|_ November 12-13, 2024

WWDC/SWC JOINT MEETING

RECOMMENDATIONS
NOTEBOOK




SUBJECT TO REVISION
Attachment to the Agenda
2025 Water Development Program Funding Recommendations
New Development Program - Account I - Wednesday, November 13th, 2024

Level III Projects
e Big Horn Regional JPB South Transmission Project 2025 (A)

Cloud Seeding: Medicine Bow & Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges 2026 (aerial) (B)
Cloud Seeding: Wind River & Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges 2026 (ground-based) (C)
Hoback Junction Public Water System 2025 (D)

SAWS JPB Upper Road Transmission Main Phase 1 2025 (E)

Level III Projects - Amendments

e Broken Wheel Ranch Water Supply 2017 (F)
Gillette Regional Extensions 2017 (G)
Gillette Regional Extensions Phase IV 2018 (H)
Gillette Regional Extensions Phase V 2020 (I)
GR/RS/SC JPWB Pump Station 2019 (J)
Lander Well & Transmission Pipeline 2021 (K)
Small Water Project Program - New Development (L)
South End Water Users ISD Pipeline 2023 (M)

Level I Projects
e  Hulett Water Master Plan (Mc)

General/Other
e UW Water Research Program (N)

e 2025 Account I Transfer (O)

Rehabilitation Program - Account II

Level III Projects
e CAID Lateral 256 Check Structure Rehabilitation 2025 (P)

Casper Tank Replacement 2025 (Q)
Cottonwood Irrigation District Pipeline Replacement 2025 (R)
EVIDD Farson Lateral Phase 4A 2025 (S)

GID 62.2 Check Structure Project 2025 (T)
Kirby Creek Spillway Replacement 2025 (U)
Meeteetse Trails Estates 2025 (V)

Rawlins Sage Creek Pipeline 2025 (W)

Saratoga Water Tank 2025 (XYZ)

Shoshone 7C Lateral 2025 (A2)

Sidon ID Canal Crossing 2025 (B2)

Sidon ID North Lateral Project 2025 (C2)

Upper Bluff Pump Plant No. 1 Pipeline 2025(D2)
West Afton ID Phase I Project 2025 (E2)
Wheatland Well No. 3 Replacement 2025 (F2)
Willwood ID Willwood Chute 2025(G2)
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Level III Projects - Amendments
e Eden Valley Irrigation District System Improvements 2019 (H2)
e Enterprise WID Canal Lining 2020 (I12)
e Laramie Valley Diversion Structure 2020 (J2)
e Small Water Project Program - Rehabilitation (K2)

Level I Projects
e Pioneer Canal Lake Hattie Irrigation District Master Plan (L2)

e Smith’s Fork Irrigation District Master Plan (M2)
o  Wheatland Irrigation District Master Plan (MC2)

General/Other

e Sponsor’s Contingency Fund - Account IT (N2)

Dam and Reservoir Program - Account III

Level III Projects - Amendments
e  Alkali Creek Reservoir Pump Plant (02)
e Middle Piney Reservoir (P2)

Level II Projects
e Middle Popo Agie River Level II Storage Feasibility Study (Q2)
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Big Horn Regional JPB Program: New Development
South Transmission Project 2025

Project Type: Municipal County: Washakie
Sponsor: Big Horn Regional Joint Powers Board
WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Pre-Construction Proposed Budget: $405,000

Pre-Construction Recommendation:

WWDC Grant' (50%) $ 405,000
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 405,000
Total $ 810,000
Construction Recommendation:

WWDC! Grant (50%) $ 2,882,000
Sponsor? (50%) $ 2,882,000
Total $ 5,764,000
Funding for Total Project:

WWDC Grants' $ 3,287,000
Sponsor? $ 3,287,000
Total $ 6,574,000

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible project costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Russell
Project Description: A new transmission main from just upstream of the existing Big Horn Regional JPB
pressure reducing valve (PRV) on the east side of Worland near highway 16 to the Worland Municipal

Airport property.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2017 LIl Big Horn Regional Southern Water

Supply Study $ 180,000
2020 LIl Big Horn Regional Transmission 2020 $ 4,361,700
2021 LIl Big Horn Regional Transmission Study $ 146,000
2024 LIl Big Horn Regional JPB Lucerne Tank $ 1,803,000

and Pump Station 2024

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
The Big Horn Regional System currently has 8 wells, averaging about 3,800 feet deep, into the
Madison Formation. The total yield from all wells is in excess of 5,000 gpm.

3. Summarize the request.
Funding for pre-construction costs of this south transmission main. Funding to complete the
construction of this pipeline would be considered once the design is completed to at least 50% and all
easements and land access agreements are in place.
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4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The recently completed Big Horn Regional Transmission Level Il Study identified this area of the
Washakie Rural Improvement and Service District (WRISD) as needing service improvements during
existing peak hour demands when pressures become excessively low in the Road 13/Lane 17 area.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 438,152
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 5,000
Title Opinion $ 5,000
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 360,400
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 808,552
Total Project Costs Rounded $ 810,000
Cost of Project Components

Transmission Main $ 3,999,000

Mobilization, Bonds, Miscellaneous $ 168,520

Highway Crossing $ 150,000

Road Restoration $ 40,000

Connections to Existing Water Main $ 24,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 4,381,520
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 438,152
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 4,819,672
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 722,951
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 5,542,623
Inflation Costs (1yrs @ 4% per year) $ 221,705
Subtotal #5 $ 5,764,328
Total Project Costs (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #5) $ 6,572,880
Total Project Costs Rounded $ 6,574,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant — Pre-Construction Only: $ 405,000
Estimated Ineligible Expenses (Pipeline to Airport for fire flow)
Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 89,756
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 0
Title Opinion $ 0
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 0
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 89,756
Cost of Project Components

Transmission Main $ 728,500

Mobilization, Bonds, Miscellaneous $ 29,460

Services and Meters $ 131,600

Connections to Existing Water Main $ 8,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 897,560
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 89,756
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 987,316
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 148,097
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 1,135,413



Inflation Costs (1yrs @ 4% per year) $ 45417
Subtotal #5 $ 1,180,830

Total Ineligible Project Costs (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #5) $ 1,270,586
PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information

a. Population (2020 Census) Unknown — system is a regional system and census areas do not
exactly correlate with regional area (Current Estimate) 17,740

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? No
If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? N/A

Pre-Project Post Project

c. Taps served within the entity boundaries? 7,267 7,335
d. Taps outside the entity boundaries? 0 0
e. Names of other water systems served? Greybull, Basin, Manderson, Burlington,

Worland, South Big Horn, Washakie Rural, Kirby, Lucerne, Wyoming Boys’ School
2. Water Usage (Potable water system only) Pre-Project Post Project

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually: 1,140MG 1,144MG

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day: 160 gal 160 gal
Peak Day: 424 gal 424 gal
3. System capacity (Potable water system only): Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
Acre feet per day: 14.27 14.27
Gallons per day: 4.65 MGD 4.65 MGD

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Transmission Transmission

c. Increased capacity needed:

Acre feet per day 2.386 0.760
Gallons per day 777,600 247,680
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 5% 5%

4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? No

a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day): 0.00



b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons): 0.00

5. Rates Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Tap fees:
Residential: $ NA §$ NA
Commercial: $ NA § NA

This is a regional water distributor to other Districts/Municipalities. The Other water
Districts/Municipalities provides taps and water sales to individuals, businesses, etc.

b. Average monthly water bill: Big Horn Regional JPB is a wholesale delivery operation.

c. Water Rates

Big Horn Regional JPB does not supply water to users directly; they wholesale water to
independent Districts/Municipalities serving individual users. Pre-project monthly rates =
$11.50/EDU + $1.05/1000gal. Post-project monthly rates = $12.00/EDU + $1.05/1000gal.

6. Financial Statement Pre-Project  Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 1,096,596 $ 1,440,459
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 0 $ 0
Annual revenues from other sources: $_ 192,400 $_ 200,096
Total annual revenues: $ 1,288,996 $ 1,640,555
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 604,369 $ 638,101
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 362297 $ 512,297
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 65,000 $ 200,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o $ 0
Total annual payments: $ 1,031,666 $ 1,350,398
Budgeted values, if needed supplemented with reserves.

Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 603,912 $ 1,200,000
Balance in emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual cost of water quality testing: $ 6,500 $ 10,500

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priority 3 Level lll transmission pipelines

2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes.

3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps: This is a regional system
that supplies water to other distributers, not to individual taps; approximately 473 individual taps
would be served “downstream” of this project.

4. |s the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): No

5. Does anyone in the service area haul water? Yes

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: RUS and SRF
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7. Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes

8. What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $16.75 20,000 gallons? $32.50
Note, this is the bulk water rate to other distributers, individual taps pay this cost, plus all local
costs related to the local distribution system. With the local costs added, approximate monthly
water bill for 5,000 gallons is $50-$95 and for 20,000 gallons is $120-$300.

9. What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Supplied Districts/Municipalities
have tiered water rates.

10. Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

11. Will the project consider regional solutions? Project would be part of an existing regional system.

12. Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes — will be split between pre-construction and construction
phases Should it be? Yes — will be split between pre-construction and construction phases,
construction funding after all permits, easements, and rights-of-way in place and design to at least
50%.

13. Basis for the funding recommendation: A portion of this project is needed to remedy low pressures
during normal demands; the remaining is needed for fire flow to the airport, which is not a WWDC-
eligible purpose. Therefore, recommendation is for funding of eligible portions only and not the
continuation of the pipeline to the airport. Project Sponsor has an existing WWDC project in design
that has the potential to be in construction beginning in 2025. Therefore, funding for the proposed
project is recommended to be for pre-construction costs only.












2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Cloud Seeding: Medicine Bow and Program: New Development
Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges 2026 (Aerial)

Project Type: Winter Snowpack Augmentation County: Albany and Carbon
Sponsor: WWDO

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $875,000
Project Manager: Barry Lawrence\Cheyenne Love

Project Description

The WWDO requests financial support from the Wyoming State Legislature for the continuation of aerial
cloud seeding operations targeting the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges, located in
southeast Wyoming within the North Platte River Basin and Little Snake River Basin (western flanks of the
Sierra Madres), for the 2025-2026 winter season. This would be the 8" year of operational seeding targeting
these mountain ranges. This project is focused on mountain snow augmentation to increase streamflow,
as part of a strategy for flow enhancement within the affected basins.

The WWDO has been successful in securing a long-standing local funding partner for the current winter
season and past season operations. The City of Cheyenne Board of Public Utilities has consistently made
generous contributions to the project, as they have a vested interest in additional runoff and water supplies
coming from the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges. The WWDO anticipates future
contributions from this funding partner.

As proposed in this recommendation, aerial cloud seeding would continue during the winter of 2025-2026
upwind of the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges target areas.

Evaluation of Precipitation and Streamflow Impacts

The 2022 Wyoming State Legislature funded a hydrological assessment study of precipitation and
streamflow impacts due to airborne cloud seeding targeting the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre Mountain
Ranges. The study, conducted by the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), used a suite of
advanced modeling tools along with flight-level cloud measurements and ground-based weather data
collected during operations, in providing an estimate of the additional streamflow in acre feet and associated
cost effectiveness calculations. The study looked at four seasons of WWDOQ's aerial operational cloud
seeding, with the 2019-2020 winter season selected for a more intensive analysis. Although results focused
on only one year (and does not account for season-to-season atmospheric variability), it provides an
updated quantitative look at enhanced precipitation and streamflow from aerial cloud seeding in the target
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areas. For the North Platte and Little Snake River basins combined, the simulated seeding effect on
precipitation for the 2019-2020 season ranged from a maximum of 14,030-acre feet (AF) to a minimum of
6,058 AF, with a mean value of 9,478 AF. In terms of streamflow, seeding simulations showed the largest
impact on the Upper North Platte and Upper Laramie River basins, with an estimated mean increase in
streamflow of 2828 AF, and 2356 AF, respectively. Large increases in streamflow in those basins are
consistent with seeding that targeted the Sierra Madre and Medicine Bow areas. Seeding simulations
yielded a lesser impact on the Medicine Bow, North Platte Headwaters, and Little Snake River basins, with
ensemble mean increases ranging from 348 AF to 892 AF.

The total mean accumulated streamflow (AF) difference between seeded and control simulations for each basin.
Valuesin blueindicate an increase in streamflow. NCAR, 2024.

