjudicated water used in the same
principals and for the same purposes. We, again are here to make available the
results of our studies and information on how these resources mights be developed.
Power rights have been filed upon and permits have been granted by the State Engineer.
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Elsewhere in Idaho mutual satisfaction with the power interests have been converted
to a consumptive purpose. That is all that is being proposed here. So if the
Federal government, the Bureau of Reclamation particularly, is such a terrible
ogre in Idaho, I don't know how they got away with the development of the water
supply for something that is close to 215,000 acres, 8 or 10 reservoirs with around
3 million acre-feet capacity. So this again is merely an extension of the same
program that people in the area get power revenues or irrigation water payments
to pay for this program. We are here to obtain their guidance and assistance so
we can be of any service to them that we can.

We have not filed on the Caribou site. We have merely studied the possibility
of going out and determining an overall development plan. Beyond that the decision,
of course, rests with the people in the area and the Congress of the United States.
These plans have to be reviewed, approved, passed up to the Congress, authorized,
then repayment contracts have to be signed by the water users before they can be
built.

COM. HARPER: Would the High Oneida Dam provide for the full development of the
Bear River?

MR. CRANDALL: No, there would still be water from Oneida that would go into the
Great Salt Lake.

COM. HARPER: How much area does each of these three reservoirs cover? Evidently
there is a lot more ground taken for reservoir sites in plan #2 than in Plan #1.

MR. BISCHOFF: The Caribou site totals 3,700 acres. The total of Oneida Narrows
high dam is 12,300, and the small dam totals 3,100 acres. Smithfield totals 9,600
acres and the Honeyville is 6,400 acres.

There are about 6,000 acres of fairly good agriculture land inundated by the
Big Oneida Narrows reservoir, the rest is range. There are 3,500 acres (agriculture
land) inundated by Honeyville, and 5,000 acres at Smithfield.

MR. WATKINS: Because of the fact that this plan revolves around the nonconsumptive
rights of the Power Company, I feel that I ought to say a few words. To Mr. Johnson,
I feel sometimes that the Power Company backs up a lot farther than they should to
accommodate some of these irrigators. I feel that over the 50 years or so of oper
ation on the Bear River the irrigators have had a good operation. We, at the Power
Company realize and feel that we have a right to be honored here as Mr. Crandall
has mentioned. As Mr. Porter mentioned in Soda Springs, the Power Company has
never objected to talking to anyone about anything at anytime. We do realize that
there is a lot of controversy over the plan other than what our feelings are, but
I don't think we are in a position to say how we feel about it. We realize that we
have some losses which we hope there would be an equitable settlement on. Our
position is that when it comes to our rights we are willing to talk anytime.

COM. SWENSON: Does this project in any way affect the Colorado River Basin Project?

MR. CRANDALL: No. However, there is a diversion down into Willard which allows for
municipal and industrial uses in that area but beyond that this Bear River Plan does
not provide any water to be considered out of the basin. I am aware, as you are,
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that there has been reference made to exchanges and the possibility of moving water
further south where it would be related to the Bonneville Unit water that comes
from the Colorado ~iver Basin, but that is not any part of the Bear River Plan as
proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. The water in Willard has not yet been market
ed. Even the diversion from Honeyville of 30,000 acre-feet is a long-range part
of the Bear River Plan.

COM. BINGHAM: Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify, if I could, one reference made
to Plan #2. This plan, as I see your summary here, will be development of an
equal amount of water for both Utah and Idaho, and the same relationship was carried
forward in both plans. The diversion of water, new land, supplemental supply, and
M & I water uses would be the same between the two States. The figures that were
equated were water. I think that is one of the largest considerations before us
all, what provision is appropriate?

COM. JOHNSON: Particularly in Randolph we are being plagued with winter water.
The water is very constant in its flow and no control has ever been established.
Out of the Compact allocation for Utah we gave other creeks 2,000 acre-feet which
is being stored in Woodruff Narrows. If they would attempt to establish same sort
of control there, would it be possible to retain that water and prevent it from
reaching the Bear River and let it reach delivery in the spring instead of the
winter and go down the stream and ~reeze. I wonder i~ the Bear River Commission
have given any consideration mostly to establish the fact that we do not take total
supply but we make the flood control flood gate and deliver it to the river when
there wasn't a freezing condition. The question would b~ isn't flood control pretty
much in the hands of the Corps of Engineers?

MR. CRANDALL: The determination of benefits for multiple purpose projects and the
operation of channel and storage projects is carried out and assisted by Reclamation,
but under jointly worked out criteria, prepared by the Corps of Engineers.

COM. JOHNSON: What machinery would we set into motion to get that thing started?

MR. CRANDALL: I think the best channel would be to work through Mr. Bingham's
office. He is in contact with the Corps of Engineers and Utah's representatives
in Washington.

We didn't give the people from Wyoming a very good answer. Is there any amount
of water in the Upper Basin physically available for new use that would be still
consistent with the terms of the Compact?

MR. JIBSDN: Under the terms of the Compact we have developed, out of 36,500 acre
feet allowed, something over 28,000 acre-feet as of now. So if we comply with the
terms of the Compact there would be in the neighborhood of only 7,000 or 8,000
acre-feet, regardless of the water that is physically there, that could still be
developed above Bear Lake. This includes 1,000 acre-feet that is earmarked for
Thomas Fork for use in Idaho. So that would be all the water that remains to be
developed under terms of the Compact for storage for irrigation. I think Mr. Dayton
has in mind something relative to development that would go beyond Compact water
and that now would be subject to prior rights in Bear Lake. Again, as concerns the
Compact, there is very little water left to develop.
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COM. JOHNSON: I would like to make a motion that the minutes show the appreciation
of the Commission to Mr. Crandall and the other people from the Bureau of Reclamation
for their presentation today.

Motion was seconded.

CHAIRMAN LARSON: Motion carried. If there is no further business, we stand ad
journed.

(Meeting adjourned at ;12:50 p.m.)
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