The effects of simulated seeding on the water budget can be summarized by the ensemble mean seeding
change in evapotranspiration, streamflow, and soil moisture divided by the precipitation change. For the
water year 2020, the results show that for the total increase in ensemble mean precipitation, 78% goes to
an increase in streamflow, 21% goes to an increase in soil moisture, and 8% goes to an increase in
evapotranspiration. Note that these percentages do not add up to 100%, due to rounding and not
accounting for the minor portion going to recharge groundwater storage in the model. Overall, the water
budget analysis shows that increases in precipitation due to seeding largely increase streamflow, with
secondary increases in soil moisture, and a slight increase in evapotranspiration.

Using the total operational costs provided by the WWDO and its funding partners for the 2019-2020 aerial
cloud seeding program, a cost-benefit analysis was conducted. Based on the range of the WRF-WxMod
ensemble model output, costs for producing precipitation by cloud seeding range from $40.52 - $93.85/AF,
with the ensemble mean at $59.99/AF. For the WRF-Hydro ensemble model output, costs for producing
streamflow by cloud seeding range from $56.15 - $124.22/AF, with the ensemble mean at $81.87/AF.

Other western states have found cloud seeding to be a good investment of their respective state resources
due to the current state of the science (physical evidence of microphysical changes in cloud properties),
the need for water, and evidence that indicates cloud seeding efforts are beneficial and cost effective as a
long-term water management tool. The nearby states (Idaho and Utah) have recently appropriated millions
of dollars through their respective state legislative processes for future cloud seeding efforts.

Winter 2024-25 Cloud Seeding Operations in the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre Mountains:

Aerial cloud seeding operations for the current 2024-2025 winter season were funded by the 2024 Wyoming
State Legislature (in the “Omnibus Water Bill - Construction”), with additional contributions from the City of
Cheyenne Board of Public Utilities. Operations, utilizing one aircraft began on November 8, 2024. Any
increase in runoff produced through cloud seeding is considered additional “system” water, benefiting all
water users in the North Platte River Basin.



Winter 2025-26 Cloud Seeding Operations in the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre Mountains Budget:

The WWDO is focused on continuing aerial cloud seeding over the Medicine Bow and Sierra Madre
Mountain Ranges for the winter season of 2025-2026. Funds are being requested for the operations
consultant to prepare operational forecasts, provide decision support, operate one aircraft, maintain
equipment, and conduct aerial seeding operations upwind of the target areas.

Winter 2025-2026 Operations Budget $ 920,000

Anticipated Cheyenne Board of Public Utilities - $ 50,000
Local Funding Contribution

State of Wyoming Cost Share $ 870,000

Wyoming Water Development Office (oversight) $ 5,000
Travel/Communications

Project Total Requested Appropriation $ 875,000

Medicine Bow

SierraMadres

Exampl e seeding mission with flight tracks for 2 January 2020. Aerial seeding commenced at 4:10 pm along SVi4;

transitioned to MB4 at 06: 21pm and to MB5 at 07;:05pm. Seeding ended at 08:05 pm. NCAR, 2024.

Important Facts about Cloud Seeding:

Cloud seeding has been utilized since the 1940’s, however, incredible advances in research and
technology have been made within the past 15 years. Forefront of this new innovative research,
Idaho Power Company’s SNOWIE Project actually builds on Wyoming's original Pilot Study.

Winter cloud seeding is a technique to naturally increase the amount of ice nuclei within a cloud,
allowing ice formation (and ultimately snow formation) to begin sooner.

Studies have shown that the use of Silver lodide in cloud seeding is safe, as it is a natural salt-
compound. Silver is widespread in the natural environment, and sampling within cloud seeding
target areas found silver to be undetectable above naturally-occurring background levels. Silver
from cloud seeding is incredibly hard to find, even with the most advanced equipment.

Extra Area Effects: The theory that cloud seeding reduces moisture downwind is a common
misunderstanding. Long-term studies consistently show no precipitation decreases resulting from
seeding. In fact, many studies show the potential for a slight increase downwind.

Cloud seeding allows for an incremental increase in mountain snowpack, and is not the initial cause
of springtime flooding events. Every year, the project must adhere to a strict suspension criteria.
One of the thresholds for suspension is if snowpack reaches a specific above-normal level.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Cloud Seeding: Wind River & Sierra Madre Program: New Development
Mountain Ranges 2026 (Ground-Based)

Project Type: Winter Snowpack Augmentation County: Fremont, Sublette, Carbon
Sponsor: WWDO
WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $322,143

Project Manager: Barry Lawrence\Cheyenne Love

Project Description

The WWDO requests cost share funding from the Wyoming State Legislature for the continuation of cloud
seeding operations over the Wind River Mountains and west slope of the Sierra Madre Mountains, for the
2025-2026 winter season. This project represents the continuation of snow augmentation efforts as part of
a larger strategy for flow enhancement within Wyoming'’s drainages of the Upper Colorado River Basin.
The science continues to strongly suggest that increasing snowpack through cloud seeding incrementally
augments water supply through spring runoff. In 2018, the WWDO was signatory to an Agreement
Establishing Programmatic Funding for Colorado River Basin Weather Modification with the Lower Basin
(also known as “The Agreement”), which ensures that the State of Wyoming remains a leader in efforts to
augment snowpack and increase water supply within the Colorado River Basin, while remaining an active
participant to the quickly advancing science that cloud seeding is successful and economic.

As proposed in this recommendation, ground-based cloud seeding would continue during the winter of 2025-2026 upwind of the Wind
River and Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges target areas in Wyoming as part of a collaborative 7 basin states’ weather modification
effort to enhance streamflow in the Colorado River Basin. Shown is a ground generator targeting the Wind River Range (left) and a
map of generator locations and target areas in the Upper Basin ~ Colorado, Utah and Wyoming (right).

As stated in The Agreement, the Lower Basin parties (Central Arizona Water Conservation District,
Colorado River Board of California/Six Agency Committee, and Southern Nevada Water Authority) support
augmenting Colorado River System runoff through this cooperative cost-share funding mechanism. More
importantly, they also provide opportunities to expand Upper Basin States’ projects. For example, some
terms of The Agreement include: 1) The Lower Basin Parties agree to contribute up to $500,000 each, and
up to $1,500,000 collectively, in funding for Activities approved in a single water year in the Upper Basin;
2) The Lower Basin Parties further agree to contribute up to $4,500,000 individually, and $13,500,000
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collectively, in funding the Upper Basin Programs provided the Agreement does not terminate prior to the
end of the Term; 3) a cost-sharing relationship of generally 50%/50% between the Lower Basin Parties and
the Upper Basin Entities; and 4) The Lower Basin Parties do not expect to fund any activities when Lake
Powell and Lake Mead are projected to collectively exceed 80% of live storage capacity in the upcoming
water year. Notice of the decision of whether to fund activities will be based on the results of the United
States Bureau of Reclamation’s August 24 Month Study projections of collective inflow and storage at Lake
Powell and Lake Mead. This Programmatic Agreement runs through the 2026 water year, the last year of
which is reflected by this funding recommendation for Cloud Seeding in the Wind River and Sierra Madre
Mountain Ranges 2026 (Ground Based).

All seven of the Colorado River Basin States (Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming, Arizona, California
and Nevada) and their water users, benefit from increased water supply. Any increase in runoff produced
through Upper Basin cloud seeding is considered additional “system” water, benefiting all states within the
Colorado River Basin.

The Wyoming Ground-Based Program

The Wyoming Ground-Based Cloud Seeding Program has operated annually since 2014. Currently, there
are a total of thirteen remote cloud seeding generators targeting Wyoming’s Upper Colorado River Basin.
Ten generators are located around the Wind River Mountain Range (operational since 2014), and three
generators are located along the west slope of the Sierra Madre Mountain Range (operational since 2022
& 2024). The WWDO is recommending the continuation of these thirteen seeding generators for the winter
of 2025-2026.

Locations of the ten ground-based generators targeting the Wind River Range are shown. 9 generators are sited on the western flanks
of the mountains while a 10" generator is sited in the lee of the mountain range to capture upslope flows. As proposed in this
recommendation, ground-based cloud seeding would continue in this target area during the winter of 2025-2026 as part of a strategy
for flow augmentation in the Colorado River Basin.



Locations of the three ground-based generators targeting the Sierra Madre Range are shown. The High Savery and West Tullis sites
were installed in 2022 while the North Battle site was installed this year. As proposed in this recommendation, ground-based cloud
seeding would continue in this target area during the winter of 2025-2026 as part of a strategy for flow augmentation in the Colorado
River Basin.

Wind River & Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges 2025-2026 Estimated Budget

Since 2014, ground-based cloud seeding operations have been funded in part by the Wyoming State
Legislature in each session’s “Omnibus Water Bill - Construction.” Funding for this target area has
consistently been a cost share between the State of Wyoming and other interested water users. Wyoming'’s
cost share for the 2024-2025 season was capped at 37%, with 63% of remaining project funds required
from other funding partners. The following budget has been prepared for a continued cost sharing scenario
for cloud seeding operations targeting the Wind River and Sierra Madre Mountain Ranges during the winter
of 2025-2026. Funds are being requested for the consultant to continue cloud seeding operations using
thirteen remote generators (including preparing weather forecasts, decision support, and equipment
maintenance).

Winter 2025-2026 Operations Budget $ 857,143.00

63% Cost Share from Funding Partners -$ 540,000.00

37% Cost Share from WWDO $ 317,143
Wyoming Water Development Office (oversight) $ 5,000
Travel/Communications

Project Total Requested Appropriation $ 322,143




Important Facts about Cloud Seeding:

Cloud seeding has been utilized since the 1940’s, however, incredible advances in research and
technology have been made within the past 15 years. Forefront of this new innovative research,
Idaho Power Company’s SNOWIE Project actually builds on Wyoming'’s original Pilot Study.

Winter cloud seeding is a technique to naturally increase the amount of ice nuclei within a cloud,
allowing ice formation (and ultimately snow formation) to begin sooner.

Studies have shown that the use of Silver lodide in cloud seeding is safe, as it is a natural salt-
compound. Silver is widespread in the natural environment, and sampling within cloud seeding
target areas found silver to be undetectable above naturally-occurring background levels. Silver
from cloud seeding is incredibly hard to find, even with the most advanced equipment.

Extra Area Effects: The theory that cloud seeding reduces moisture downwind is a common
misunderstanding. Long-term studies consistently show no precipitation decreases resulting from
seeding. In fact, many studies show the potential for a slight increase downwind.

Cloud seeding allows for an incremental increase in mountain snowpack, and is not the initial cause
of springtime flooding events. Every year, the project must adhere to a strict suspension criteria.
One of the thresholds for suspension is if snowpack reaches a specific above-normal level.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Hoback Junction Program: New Development
Public Water System 2025

Project Type: Rural Domestic County: Teton
Sponsor: Hoback Junction Water and Sewer District
WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Pre-Construction Proposed Budget: $274,450

Pre-Construction Recommendation:

WWDC Grant' (50%) $ 274,450
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 274,450
Total $ 548,900
Construction Recommendation:

General Fund Grant?® (50%) $ 974,050
Sponsor* (50%) $ 974,050
Total $ 1,248,500
Funding for Total Project:

WWDC & General Fund Grants? $ 1,248,500
Sponsor* $ 1,248,500
Total $ 2,497,000

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Mallo
Project Description: The project consists of standing up a new public water system with a new infiltration
gallery adjacent to the Snake River, new treatment system (not eligible), new clear water vault and pump

station, new transmission main, and new storage tank.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
N/A None $ N/A

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
No public water supply currently exists, as the community is served by private wells.

3. Summarize the request.
The request is for funding a new public water supply which includes: a new diversion/infiltration gallery
from the Snake River; clear water vault and pumping station; approximately 3,000 lineal feet of 4”
transmission main; approximately 1,100 lineal feet of 8” transmission main; and a storage tank.

The proposed storage tank would store municipal water as well as fire flow water. It was determined
that 30,000 gallons of the storage out of a 150,000 gallons was related to municipal use water. The
remaining 120,000 gallons was determined to be only for fire flow and ineligible for WWDC grant
funds.



4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The area of Hoback Junction is currently encountering high nitrate levels in their wells, resulting from
concentrated number of septic systems in a small area and a shallow aquifer. The levels exceed the

Clean Water Act maximum levels prompting the need for a new sewer and water district.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 136,900
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 70,000
Title Opinion $ 2,000
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 330,000
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 548,900
Cost of Project Components

New Water Supply Infiltration Gallery $ 360,000

Pump Station & Wet Well at Infiltration $ 125,000

4” Transmission Mains at Infiltration $ 70,000

4” Transmission Main to Storage $ 347,000

8” Transmission Main from Storage $ 237,000

20% of Water Storage Tank $ 230,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 1,369,000
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 136,900
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 1,505,900
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 225885
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 1,731,785
Inflation Costs (4% per Three years) $ 216,238
Subtotal #5 $ 1,948,023
Total Project Costs (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #5) $ 2,496,923
Total Project Costs Rounded $ 2,497,000
Level Il Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant: $ 274,450
(Pre-Construction Only)
Ineligible Expenses

80% of Water Storage Tank, Fire Flow & Distribution system $ 4,962,000
Total Ineligible Project Costs $ 4,962,000



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information
a. Population (2010 Census) 130

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? Yes

(Current Estimate) 137

If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? 151

c. Taps served within the entity boundaries?

d. Taps outside the entity boundaries?

e. Names of other water systems served?
2. Water Usage (Potable water system only)

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually:

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day:
Peak Day:

3. System capacity (Potable water system only):

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
Gallons per day:

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed:
Gallons per day:

d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):
4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? No
a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day)

b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons):

5. Rates
a. Tap fees:
Residential: $
Commercial: $
b. Average monthly water bill: $

Pre-Project
0

0

None

Pre-Project

0 gal
0 gal

Pre-Project

No system exists

241,920

0%

: 0
0

Pre-Project

[eoNe]

o

Post Project

60

0

Post Project

7.5 MG

149 gal
448 gal
Post-Project

241,920

Treatment

5%

Post-Project

4,000
4,000

@ B Lh

112



c. Water Rates
Water rates are not yet established, but will be determined on actual final system construction
costs. The estimate at this time is around $112/month

6. Financial Statement Pre-Project  Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 0 $ 65856
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 0 $ 0
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 0 $ 0
Total annual revenues: $ 0 $ 65856
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 0 $ 22,000
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 0 $ 28,283
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0 $ 10,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o $ 0
Total annual payments: $ 0 $ 60,283
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 0o 3 0
Balance in emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual cost of water quality testing: $ 0 $ 5,500
B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA
1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priorities 2, 3, and 4: Level lll projects
developing unappropriated water — examples include wells & diversion structures requiring the
issuance of new water rights; Level lll transmission pipelines; Level Ill potable water storage tanks
2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes. The Teton County Board of County Commissioners has resolved to contribute up
to $3,000,000 in funding for the system, and potentially more funds to assist with fire-suppression
capacity.
3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps 60
4. |s the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): The sponsor does not, however individual landowners that will connect to
the new system do have exceedances.
5. Does anyone in the service area haul water? Yes
6. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: HIWSD anticipates receiving additional funding through both grants and loans.
The Teton County Board of County Commissioners has resolved to contribute up to $3M in SPET
funds, and potentially $1.8M more for fire. The Teton County Conservation District has awarded a
grant for the project in the amount of $250,000. Remaining balance will be subsidized through a low
interest loan that will be applied for the DWSREF.
7. Is water metered? It will be  Are billings based on meter readings? They will be
8. What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? Rates are undetermined. 20,000 gallons? Rates are yet to

be determined, but will likely be in the $112/month range. Final rates will depend on final design
system O&M costs, loan requirements, etc.
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10.

1.

12

13.

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? District plans to employ tiered
water rates to encourage conservation.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Self-supporting
except replacement. The District plans to institute a replacement fund upon debt retirement.

Will the project consider regional solutions? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No, the project is being split as pre-
construction and construction, due to the large amount of design work and easements needed.

Basis for the funding recommendation: The project proposes to develop new supply, transmission,
and storage for a rural domestic water supply system, which is covered under the New Development
Program, and is categorized as project priorities 2, 3, and 4 according to the operating criteria. This
project will require developing a new source, and complete design of the water system.









2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: SAWS JPB Upper Road Transmission Program: New Development
Main Phase 1 2025

Project Type: Municipal County: Sheridan

Sponsor: Sheridan Area Water Supply Joint Powers Board

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $2,206,750
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 2,206,750
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 2,206,750
Total $ 4,413,500

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Mallo

Project Description: The Sheridan Area Water Supply Joint Powers Board (SAWS JPB), in conjunction
with the City of Sheridan water system, participated in the WWDC master planning effort to evaluate the
combined Sheridan Water Supply System. This project is related to the former WWDC Level Ill Airport
Transmission Main pipeline replacement construction project that came out of the final 2019 Sheridan
Water Master Plan, Level | Study. The Airport Transmission Main pipeline was originally listed as the
highest priority project identified within the water system for the Sheridan Area Water Supply Joint Powers
Board. However, based on information provided last year by the City of Sheridan, when cancelling the
Airport Transmission Main pipeline project, the need to replace the original transmission line did not rise
to the level of the estimated cost. Therefore, this reduced project will be sized to meet the needs of the
SAWS JPB without replacing the City of Sheridan’s transmission pipeline.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2013/14 L-Ill, Sheridan North Loop Transmission Line $ 1,714,460
2015 L-1ll, Sheridan Leopard Street Pipeline $ 2,211,000
2015 L-11l, Sheridan 4MG WTP Tank $ 2,144,000
2018 L-I, Sheridan Water Master Plan $ 250,000

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The surface water supply for the City of Sheridan and the Sheridan Area Water Supply Joint Powers
Board (SAWS JPB) rural system consists of direct flow from Big Goose Creek and stored water in
reservoirs in the Big Horn Mountains. Raw water is diverted, pre-treated, then delivered to one of two
water treatment plants (WTP). The system primarily utilizes gravity flow with many pressure reducing
stations. There are also several booster stations to serve areas of higher elevations. Buried concrete
storage tanks store a total of 13.5 MG within the various pressure zones. Although there are two
entities involved, the same operators and facilities serve the entire Sheridan area system for efficiency.
The entire water system covers both the City of Sheridan’s system and the SAWS JPB system.

3. Summarize the request.
The SAWS JPB is requesting design and construction funding for this Level lll construction project,
which is called the Upper Road Transmission Main Phase 1. The proposed new transmission main in
this project connects an existing water supply pipeline in the eastern end of the Big Goose Valley to
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major service areas at the airport, and then areas to the south into the entire Little Goose Valley. The
existing transmission main is shared with the City of Sheridan and is the sole source of supply to some
residences within this service area and the proposed new transmission main will increase capacity and
flexibility in the service area that serves 70% of the SAWS JPB users. It is a key transmission main for
SAWS JPB, but will also benefit the City of Sheridan water system in a growing area of Sheridan. This
Service area is growing and additional transmission facilities are needed to meet demand and
maintain dependable service to the area. This project is proposed as Phase 1 of 2. Phase 2 will tie on
to Phase 1 and replace an undersized transmission pipeline to an area of the SAWS district that is
experiencing low water pressures at times of high demand.

. Summarize the reasons for the request.

The 2019 Sheridan Water Master Plan, Level | Study identified the critical need to replace the sole
reliance on the key transmission main pipeline shared by the City of Sheridan and SAWS JPB as the
highest priority. However, the City of Sheridan did not believe the cost to replace the main pipeline was
justified compared to the repair costs to maintain it. Therefore, a reduced size pipeline to meet the

anticipated growth in the SAWS JPB System and south Sheridan Area is being considered.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 140,000
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 0
Title Opinion $ 0
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 0
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 140,000
Cost of Project Components

Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance $ 300,000

Import Material $ 18,000

Excavation $ 14,000

Reclamation $ 38,000

Ditch Crossing $ 14,000

Valves $ 100,000

Air/Vac, Hydrants, & Blow-off Assemblies $ 91,000

Water Mains $ 1,825,000

Fittings $ 93,000

Water Main Connections/Abandonment $ 61,000

Jack and Bore 20” Rest. Joint Waterline $ 400,000

Quality Control Testing & Staking $ 39,000

Meters and Accessories $ 122,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 3,115,000
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 311,500
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 3,426,500
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 513,975
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 3,940,475
Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4) $ 4,080,475
Inflation Costs (4% per two years) $ 332,967
Total Project Costs $ 4,413,442
Total Project Costs (Rounded) $ 4,413,500
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% $ 2,206,750



Ineligible Expenses
None

Total Ineligible Project Costs

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information

a. Population (2020 Census) 24,000 (Current Estimate) 25,000

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? Yes
If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? 40,000

c. Taps served within the entity boundaries?

d. Taps outside the entity boundaries?

e. Names of other water systems served?
2. Water Usage (Potable water system only)

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually:

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day:
Peak Day:

3. System capacity (Potable water system only):

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system

Pre-Project
2,116

0

City of Sheridan

Pre-Project

1.5MG

175 gal
400 gal

Pre-Project

Acre feet per day: 76.72
Gallons per day: 25.0MGD
b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): N/A
c. Increased capacity needed:
Acre feet per day 0
Gallons per day 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 15%
4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? No
a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day): 0

Post Project

2,116

0

Post Project

1.5MG

175 gal
400 gal

Post-Project

76.72
25.0MGD

N/A

15%



b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons): 0

5. Rates Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Tap fees:

Residential: $ 5380 $ 5,380

Commercial: $ 5380 $ 5,380

b. Average monthly water bill: $ 66.00 $ 66.00

c. Water Rates
The rates are per meter size and usage. Rates for meters start at $53.42 for a %” meter and
go up to $102.17 for a 2” or larger meter. Rates for usage start at $2.05/1,000 gallons for first
8,000 gallons and increase to $4.30/1,000 gallons after 8,000 gallons.

6. Financial Statement Pre-Project  Post-Project

1,734,725  $ 1,734,725
266,392 $ 266,392
500,950  $__500,950
2,502,067 $ 2,502,067

Annual revenues generated from water sales:
Annual revenues from tap fees:

Annual revenues from other sources:

Total annual revenues:

$

$

$

$

Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 1,512,375  $ 1,512,375

Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 439,000 $ 489,500

Annual payments to a Capital fund: $ 550,692 $ 500,192

Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0

Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o $ 0

Total annual payments: $ 2,051,375 $ 2,051,375
$
$
$

6,575,000 $ 6,575,000
0 $ 0
NA  § N/A

Balance in Capital fund:
Balance in emergency fund:
Annual cost of water quality testing:

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account |, Priority 3 Level lll Transmission Pipelines.

2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes.

3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps 2,116

4. Is the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): No

5. Does anyone in the service area haul water? No

6. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes If so, what are they:
SLIB, SRF

7. Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes

8. What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $63.67 20,000 gallons? $121.42
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10.

1.

12

13.

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Metered connections and tiered
rates

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Will the project consider regional solutions? Yes, System is part of a regional system.

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No, the sponsor is staging the project in
two phases on their own.

Basis for the funding recommendation: The project is being recommended as the first phase to bring
water to an underserved portion of the SAWS JPB. This work is SAWS JPB’s top priority, and brings
the system closer to completing a regional transmission connection to an area near the limits of its
capacity.
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Broken Wheel Ranch Water Supply Program: New Development
2017
Project Type: Rural Domestic County: Lincoln County
Sponsor: Broken Wheel Ranch Proposed Budget Increase: $300,000

Improvement and Service District

Sponsor’s Request: Additional Funding & Time Proposed Total Budget: $913,050

WWDO Recommendation: Increase budget and extend the reversion date from July 1, 2025 to
July 1, 2026

Existing Changes Revised Budget
WWDC Grant ! $ 613,050(39.6%) $ 300,000 (100%) $ 913,050(49.4%)
Other Funding Source 2 $ 936.437(60.4%) $ 0 (0%) $ 936,437(50.6%)
Total $ 1,549,487 (100%) $ 300,000 (100%) $ 1,849,487 (100%)

" Not to exceed 49.4% of eligible costs
28ponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Brich

Project Description: The Broken Wheel Ranch Improvement and Service District (BWR) is requesting a
one-year time extension and an additional $300,000 to complete the Broken Wheel Ranch Water Supply
2017 project. The project is to design and construct a groundwater well, transmission pipeline, additional
storage tank, and a booster pump station. This project was delayed by difficulties in finding a well site and
drilling the well.

This is the third amendment request for the project. Amendment One to the project agreement, which was
executed on May 25, 2022, extended the project reversion date from July 1, 2022, to July 1, 2023.
Amendment Two, which was executed May 11, 2023, extended the project reversion date to July 1, 2025;
and this amendment request is to extend it to July 1, 2026 and add $300,000 in grant funds.

After multiple failed negotiations, a potential well site was located in May of 2021; and an Affidavit
Affecting Title to secure land access to drill a test well was filed August 12, 2022. Only one bid of
$496,356.00 was received on March 28, 2022, for the well phase of the project. This price was well in
excess of the $175,642.00 engineer’s estimate, and the project was not awarded. It was advertised a
second time with a bid opening date of August 3, 2022, and awarded to Atnip Well & Pump Services, Inc.
for the amount of $179,380.00. The ownership of the well site changed before the well could be drilled,
and the new owner contested the right of BWR to drill at the well site agreed upon with the previous
owner. On April 2, 2024, a Memorandum of Understanding was executed with the new property owner to
allow BWR to drill. Drilling began on May 6, 2024, and well testing was completed on June 21, 2024.

The Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost dated April 14, 2023, was $1,161,780, which was in excess of
the original $1,099,487 amount of funding available. On March 23, 2023, the BWR executed an ARPA
Grant Agreement with the Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments (OSLI) for an additional
$450,000 grant for the project with the ARPA funds needing to be under contract by October 31, 2024.
After the well was successfully completed in June of 2024, the designs for the storage tank and booster
station building were finalized with an estimated cost of $406,000 to construct. Bids for this project were
opened on October 8, 2024; and a single bid of $751,175 was received, which is over $345,000 more
than the engineers estimate.

The additional $300,000 in this request is to increase the project budget to complete the design and
construction of the projects transmission pipeline to connect the new well to the new storage tank and
booster station building.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Gillette Regional Extensions 2017
Project Type: Municipal

Sponsor: City of Gillette

Sponsor’s Request: Additional Time

WWDO Recommendation: Extend the reversion
date from July 1, 2025 to July 1, 2026.

WWDC Grant! (67%)
Sponsor? (33%)
Total

" Not to exceed 67% of eligible costs
2Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Brich

Project Description: This project provides connections to the Gillette Regional Water Project for rural
users in the Meadow Springs Improvement and Service District, American Road Water and Sewer
District, Freedom Hills Improvement and Service District and the Crestview Improvement and Service
District . The project was originally delayed by obtaining right of way for the pipelines, but was awarded to
DRM Inc. on May 28, 2024, for $3,302,593.37; and construction was scheduled to start on September 23,
2024 with a 130 working day duration. Given the length of construction time, potential for adverse
weather conditions, and project closeout time requirements, the City of Gillette does not anticipate that
the project will be closed until after the current July 1, 2025, reversion date. It is requesting the reversion

date be extended until July 1, 2026.

Program: New Development

County: Campbell

Proposed Budget Increase: $0

Previously Approved Budget: $ 2,753,700

$ 2,753,700

$ 1,356,300
$ 4,110,000



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Gillette Regional Extensions
Phase IV 2018

Project Type: Municipal
Sponsor: City of Gillette
Sponsor’s Request: Additional Time

WWDO Recommendation: Extend the reversion
date from July 1, 2025, to July 1, 2026.

WWDC Grant! (67%)
Sponsor? (33%)
Total

" Not to exceed 67% of eligible costs
2Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Brich

Project Description: This project provides connection to the Gillette Regional Water Project for the Fox
Ridge and Rozet Ranchettes Improvement and Service Districts. The Rozet Ranchettes portion of the
Project was completed in 2020, but the Fox Ridge portion of the project was delayed by design and
rights-of-way acquisition. On July 30, 2024, the City of Gillette entered into a construction contract with
Dan Hart Patrol Service, Inc. for $964,744.40; and construction was scheduled to commence in October
of 2024. The contractor has sixty working days to complete the project. Given the length of construction
time, potential for adverse weather conditions, and project closeout time requirements, the City of Gillette
does not anticipate that the project will be closed until after the current July 1, 2025, reversion date. The

Program: New Development

County: Campbell

Proposed Budget Increase: $0

Previously Approved Budget: $ 1,512,190

$ 1,512,190

$ 744810
$ 2,257,000

City is requesting the reversion date be extended until July 1, 2026.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Gillette Regional Extensions
Phase V 2020

Project Type: Municipal
Sponsor: City of Gillette
Sponsor’s Request: Additional Time

WWDO Recommendation: Extend the reversion
date from July 1, 2025 to July 1, 2027

WWDC Grant! (67%)
Sponsor? (33%)
Total

" Not to exceed 67% of eligible costs
2Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Brich

Project Description: This is the fifth Gillette Regional Water Supply extension project, and provides
connection to the Gillette Regional Water Project for the Means Water and Sewer District and the
Gillette/Campbell County Airport. Completing the design for the project has been delayed by right-of-way
negotiations. The City of Gillette is currently working with its engineer on the third different alignment tried
since the owner engineer contract was executed on October 6, 2020. Due to delays in securing
easements and the change in alignments, the City is requesting the reversion date be extended until July

1, 2027.

Program: New Development

County: Campbell

Proposed Budget Increase: $0

Previously Approved Budget: $ 3,088,700

$ 3,088,700

$ 1,521,300
$ 4,610,000



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: GR/RS/SC JPWB Pump Station 2019 Program: New Development
Project Type: Municipal County: Sweetwater County

Sponsor: Green River-Rock Springs-Sweetwater Co. Proposed Budget Increase: $0
Joint Powers Water Board

Sponsor’s Request: Additional Funding & Time Proposed Total Budget: $7,497,300

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Increased Budget, Do Not Extend Reversion Time

Existing Changes Revised Budget
WWDC Grant ! $ 7,497,300 (67%) $ 4,465,000 (50%) $11,962,300(59.5%)
Other Funding Source 2 $ 3,692,700 (33%) $ 4,465,000 (50%) $ 8,157,700(40.5%)
Total $11,190,000 (100%) $ 8,930,000 (100%) $20,120,000 (100%)

" Not to exceed 59.5% of eligible expenses
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Mitchell

Project Description: The Green River-Rock Springs-Sweetwater County Joint Powers Board
(GR/RS/SC JPWB) applied for funding in 2018 for the design and construction of a pumping station and
transmission pipeline. During the 2019 Legislative Session, they were appropriated $7,497,300, a 67%
grant towards the total project budget of $11,190,000.

Due to significant delays and issues related to obtaining easements, the pipeline alignment has been
modified several times. These time delays and realignment have increased the costs of the project
significantly. The GR/RS/SC JPWB is requesting a total project budget increase of $8,930,000 (WWDC
grant increase of $4,465,000, 50% grant) and a one year time extension to the reversion date.

At this time, the project has not obtained all necessary easements needed to bid the project for
construction. The WWDO is recommending the project move forward with finalizing easements within the
current time limit which has already been extended once to July 1, 2026. The WWDO recommends the
sponsor reapply for funding once all easements are obtained and the project is ready to be bid.
Therefore, the WWDO recommendation is to not extend the reversion date for the project and keep the
budget as set forth in the 2019 Legislative Session.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Lander Well & Transmission Program: New Development
Pipeline 2021
Project Type: Municipal County: Fremont County
Sponsor: City of Lander Proposed Budget Increase: $ 1,030,058
Sponsor’s Request: Additional Funding & Time Proposed Total Budget: $2,857,400

WWDO Recommendation: Increase budget and
extend the reversion date from July 1, 2026 to

July 1, 2028

Existing Changes Revised Budget
WWDC Grant ! $ 884,400 (67%) $ 1,030,058 (67%) $ 1,914,458 (67%)
Sponsor 2 $ 435,600 (33%) $ 507,342 (33%) $ 942942 (33%)
Total $ 1,320,000 (100%) $ 1,537,400 (100%) $ 2,857,400 (100%)

" Not to exceed 67% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source.

Project Manager: Mallo

Project Description: The project is to complete and connect four (4) new wells to the City’s storage tank
through the installation of pumps, pump houses, controls, a pipeline, and connection to the main
transmission pipeline.

The City of Lander is requesting an additional $2,265,015 of grant funds to complete the project and
maintain the 67% WWDC grant. The estimated project cost in 2021 was $1,320,000, but due to inflation
and decisions to increase the size of three of the pumps to give greater flexibility to the City for control of
the well field, the sole bid received this summer came in at $3,380,620 for eligible components. The bidding
process for the project was less than ideal with multiple large addendums and significant items left to be
resolved through contractor exploration, post award. The sole bid received of $3,380,620 is ~250% more
than the original engineer’s cost estimate. The cost increase is far in excess of cost increases seen by other
WWDC Projects related to recent inflation. Much of the increase can be contributed to the cost of the
building, the watermain connection vault, 12" HDPE watermain and electrical, which total $1,745,150 of the
overall cost. The WWDO is seeing similar high costs for watermain and electrical work in other regions.
However, the WWDO believes that there is the potential for more value engineering on other parts of the
project moving forward, as well as potential to reduce contractor risk via resolution to issues that were
encountered during the original bid. The amount of savings available is hard to quantify given the highly
regional inflationary impacts on well building projects. The WWDO does not believe the increased request
is justified based on other projects completed and it is unlikely the project would be funded today as a back-
up system at the current cost request. The WWDO does believe additional funding is justified based on
current market conditions, but feels there is still room to reduce the costs. The above recommendation is
the maximum amount the WWDO feels should be expended by the WWDC on this project.

At this time, the project has been bid, but the sole bid received exceeded funding. As stated, the cost
increases shown on the current bid are far above inflationary numbers seen by WWDO around the State
for other projects. WWDO is recommending additional time and additional funding for the project at 67%,
with the expectation that the City to look for value engineering to the greatest extent possible and to address
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uncertainty in bid documents to provide the best opportunity for multiple bids. The Sponsor should also look
for alternative funding, as needed, to address additional costs.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

'Small Water Project Program|

Project Name: Small Water Project Program Program: New Development
Project Type: Multipurpose County: Statewide
Sponsor: WWDC

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll (continuing) Proposed Budget Increase: $1,500,000
New Development (WDA 1)

Presently available (as of 11/1/2024) $ 406,290

Proposed budget increase $ 1,500,000

Revised available $ 1,906,290

Project Description: This Program provides funding for new small water projects including small
reservoirs, wells, pipelines and conveyance facilities, springs, solar platforms, irrigation works, windmills,
environmental projects, rural community fire suppression, recreational, and wetland developments.

1. Description of the existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
EXISTING LEGISLATION-New Development

Purpose Chapter Session Account Appropriation
Small Projects 14 2014 I $600,000
Small Projects 100 2015 I $500,000
Small Projects 100 2016 I $750,000
Small Projects 121 2018 I $750,000
Small Projects 55 2019 I $2,000,000
Small Projects 113 2020 I $1,063,000
Small Projects 12 2021 I $1,000,000
Small Projects 93 2022 I $1,000,000
Small Projects 180 2023 I $1,000,000
Small Projects 99 2024 I $1,000,000

2. Summary of the request.

The WWDO is recommending $1,500,000 be appropriated to meet the anticipated project application
demands.

3. Program Statistics:

Current Active Account | Projects: 128
Application History:

Year # of Account | Total # of Project Sponsors Estimated WWDC
Applications (between both accounts) Account | Project Cost
2014 35 7 $816,080
2015 33 8 $806,830
2016 14 6 $313,525
2017 25 9 $612,760
2018 50 10 $1,295,654
2019 61 14 $1,693,617
2020 77 17 $2,034,290
2021 55 12 $1,546,675
2022 59 17 $1,655,200
2023 49 13 $1,636,150
2024 65 20 $2,012,880




2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: South End Water Users ISD Pipeline 2023 Program: New Development

Project Type: Rural Domestic
Sponsor: South End Water Users ISD

Sponsor’s Request: Additional Funding

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Increased Budget

Changes

County: Big Horn

Proposed Budget Increase: $0

Proposed Total Budget: $307,800

Revised Budget

$ 3,409,630 (67%) $ 3,717,430 (67%)
1,679,370 (33%) $ 1,830,973 (33%)

Existing
WWDC Grant ' $ 307,800 (67%)
Other Funding Source 2 $ 151,603 (33%)
Total $ 459,403 (100%)

" Not to exceed 67% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Russell

Project Description: In 2023, the Wyoming Legislature appropriated $307,800 for the design and pre-
construction costs of this project, which will construct the Lane 9 Extension and West End Tie-In. The
current application is for construction funding. While the design has progressed sufficiently and most of
the easement/right-of-way work is in place, the district has not obtained the permit to complete work

$ 5,089,000 (100%)

$ 5,548,403 (100%)

within railroad property. Therefore, it is recommended that the requested budget increase not be funded.

The 2023 funding recommendation included a construction cost estimate that is updated as follows:

Cost of Project Components
Mobilization, Bonds, and Misc.
Reclamation
Connections to Existing Mains
Piping
Railroad, Highway, and Creek Bores
Fittings and Appurtenances
Control Building
Meter

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs

Total Project Costs (Rounded)

Level lll Requested Funding @ 67% Grant:

Ineligible Expenses
Service Meters

249,500
33,000
22,000

2,861,300

365,500

233,800

100,000

$ 3.000

PRAPARNAAPANLP

$ 3,868,100
$ 368810
$ 4,254,910
$ 638237
$ 4,893,147
$ 195726
$ 5,088,873
$ 5,089,000

$ 3,409,630

$ 69,300
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2025 WATER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION
MUNICIPAL/JOINT POWERS WATER BOARD WATER SYSTEMS

Project Name: Hulett Water Master Plan Program: New Development
Project Type: Municipal Water System County: Crook

Sponsor: Town of Hulett

WWDO Recommendation: Level | Proposed Budget: $166,000

Basis for the Funding Recommendation:

The Town of Hulett would like to evaluate existing infrastructure and develop sound recommendations for future
water-system enhancements. This “reconnaissance-level” information is most appropriately categorized as a Level
| Study. Furthermore, the WWDC has historically funded Level | Studies for program-eligible entities. Hulett is a
program-eligible entity.

Project Manager: George Moser

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Water Master Plan will consist of an information review, growth and demand projections, water source review,
system inventory and evaluation, system deficiency identification, GIS mapping, hydraulic modeling,
recommendation and cost estimate development, financial evaluation, funding source analysis, and report
generation.

1. Existing and Prior Legislation:

Project Level Chapter = Session ' Account Appropriation Reversion Year
Hulett Water Supply Project Il 123 1990 I $ 250,000 1992
Hulett Water Supply 1] 231 1991 I $ 250,000 1995

2. Describe the location of the project:

Hulett is located in Crook County, on the Belle Fourche River.

3. Summarize the request:

Hulett is requesting WWDC-funded Water Master Plan. The study would evaluate the current condition of the water
system and provide the tools and guidance needed to assist in the planning, rehabilitation, upgrade, and
management of their system.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request:

Hulett does not have a comprehensive Water Master Plan. As a result, there are lingering questions regarding the

capacity of their water source and adequacy of the storage and distribution system. Hulett has identified the WWDC
program as a mechanism to evaluate their existing system and develop a Water Master Plan.
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Il. WWDC ELIGIBILITY CONSIDERATIONS

1. Is the Sponsor a public entity? Yes
A. If not, is the recommendation for a Level | study or Level | or Il study for a dam and reservoir project?
N/A

2. Project Priority According to WWDO Criteria: Acct | - Priority 8: LI Reconnaissance Studies

3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes
A. Number of Taps: 259

4. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
A. If so, what are they (RUS, SRF, other)? RUS, SRF, other

5. Is the Sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve its system? (e.g., Administrative Orders,
violations, actions taken, etc.)?

No

6. Is the Sponsor currently served by a regionalized water supply system (specify)? Or will the Sponsor consider
regional solutions to the purpose and needs of its water supply system?

Hulett is not part of a regional supply system. If regionalization makes sound financial sense, Hulett would not be
opposed to regionalization.

7. What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $27.00
A. 20,000 Gallons? $57.00

8. Can the project be delayed or staged? No.
A. Should it be? N/A

lll. PERTINENT INFORMATION

1. Existing Water Supply System
A. EPA Public Water System (PWS) Identification Number: WY5600026
B. Groundwater
(1) Number of Wells: 1
(2) Primary Supply Aquifer(s) or Formation(s): Madison Formation
(3) Total Average Production Yield of All Wells (GPM): 350
C. Surface Water
(1) Source Name(s): N/A
(2) Type of Diversion(s) (Headgate, Infiltration Gallery, Pumps, Etc.): N/A
(3) Total Average Diversion Yield (CFS of GPM): N/A
D. Springs
(1) Name of Spring(s): N/A
(2) Total Average Production Yield of All Springs (CFS or GPM): N/A
E. Water Rights

(1) For the water source supply (or supplies) described above, does the Sponsor possess valid and/or
adjudicated water rights?

Yes
F. Transmission Pipeline

(1) Maximum Capacity of the Transmission Pipeline(s) (Million Gallons per Day): 2.1
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2) Increased Capacity Needed (If Known) (Gallons per Day): UNKNOWN
3) Approximate Distance from Source(s) to Distribution System: 100 feet
4
5

6) Age of Transmission Pipeline(s): varies

Transmission Pipe Diameter(s): 10-inch

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5) Type of Transmission Pipe Material(s): polyvinyl chloride
(6)
(7) Condition of Transmission Pipeline(s): good

(8) Does the applicant possess clear title to transmission corridor easements? yes
G. Water Storage

(1) Raw (Volume and Tank Description): N/A

(2) Treated (Volume and Tank Description): 500,000-gallon, above-ground, steel tank
H. Treatment

(1) Specify Water Treatment (None, Chlorination, Filtration, Etc.): Chlorination

2. Existing Water Distribution System
A. Is the water use metered? Yes B. Are billings based on meter readings? Yes
C. Identify unmetered usage (e.g., irrigation of parks, cemeteries, fire protection, etc.):
Two parks and two baseball fields are unmetered.
D. Average Day Demand Water Usage (Gallons per Capita per Day): 170
E. Maximum Day Demand Water Usage (Gallons per Capita per Day): 391
F. Peak Hourly Demand Water Usage (Gallons per Capita per Day): 545
G. Distribution Pipe Diameter(s): varies between 4- and 10-inch
H. Type of Distribution Pipe Material(s): PVC, HDPE, Cast Iron, Asbestos-Cement
I. Age of Distribution Pipeline(s): up to 60 years
J. Condition of Distribution Pipeline(s): Poor
K. Estimated System Water Losses (Percentage): 15%
L. Describe any fire flow protection that the system provides:
Fire hydrants plus business fire-suppression systems.
M. What water conservation measures are employed?
Billing by meter readings and constant supervision of well production.
N. Is there an independent raw water irrigation system? No
(1) Raw Water System Capacity (Gallons per Day): N/A
(2) Average Annual Raw Water Usage (Gallons per Year): N/A

3. Demographic Information and Existing Water Service Area
A. Population (2020 Census): 399 B. Current Population Estimate: 415
C. Does the applicant have a comprehensive planning boundary? No
(1) If so, what is the estimated additional population that may be served in the future? N/A
D. How many taps are served within the corporate limits/JPB service area? 250
E. How many taps are served outside of the corporate limits/JPB service area? 9
F. Identify names of other water system served: N/A

G. ldentify any existing planning reports (municipal or county) that address growth management in the
project area. Provide titles and how copies of the reports could be obtained:

2025 RECOMMENDATION MUNICIPAL/JOINT POWERS WATER BOARD WATER SYSTEMS PAGE 30OF 7



N/A

4, Financial Information
A. Rates
(1) Tap Fee(s) — Residential: $600
(2) Tap Fee(s) — Commercial: $600

(3) Average Residential Monthly Water Bill and Corresponding Gallons Used:

$21.00 for 2,000 gallons.

(4) Water Rates (Provide rates for all tiers and categories of use. Attach additional pages as needed.):

$19.00 for 1,000 gallons basic rate and $2.00 for every additional 1,000 gallons.

(5) Identify any local conditions that affect water rates (e.g., flow-through for frost prevention, etc.):

N/A
B. Financial Statement (of Water Utility)

(1) Revenues

(3) Other

a. Annual Revenues Generated from Water Sales: $ 98,986
b. Annual Revenues from Tap Fees: $ 1,800
c. Annual Revenues from Other Sources: $ 340
d. Total Annual Revenues: $ 101,126
(2) Expenditures
a. Annual Budget for Operation and Maintenance Expenses: $ 82,000
b. Annual Payments for Debt Retirement: $ 0
c¢. Annual Payments to a Repair and Replacement Fund: $ 0
d. Annual Payments to an Emergency Fund: $ 3,220
e. Annual Payments for Other Purposes: $ 0
f. Total Annual Payments: $ 85,220
a. Balance in Repair and Replacement Fund: $ 243,000
b. Balance in Emergency Fund: $ 0
c. Annual Cost of Water Quality Testing: $ 2,167

(4) Is the operation of the water system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds, emergency funds, etc.?

Yes
a. If not, how is the difference subsidized?
N/A
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PROJECT AREA MAP
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PHOTOS
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RESOLUTION
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2025 WATER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION
WATER RESEARCH PROGRAM PROJECTS

Project Name: UW Water Research Program Program: New Development

Project Type: Multipurpose County: Statewide

Sponsor: WWDC /USGS / UW

WWDO Recommendation: Level | Proposed WWDC Budget: $368,998

Please Note: The Water Research Program Advisory Committee recommends that the WWDC and SWC
fund both proposals D and B with a total appropriation request of $368,998.

Project Manager: Mabel Jones
Project Description: Statewide Water Research

The UW Water Research Program (WRP) is a cooperative State-Federal-University water-related research
and training program. The primary goals of the WRP are to support and coordinate research relative to
important water resource problems of the State and region, support the training of scientists in relevant water
resource fields, and promote the dissemination and application of the results of this water-related research.
The University of Wyoming’s Office of Water Programs (OWP) annually solicits Wyoming stakeholders to
identify areas of needed water research to be conducted by the University. The WRP supports faculty and
students through competitive peer reviewed proposals addressing these water related issues upon a favorable
recommendation by a WRP Advisory Committee and subsequent approval by both the Wyoming Water
Development Commission (WWDC) and Legislative Select Water Committee (SWC). Projects are selected
annually for funding, with Wyoming Water Development Commission funds being matched by the University of
Wyoming.

Project proposals are evaluated first by the WRP Advisory Committee for scientific merit and applicability to
the needs of the State to include a priority ranking of viable projects. This ranking is then presented to both
the Water Development Commission and Legislative Select Water Committee for their consideration and
formal action at their joint November meeting. Final approval as to which projects are included in the WRP
block funding request as part of the Omnibus Water Planning Bill, rests with the WWDC and SWC. The
current WRP project selection process ties the pending WRP funding request in the Omnibus Planning Bill to
a specific set of projects that have been thoroughly reviewed by not only the WRP Advisory Committee
(scientific review), but also by the WWDC and SWC. Specific completed and pending tasks and timelines
under the FY25 project proposal selection and approval procedure follow:

WRP Proposal Solicitation and Receipt

April 24, 2024 — Solicitation of research topics and drafting of RFP (OWP & WRP Advisory
Committee)

Aug 8, 2024 — RFP approved (WWDC & SWC)

Sept 4, 2024 - Distribution of RFP (OWP)

Oct 4, 2024 — WRP research proposal deadline (OWP)

WRP Proposal Review and Project Selection
Oct-Nov 2024 - Research proposals peer reviewed (OWP facilitates)
Nov 5, 2024 — Research proposals reviewed and ranked (WRP Advisory Committee)
Nov 13, 2024 - Rankings reviewed and projects approved (WWDC & SWC)
(Selected projects to be listed in the Blue Book for the legislative session)




WWDC/SWC WRP Funding Approval

Dec 18-19, 2024 — Omnibus Water Planning Bill legislation drafted (WWDC & SWC)
Jan-Mar 2025 - Planning Bill acted on by Wyoming State Legislature

Mar 2025 — WRP MOU approved (WWDC & SWC)

Mar 2025 — New WRP projects begin (OWP coordinates activities)

Research proposals were accepted by the Office of Water Programs from the campus community during the
month of September up until the deadline of October 4, 2024. Five FY25 proposals were received, were peer
reviewed (includes external review), discussed, and ranked by the WRP Advisory Committee at their
November 5, 2024 meeting. A listing of these proposals, requested budget amounts, and corresponding
statements of relevance follow. Copies of the full proposals are available from the WWDO Project Manager
upon request.

UW Water Research Program ~ FY25 Proposals

WRP FY25 - Proposal A

Title: Using Isotopes to Investigate the Sources, Spatial Variation and Movement of Nitrate Contamination in
the Casper Aquifer, Laramie, WY

Pl: Kenneth W.W. Sims, College of Engineering and Applied Sciences, Department of Geology and
Geophysics, UW. David G. Wiliams, College of Agriculture, Life Sciences and Natural Resources,
Department of Botany, UW. Morteza Dejam, College of Engineering and Applied Sciences, Department of
Energy and Petroleum Engineering, UW.

Proposed Start Date: 7/1/2025

Proposed End Date: 6/30/2027

Project Funds Requested: $132,529 University Matching: $104,698

Non-Technical Statement of Relevance:

Nitrate contamination threatens drinking water resources across most of the United States and is a concern
among communities across Wyoming. The human health and environmental effects from high nitrate
concentrations in water are well documented and can result in eutrophication, thereby threatening aquatic life,
plants, animals, and human’s dependent on those water sources, and is known to cause methemoglobinemia
(blue baby syndrome). The primary challenge for managing sources of nitrates and safeguarding water quality
is distinguishing between natural and human sources of the contaminant. Here we propose to develop a
model to evaluate contributing sources of nitrate to water quality degradation using analysis of nitrate, water,
and strontium isotopes. We will collaborate with the City of Laramie and Albany County to investigate the
sources of potential nitrate contamination that threaten the Casper Aquifer, the primary drinking water source
of the City and more than 400 homes in the County. The results of this study will be presented to both the City
of Laramie and to Albany County for use in policy/regulatory development and in future updates to the Casper
Aquifer Protection Plan, a land-use plan used by the City and County to safeguard the high-quality
groundwater resource of the Casper Aquifer. This focused application on the Casper Aquifer will provide proof
of concept for broadly applying refined methods across the state in areas of concern. This proposal uses
similar tools to the current WRP project 65 but is a unique study in that we are focused on applications to
groundwater, using strontium isotopes to evaluate the mixing and movement of groundwater, and the impacts
on a water system used for residential areas. In contrast, WRP project 65 is focused on the formation of algal
blooms in surface waters and N cycling in lakes and reservoirs. This study will provide training for one Ph.D.
student focusing on applying isotopic tools to hydrologic problems and an undergraduate student interested in
groundwater problems. Both students will have the opportunity to be mentored by experts in water research
and policy working in academia, industry, and government from study design to implementation to final report.

Advisory Committee Deliberations:

This is a two-year project. Given the ongoing demands for water, groundwater studies are important to secure
future supplies. This proposal was viewed favorably as an extension of existing research which would test the
use of strontium isotypes to detect sources of nitrates. The analytics proposed by the Pls are sound.
However, the sampling design raised some questions and suggestions from reviewers to improve the
defensibility of the findings given the potentially high-profile ramifications for water users. Sampling design
discussions included a recommendation for sampling to take place over two years, rather than a single year
and include baseline, spike and quality control samples. The proposal did not include a map of the proposed
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sampling areas which made it difficult to evaluate what nitrate inputs might be targeted in the research (e.g.
septic, livestock). The proposal discusses that this research could be applied to other areas, however, the
models may not apply to areas which have higher or other potential nitrate inputs.

WRP FY25 - Proposal B

Title:  Elucidating mountain front aquifer recharge using machine learning, hydrogeochemistry, and
groundwater modeling

Pl: Ye Zhang, College of Engineering and Physical Sciences, Department of Geology and Geophysics, UW.
Noriaki Ohara, College of Engineering and Applied Sciences, Department of Civil and Architectural
Engineering and Construction Management, UW.

Proposed Start Date: 7/1/2025

Proposed End Date: 6/30/2028

Project Funds Requested: $200,286 University Matching: $95,259

Non-Technical Statement of Relevance:

To ensure future water supply for a growing population, the City of Cheyenne purchased Belvoir Ranch in
southeastern Wyoming where Casper Aquifer at the mountain front was identified as a target for potential
groundwater development. From 2006 to 2012, several reconnaissance-level studies were completed at the
ranch including geological mapping, geophysical surveys, drilling/logging/test pumping, and hydrogeochemical
sampling. Supported by a previous WRP grant (2015-2018), since 2016, Pls have been monitoring hourly:
(1) groundwater levels (GWLs) at 6 confined Casper Aquifer test wells drilled by Cheyenne Board of Public
Utilities (BOPU) & 8 shallow Casper Aquifer monitoring wells we drilled; (2) stream water levels (SWLs) at 6
gauging stations along 3 losing streams crossing the aquifer outcrops at mountain front; and (3) have built and
simulated a 3-d Casper Aquifer hydrostratigraphic model calibrated to pumping test data assuming a constant
recharge. This research, building upon this ongoing study, will: (a) integrate Machine Learning,
hydrogeochemistry, and stream water balance to identify Casper Aquifer recharge mechanism (i.e., timing,
pathway, rate) for 2016-2025, i.e., the monitored period including a 6-year drought followed by normal
precipitation compared to 1991-2020 median; (b) inform by (a), build an improved groundwater model to
replicate GWLs during the same monitored period; (c) use the improved groundwater model to predict GWLs
and residence time distribution under non-pumping vs. pumping and for normal vs. drought vs. wet conditions;
(d) for each modeled scenario in (c), delineate aquifer recharge area identified by model as vulnerable from
surface contamination; and (e) considering results from all modeled scenarios, recommend a sustainable
aquifer development plan that will account for future recharge variability.

Benefits to Wyoming Water Development:

Mountain front aquifer recharge dynamics are poorly known due to sparse data, complex stream-aquifer
interaction, and a heterogeneous subsurface. Without accounting for localized flows and recharge processes,
the current hydrostratigraphic model of the Casper Aquifer suffers high uncertainty. This research proposes a
novel integration of statistical, hydrogeochemical, and physical-based analysis techniques to jointly determine
recharge dynamics. Casper Aquifer at Belvoir Ranch, with the already acquired knowledge and
measurements, presents a test case. Throughout the research, we will adopt co-production principles by
seeking and implementing input and feedback from the BOPU which manage the ranch, thus our results can
help inform potential development of this resource. The proposed integration, once proven, can be developed
into an aquifer exploration and development technology applicable to studying other aquifer systems both
within and outside the State.

Advisory Committee Deliberations:

This is a three-year project. This project will build on existing work in the Casper Aquifer and provide an
updated aquifer model for the Belvoir Ranch. This is a unique opportunity to utilize existing wells and data sets
to develop and test the investigators groundwater sustainability model. The project includes a strong
collaborative effort with City of Cheyenne water managers. This work will utilize standard machine learning
algorithms to help identify the drivers which are impacting recharge. The Committee felt that this was a sound
project with well-developed methods that would help advance understanding of aquifer sustainability and have
excellent transferability to other areas of the state for obtaining groundwater information.




WRP FY25 - Proposal C

Title: Assessing water banking feasibility in Wyoming’s Upper Colorado river basin by leveraging advances in
CCU quantification.

Pl: Joseph N. Cook and Ginger B. Paige College of Agriculture, Life Sciences and Natural Resources,
Department of Ecosystem Science and Management, UW. Kristiana M. Hansen, College of Agriculture, Life
Sciences and Natural Resources, Department of Agriculture and Applied Economics, UW. Anne MacKinnon,
Haub School of Environment and Natural Resources. UW.

Proposed Start Date: 7/1/2025

Proposed End Date: 6/30/2028

Project Funds Requested: $193,166 University Matching: $178,526

Non-Technical Statement of Relevance:

Management of water supplies in southwestern Wyoming is tied to the Colorado River Compact of 1922. The
Compact requires that Wyoming along with Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah do not cause the flows of the
Colorado River to be depleted below 75 million acre-feet over a 10-year period (SEP 2016). Under the
extended drought conditions in the Colorado River Basin that are forecast to continue, Wyoming and these
other three states would have to act to meet their compact obligation, to avoid triggering a “curtailment.” In a
curtailment, Wyoming and other Upper Division states would be forced to reduce their respective uses of
water by cutting back water consumption of some post-1922 water rights. How to delay or perhaps even
mitigate a curtailment in the Colorado River Basin is now under intense interstate negotiation. Wyoming state
agencies and water users seek information on how water users could be able to handle reduced water use —
either under compact curtailment or under a negotiated plan that may stave off curtailment.

The goal of this project is to leverage advances in water conservation quantification and current understanding
of ranch decision-making to assess water bank feasibility in Wyoming’'s Upper Colorado River Basin. A
Wyoming water bank could be a “paper” water bank (maybe a registry where potential water sellers and
buyers can post), a physical water bank (with water stored for use later on), or both. This project leverages
and builds on several existing OWP/WRP and SEO/BIL research projects; field scale evaluation of Conserved
Consumptive Use under conservation scenarios and the assessment of economic impacts of Demand
Management and curtailment. Two MS students (one in hydrology, one in agricultural economics) will receive
training through this project. Results will be shared and discussed with policymakers, water users, and other
interested parties through student projects, a decision support tool, and outreach publications.

Advisory Committee Deliberations:

This is a three-year project. This project proposes to address questions related to implementation of water
banking in the Wyoming portion of the Upper Colorado River Basin. This is a complex topic where State
Agencies and working groups are carefully considering policy needs, data requirements and how to measure
benefits. One of the challenges for stakeholders has been the varying applications and methods for assessing
CCU. This proposal was ambiguous regarding proposed methods for assessing CCU. This could create
division and confusion for stakeholders as preferred methods are currently being considered for adoption.
The Committee felt that there needs to be a more stepwise approach to evaluating water banking feasibility,
which includes policy discussions and methods for quantifying use which have been approved and/or peer
reviewed. This proposal would have benefitted from the Pls reaching out to the State Engineer’s Office to
ensure the timing, methods and steps contributed to current work in the UCRB.

The Committee also had concerns with the budget which included more funding for staff salaries than student
salaries and inflated work hours for graduate students.

WRP FY25 - Proposal D

Title: Quantifying Wyoming forest metrics to better manage wildland fire fuel loads and increase watershed
health and surface/subsurface water quality

PI: Austin Madson, School of Computing, Wyoming Geographic Information Science Center, UW.
Proposed Start Date: 7/1/2025

Proposed End Date: 6/30/2028

Project Funds Requested: $168,712 University Matching: $103,224



Non-Technical Statement of Relevance:

The varied public and private forested lands in Wyoming provide known ecosystem services to the state’s
water resources. Forests help to regulate runoff and increase downstream surface water quality. They help to
retain water from snowpacks (which Wyoming is heavily reliant upon). Forested lands also help to both
increase groundwater quantity and improve groundwater quality. Forests along the edges of rivers, lakes, and
streams help support aquatic animals (e.g., cutthroat trout). Further, healthy forest ecosystems have an
increased resiliency to wildland fires, and this resiliency has a direct effect on reducing the detrimental post-
fire water quality impacts on our important surface water resources. A better understanding of the public and
private forestlands within Wyoming is necessary in order for our forests to provide these much-needed
services. This proposal seeks to quantify important forest metrics at an unprecedented spatial resolution (e.g.,
50 cm — 100 cm) for all the forested lands in the State of Wyoming so that our land managers can better enact
management decisions to have a lasting positive impact on the state’s water resources. In particular, this work
will leverage airborne lidar datasets acquired over the entire state along with innovative high-performance
computing workflows to quantify forest metrics like forest floor and ladder fuel loads, individual tree counts,
tree biomass, amount of standing and fallen dead trees - all at a very high spatial resolution. We will work
hand-in-hand with the Wyoming State Forestry Division (WSFD) (as well as other allied state agencies) to
develop these metrics so that they will have the greatest benefit to the state. We will use the forest metrics
derived from this work to determine which Wyoming watersheds are more susceptible to high severity wildland
fire events. The outputs from this project will directly inform forest planning and land management decisions
within our state. We will work with the WSFD Geographic Information System (GIS) Program Director to
ensure the data outputs from this proposed work will be immediately and easily utilized by the WSFD. We will
provide all of the data outputs from this proposed work in the requested data formats to the WSFD in order to
provide the most impact for the state. This proposed work is not duplicated in any recent or ongoing projects
within the Water Research Program. Lastly, this proposal seeks to support water related training and
education in Wyoming by directly funding two graduate students as well as multiple lab/field technicians.

Advisory Committee Deliberations:

This is a three-year project. This project will develop high resolution spatial data to assess forest susceptibility
to catastrophic wildfire. This project has implications for assessing risk to water availability, water quality and
water infrastructure (including collection and storage facilities) from wildfire. This project is supported by the
Wyoming State Forestry Department and is viewed as a tool to prioritize land management practices and
opportunities to work with local and federal Agencies. This work was identified as a priority by Conservation
Districts in the state. While this project will provide an assessment at a statewide scale, should the PI
demonstrate that the methods produce a useful tool there may be broader application across state boundaries
of interest to the USGS and other agencies.

WRP FY25 - Proposal E

Title: Development of an advanced win-win technology for high-value utilization of harmful cyanobacteria
blooms (HCBs) and thus preventive reduction of nutrient loading to surface waters

Pl: Maohong Fan and Hertanto Adidharma, College of Engineering and Physical Sciences, Department of
Chemical and Biomedical Engineering. UW

Proposed Start Date: 7/1/2025

Proposed End Date: 6/30/2027

Project Funds Requested: $180,000 University Matching: $120,967

Non-Technical Statement of Relevance:

The proposed project's goal is to remove excessive nutrients (N and P) and thus eliminate the harmful
cyanobacteria blooms (HCBs) in lakes or reservoirs, which have already negatively affected the ecosystem
and lives in Wyoming, by pyrolyzing HCBs into bio-oil, which is subsequently converted into high-value carbon
nanofibers (CNFs) to be used for manufacturing supercapacitors, very important component in many electric
devices, including electrical vehicles (EVs). Also, the solid ash from HCBs pyrolysis could contain a
considerable amount of critical materials (CMs), which will be evaluated for the feasibility of their extractions.
The integrated techno-economic analysis (TEA) life cycle assessment (LCA) and water chemistry analysis
(WCA), WCA, will be used to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed excessive-nutrients-removal technology.
The benefits of the proposed project to Wyoming include 1) Removing nutrients (N and P) and eliminating
harmful HCBs; 2) protecting Wyoming people’s lives and wild lives with high-quality water; and 3) supporting
Wyoming’s economy with HCBs-derived advanced materials, CNFs and CMs, while we just use the existing
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pollutant, HCBs, rather than intentionally add N and P for growing HCBs. The study can be used by
governmental agencies (GAs) to manage water resources. Firstly, GAs can use the research results for
regulating the standards of the nutrients (N and P) in water in Wyoming by using the N and P removal
efficiencies of new technology as reference data. Also, GAs can use the study results to guide the
development of HCBs utilization technologies in Wyoming. Also, GAs can secure the quantity and quality of
the water resources, resulting from using the new HCBs valorization technology, for Wyoming’s sustainable
development. Improving the standards of State and Federal agencies for protecting Wyoming’s water
resources: On the one hand, water is one of the most critical resources in developing the economies in
Wyoming and other states. On the other hand, several precious water resources cannot be used due to their
adverse health effects. The HCBs in lakes or reservoirs resulting from excessive nutrients have already
negatively affected the ecosystem and lives in Wyoming and the U.S. Conventional HCBs control technologies
are fully for the removal of HCBs, and thus expensive. The proposed technology, not designed to grow HCBs,
can valorize existing pollutant-HCBs, thus generating economic benefits, which can be used for further
controlling HCBs and water quality, setting the basis for raising water quality standards. The benefits of the
project to K-12 and STEM education in Wyoming: The research results will be disseminated to the students
not only from the UW campus but also from the K-12 schools, which is beneficial to STEM education at the
university and increases the K-12 students’ interest in STEM majors. The knowledge to be gained by students
will help them grow and improve their abilities in inventing new technologies for simultaneous pollution control
and economic development.

Advisory Committee Deliberations:

This is a two-year project. This is a novel project which considers harvesting HCBs in the natural environment
and extracting high value carbon fibers. The process of extraction has been proven by facilities which are self-
sourcing (growing) HCBs. Current efforts in the state, in regard to HCBs, supports projects which focus on the
cause of these blooms. The feasibility of capturing and reducing HCBs at a scale which would be
economically viable and have an impact on water quality was questioned by the Committee. The Committee
did suggest that this work may have application at municipal wastewater facilities.

COMMITTEE RANKINGS

Eight Advisory Committee members ranked the proposals in order from 1 to 5. The rankings were compiled
and the Committee presents the rankings in three different tiers, with Tier 1 being the highest-ranking
proposals (average score = 15) and Tier 3 being the lowest-ranking proposals (average score = 34.5). The
difference between the average scores for the Tier 1 and Tier 3 proposals is approximately 20 points. The
proposals are listed in the table below by highest to lowest priority within each tier.

UNIVERSITY WwWDC
PROPOSAL NAME AND PI(S) MATCHING AMOUNT
FUNDS REQUESTED
TIER1
D Quantifying Wyoming forest metrics to better manage wildland
fire fuel loads and increase watershed health and
surface/subsurface water quality $103,224 $168,712
B Elucidating mountain front aquifer recharge using machine
learning, hydrogeochemistry, and groundwater modeling $95,259 $200,286
TIER 2
A Using Isotopes to Investigate the Sources, Spatial Variation and
Movement of Nitrate Contamination in the Casper Aquifer,
Laramie, WY $104,698 $132,529
TIER 3
E Development of an advanced win-win technology for high-value
utilization of harmful cyanobacteria blooms (HCBs) and thus
preventive reduction of nutrient loading to surface waters $120,967 $180,000
C Assessing water banking feasibility in Wyoming’s Upper Colorado
river basin by leveraging advances in CCU quantification $178,526 $193,166




2025 RECOMMENDATION - WATER DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT II

Project Name: Transfer of funds from Water Development Program: Rehabilitation
Account | (WDA 1) to Water Development
Account Il (WDA 1)

Project Type: Fund Transfer County: Statewide
Sponsor: WWDC Transfer Funds from
WDA | to WDA II: $ 1,500,000

Project Manager: Jason Mead

Description:

The Wyoming Water Development Account Il (WDA II) 2025 recommendations exceed the WDA I
projected fund balance. With a current WDA Il fund balance of $16,955,507 and WDA Il 2025
recommendations totaling $18,285,425, there is a deficit of $1,329,918 to WDA II.

This recommendation is seeking formal Commission approval to transfer $1,500,000 from WDA | to WDA
Il to mitigate the WDA 1l fund deficit.

The table below summarizes WDA | and WDA |l projected balances, WDA | and WDA Il 2025 funding
recommendations and WDA | and WDA Il balances after the transfer of funds from WDA | to WDA II.

WwDC WDA | SUMMARY

WDA | WDA | WDA |
Projected Requested Recommended WDA |
Balance Transfer Funding Balance!

$39,485,998 $1,500,000 $7,448,399 $30,537,599

! Following WDA | transfer

WWDC WDA Il SUMMARY

WDA I WDA | WDA I
Projected Requested Recommended WDA I
Balance Transfer Funding Balance!?
$16,955,507 $1,500,000 $18,285,425 $170,082

! Following WDA | transfer
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: CAID Lateral 256 Check Structure Program: Rehabilitation
Rehabilitation 2025

Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Natrona

Sponsor: Casper Alcova Irrigation District (CAID)

WWDO Recommendation: Level lli Proposed Budget: $372,500
(Check Structure Only)
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 372,500
Sponsor? (50%) $ 372,500
Total $ 745,000

"Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs for design
2Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Mallo

Project Description: The project consists of replacing a 60” major check structure on Lateral 256 just
upstream from a 15 ft drop structure that failed and is currently being replaced. The 60” check structure is
in poor condition and is listed as critical in the recently completed Casper Alcova Irrigation District Level |
Master Plan. The existing check structure is considered structurally unstable and needs to be replaced for
safety reasons, better flow control, and protection of the new 15ft drop structure just downstream of the
check structure.

The District also requested a lining project on Lateral 256 in their application. However, that 3,300 feet of
lining, in the 60” canal, is located ~ 7 miles downstream of the check structure and the WWDO considers
it a separate project. Due to funding restraints the WWDO is not recommending multiple projects for any
sponsors and the check structure was considered the priority by the District.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation

2015 L-1ll, Casper Alcova Rehabilitation 2015 $ 187,600

2016 L-1ll, Casper Alcova Rehabilitation 2016 $ 369,840

2018 L-1ll, Casper Alcova Irrigation District $ 416,740
Underdrain 2018

2023 L-1ll, CAID Lateral 256 Drop Structure $ 477,040

2023 L-I, CAID Master Plan Study $ 310,000

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
CAID receives water from the Alcova & Seminoe Reservoirs via 62.1 miles of canal, then distributes
the water through 148.8 miles of laterals and sub-laterals to its 551 individual users.

3. Summarize the request.
The request is to replace a 60” check structure, on Lateral 256, that’s in poor condition. The existing
check structure is considered structurally unstable and needs to be replaced for safety reasons, better
flow control, and protection of the new 15ft drop structure just downstream of the check structure.

The District also requested a lining project on Lateral 256 in their application. However, that 3,300 feet
of lining, in the 60” canal, is located ~ 7 miles downstream of the check structure and the WWDO
considers it a separate project. Due to funding restraints the WWDO is not recommending multiple
projects for any sponsors and the check structure was considered the priority by the District.



4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The replacement of the structurally unstable check structure will provide better flow control and protect
a new drop structure being constructed on Lateral 256.

The lining project on Lateral 256 will need to be completed at some point. However, that 3,300 feet of

lining, in the 60” canal, is located ~ 7 miles downstream of the check structure and the WWDO
considers it a separate project.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 51,500
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 8,000
Title Opinion $ 1,000
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 3,000
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 63,500
Cost of Project Components

Mobilization $ 50,000

Demo Excavation and Grading $ 60,000

Rip Rap $ 50,000

Crushed Base $ 5,000

Cast-In-Place Check Structure $ 175,000

Sheet Pile / Cutoff Wall $ 110,000

Site Restoration $ 20,000

Walkway, Rails, Trash Rack, and accessories $ 45,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 515,000
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 51,500
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 566,500
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 84,975
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 651,475
Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4) $ 714,975
Inflation Costs (4% per one year) $ 28,599
Total Project Costs $ 743,574
Total Project Costs (Rounded) $ 745,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant: $ 372,500
Level Il Recommended Funding @ 0% Loan: $ 0
Ineligible Expenses

N/A $ 0
Total Ineligible Project Costs $ 0



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information. Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Total acres are in the District? 35,000 35,000
b. Assessed acres? 24,240 24,240
c. Irrigated acres? 24,240 24,240
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 74,595 74,340
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 551 551

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Center Pivot, Flood, Gated Pipe,
Side Roll/handline, and other

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Alfalfa 91%, Pasture 5%, Corn 2%,
Spring Grains 1%, miscellaneous 1%

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Weirs, water meters at turnouts, pump
meters, and automated check structures

2. Water Usage Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually: 62,787 62,787
b. Average Day Demand (AF): 185 185
c. Peak Day Demand (AF): 200 200
3. System Capacity: Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day) 600 600
b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Aging infrastructure & Seepage Same
c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day): 0 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 35% 35%

4. District Financing

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?
Irrigable Acres Owned

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Number of Irrigable Acres Owned

Pre-Project Post-Project
c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment? $36.00 $36.00

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it? $600.00 $600.00



5. Financial Statement

Pre-Project

Post-Project

Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ 1,183,728  $ 1,183,728
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 10500 $ 10,500
Total annual revenues: $ 1,194,228  $ 1,194,228
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 1,034,735 $ 1,034,735
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 29493 $§ 29,493
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 100,000 $ 100,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 20,000 $ 20,000
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Total annual payments: $ 1,194,228 $ 1,194,228

Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 298485 $ 104,985
Balance in emergency fund: $ 40,763 $ 40,763

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority |1 Level lll rehabilitation of water
diversion or control structures

Will the project serve at least 2,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres - 24,240

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? NACD TA, WWNRT, Turkey Federation, Water for Wildlife, NCCD

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Center Pivots, Canal Lining, and
Piping are being employed.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? No. Should it be? No. The project is intended to improve
irrigation infrastructure needed to protect a drop structure that the district is replacing currently.
Delaying it threatens the work the district is completing on the drop structure.

Basis for the funding recommendation: The replacement of the structurally unstable check structure
will provide better flow control and protect a new drop structure being constructed on Lateral 256.












2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Casper Tank Replacement 2025
Project Type: Municipal

Sponsor: City of Casper

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll

WWDC Grant! (50%)
Other Funding Source? (50%)

Total

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Brewer

Project Description: The project will consist of removing a 10MG finished water reservoir for Zone 1
Central of the City’s water system. The City is requesting two new storage tanks to be designed and
constructed to allow flexibility with filling, maintenance, etc. The two storage tanks will have a capacity of
3MG each, for a total of 6MG. However, one 3-4MG tank would likely meet the WDEQ requirement for
storage. There will also be a need to design and construct a small portion of transmission pipeline to

reconnect to the system.

Program: Rehabilitation

County: Natrona

Proposed Budget: $ 4,624,675

$ 4,624,675

$ 4,624,675
$ 9,249,350

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.

Prior Legislation
Year Project

2005 L-l, Casper Zone Il — Phase Il
2013  L-lll, Casper Raw Water Supply Il
2014  L-lll, Casper Zone 3 Improvements
2015  L-lll, Casper Zone Il 2015

Appropriation
$ 1,300,000
$ 487,600
$ 3,685,000
$ 1,728,600

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The City of Casper acquires their water through multiple sources including twenty-nine wells and the
North Platte River. The water is transferred through a system of pipes from the sources, ranging in
size from 12 inch to 43 inch, to the water treatment plant. Once the water is treated, it leaves the
treatment plant and flows into multiple storage tanks including the10MG storage reservoir. From the
tanks and reservoir, it is transmitted to distribution systems throughout the City to the City’s users.

. Summarize the request.
The City of Casper is requesting the demolition of a 10MG storage reservoir and the design and
construction of two 3MG storage tanks and associated transmission lines.

. Summarize the reasons for the request.

The 10MG storage reservoir is approaching its designed life expectancy and needs to be replaced. If
the reservoir is not replaced, extensive costly repairs will need to be made to keep it in service. The
existing 10MG storage exceeds the demands of the City, causing issues with water quality. Removing
the 10MG reservoir and replacing it with two smaller 3MG tanks will help eliminate some of the water
quality issues the City is experiencing. However, the Level | Master Plan identifies the storage needs
to be 3.3MG. Therefore, the WWDO’s funding recommendation is for funding related to 3.3MG of
storage, not the full request of 6MG of storage.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components
Mobilization and Bonds
30” PVC
24" PVC
12" PVC
30” Fittings
24” Fittings
12” Fittings
24” and 12” Gate Valves
Connection to 30” Waterline
Connection to 12” Waterline
Select Backfill
Foundation Material
Demolition and Removal
Earthwork
3MG (x2) Water Tanks
Tank Coating
Overflow Structure
Base Course (6”)
Fencing
SCADA & Electrical
Seeding & Mulching
Traffic Control

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per two years)

Total Project Costs

Total Project Costs Rounded

Total Eligible Project Costs Based on Level | Master Plan and

$ 1,138,700
$ 0
$ 5,000
$ 0

1,050,000
325,000
240,000
288,000
135,000
100,000

50,000
255,000
20,000
15,000
50,000
224,000
150,000
75,000
7,000,000
1,000,000
30,000
200,000
50,000
100,000
20,000

$ 10,000

PPN ARADRAAADLANRANRLANLAD

DEQ Guidance of Recommended Storage Requirements of 3.3MG (55% eligible)

Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50%
Ineligible Expenses
45% of Project costs related to tank sizing

Total Ineligible Project Costs

$ 1,143,700

$11,387,000

$ 1,138,700
$12,525,700
$ 1,878,855
$14,404,555

$15,548,255
$ 1,268,738

$16,816,993

$16,817,000
$ 9,249,350

$ 4,624,675

$ 7,567,650

$ 7,567,650



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information

a. Population (2020 Census) 59,038 (Current Estimate) 59,096

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? Yes
If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? 6,200

Pre-Project  Post Project

c. Taps served within the entity boundaries? 21,949 21,949
d. Taps outside the entity boundaries? 639 639
e. Names of other water systems served? Natrona County Airport, Pleasant View Water

District, Vista West Water and Sewer District,
Ardon Subdivision, Airbase Acres

2. Water Usage (Potable water system only) Pre-Project Post Project

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually: 3.6BG 3.6BG

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day: 160 gal 160 gal
Peak Day: 420 gal 420 gal
3. System capacity (Potable water system only): Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
Acre feet per day: 85.9 85.9
Gallons per day: 28MGD 28MGD

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Water Treatment Water Treatment

c. Increased capacity needed:

Acre feet per day 0 0
Gallons per day 0 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 5% 5%



4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? Yes
a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day): 3.1 AF/day, 1MG/D

b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons):165.5 AF/D, 51MG/D

5. Rates Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Tap fees:

Residential: $ 276 $ 276

Commercial: $ 315§ 315

b. Average monthly water bill: $ 4251 § 45.06

c. Water Rates
Water rates are assessed by wholesale and retail rates.

6. Financial Statement Pre-Project  Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 13,113,392  $14,527,023
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 86,072 $ 90,000
Annual revenues from other sources: $_ 2,508,948 $_3,630,404
Total annual revenues: $ 15,708,412  $18,247,427
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 13,453,587  $13,930,077

Annual payments for debt retirement: 656,713 $ 562,783
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: 0 $ 0
Annual payments to an emergency fund: 0 $ 0

$
$
$
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o $ 0
$
$
$
$

Total annual payments: 14,110,300 $14,492,860

0o 9 0
0o 9 0
50,000 § 50,000

Balance in repair and replacement fund:
Balance in emergency fund:
Annual cost of water quality testing:

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 4 Level Il rehabilitation of existing water
storage tanks

2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes, a resolution has been provided supporting the project.

3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of 21,949

4. Is the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): Yes, tank vent deficiency noted in sanitary survey.

5. Does anyone in the service area haul water? No

6. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: SLIB, SRF



7. Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes

8. What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $26.94 20,000 gallons? $98.79

9.

10.

1.

12

13.

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Yes, Water restrictions are
implemented as needed, and tiered water rate structure is proposed for the year 2025.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Will the project consider regional solutions? No, regionalization is not applicable to this project.

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No, if the reservoir remains in service, it will
lead to significant and costly repairs.

Basis for the funding recommendation: The recommended storage for Zone 1 Central is
approximately 3.3.MG as stated in the WWDC Level | Masterplan, which used the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) guidance as a basis for storage recommendations. Due to the need of
3.3MG of storage, and the City of Casper requesting 6MG (two 3MG storage tanks), the total eligible
costs are approximately 55% of the amount being requested. The City of Casper is working on
securing an SRF loan to cover the remaining co-funding requirements for construction.












2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Cottonwood Irrigation District Pipeline Program: Rehabilitation
Replacement 2025

Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Lincoln

Sponsor: Cottonwood Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $598,000
WWDC Grant' (50.00%) $ 551,000
WWDC Loan? (4.26%) $ 47,000
Sponsor® (45.74%) $ 504,000
Total Project $ 1,102,000

" Not to exceed 50% of WWDC eligible project costs
24.26% loan at 4% interest and a term of 20 years, for 50% Preconstruction Costs Only
3 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Kaiser

Project Description: This project replaces the final section of 16-inch steel pipe on Lateral L-20 and a
section of pipe on Lateral L-7 north of the main PRV.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation

2016 L-1, Cottonwood Irrigation District Master Plan $ 165,000

2018 L-11l, Cottonwood ID Pipeline Replacement $ 834,000

2020 L-1ll, Cottonwood Irrigation District Transmission $ 1,540,000
Pipeline 2020

2022 L-11I, Cottonwood Irrigation District Pipeline $ 1,600,000
Replacement 2022

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
Direct flow is diverted from Cottonwood Creek and travels through pipelines to the sponsor’s irrigators.
There are 5,185 irrigated acres with 340 landowners in the district.

3. Summarize the request.
This project replaces the final 2,050 LF of 16-inch steel pipe on Lateral L-20 and 475 LF of pipe on
Lateral L-7 north of the main PRV. These two laterals are adjacent to each other and considered one
project by the WWDO. Project also includes appurtenances such as valves, irrigation risers, cathodic
protection, drains and air vacs. The application request included a loan for the pre-construction work
while other funding is secured for the construction portion of the work to avoid delays in completing the
project.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
Cottonwood Irrigation District has identified certain sections of their system that have experienced
corrosion/erosion of the pipe resulting in a disproportionate number of line breaks. In recent years, the
District has replaced certain mainline sections critical to most of the District. This section is the next
most critical section to be replaced.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 76,350
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 0
Title Opinion $ 1,700
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 15,300
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 93,350
Cost of Project Components

Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance $ 55,000

Traffic Control and Testing $ 16,800

Pipe and Bedding $ 356,400

Pipe Appurtenances, Cathodic Protection $ 311,700

Reclamation $ 23,600
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 763,500
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 76,350
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 839,850
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 125978
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 965,828
Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4) $ 1,059,178
Inflation Costs (4% per one year) $ 42367
Total Project Costs $ 1,101,545
Total Project Costs (Rounded) $ 1,102,000
Level lll Recommended Funding at 50.00% Grant: $ 551,000
Level Il Recommended Funding at 4.26% Loan (Pre-Construction Only): $ 47,000
Ineligible Expenses
Total Ineligible Project Costs — None noted $ 0

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information.

Pre-Project

Post-Project

a. Total acres are in the District? 6,020 6,020
b. Assessed acres? 5,185 5,185
c. Irrigated acres? 5,185 5,185
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 2.0 2.0
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 340 340

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Side roll wheel lines, hand line
and center pivots



g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Alfalfa, barley and pasture

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: The system has three mainline orifice
meters (36", 24” and 16”) and the District also uses a portable meter on farm.

2. Water Usage Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually: 13,000 13,000
b. Average Day Demand (AF): 118 118
c. Peak Day Demand (AF): 134 134
3. System Capacity: Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day) 135 135
b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Line breaks and down time Repairs in other
for repairs areas of the
system
c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day): 0 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 25 21.3

4. District Financing

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?
Acres

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Number of Acres

Pre-Project  Post-Project
c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment? $22.00/acre $22.00/acre

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to

assessments, how much is it? $150.00 $150.00
5. Financial Statement Pre-Project Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ 134,981 $ 134,981
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 0 9 0
Total annual revenues: $ 134,981 $ 134,981
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 45695 $ 45695
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 14834 $§ 52,063
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 74452 $ 37,223
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o 3 0
Total annual payments: $ 134,981 $ 134,981
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 295998 $ 295,998
Balance in emergency fund*: $ 150,000 $ 150,000



*Funds in the emergency fund will be used to pay towards the loan.

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 3 Level Il replacement of existing
transmission pipelines

Will the project serve at least 2,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 5,185

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? Bureau of Reclamation WaterSmart. They will be applying during the BOR’s
next funding opportunity cycle with possible funding in Spring of 2026.

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? The District monitors on-farm
usage and encourages timely maintenance and repairs of equipment.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No, CID is requesting funding for a Bureau
of Reclamation WaterSMART grant. Delaying the project until outside funds are secured for the
project may reduce the uncertainty associated with grant funding through WWDC. However, the
WaterSMART grant is reliant on matched funds that would be provided by WWDC. If WWDC funds
are delayed, the ability to secure outside funds may be substantially reduced.

Basis for the funding recommendation: Replacement of this segment of L-20 was Project Number 8
in the 2017 Master plan, and a Phase | priority. Replacement of this segment of L-7 had a Phase Il
priority in the Master Plan. Completing the project will reduce water system downtime due to
maintenance and water losses.






Close-up View of Pipe Taken from Cottonwood Irrigation District Pipeline






2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: EVIDD Farson Lateral Phase 4A 2025 Program: Rehabilitation
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Sweetwater

Sponsor: Eden Valley Irrigation & Drainage District (EVIDD)

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $1,112,500
WWDC Grant! (25%) $ 1,112,500
Sponsor? (75%) $ 3,337,500
Total $ 4,450,000

1 25% of eligible construction expenses
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Mitchell

Project Description: The EVIDD Farson Lateral Phase IV 2025 project will improve water conservation
and efficiency by turning open ditch into pipe. Construction will include multiple sizes of pipe ranging from
12 inch to 63 inch, fittings, and air valve assemblies. There will be some demolition of existing structures

included in the project, along with some miscellaneous items.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.

Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2013 L-1ll, EVIDD Rehabilitation 2009 $ 1,327,000
2013 L-1ll, EVIDD Farson Lateral Rehab. Phase | $ 233,500
2015 L-1ll, EVIDD Farson Lateral Rehab. Phase Il $ 2,366,000
2015 L-1l, Big Sandy Enlargement $ 2,000,000
2016 L-1, EVIDD Master Plan $ 195,000
2019 L-11l, EVIDD System Improvements $ 351,000
2020 L-Ill, Farson Lateral Rehabilitation 2020 $ 2,262,000

. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
The existing water system consists of multiple rivers and reservoirs (stored water rights of 62,225
acre-feet) which feed a series of canals and piped laterals through a gravity headgate.

. Summarize the request.

The Eden Valley Irrigation District is requesting a 25% grant from the WWDC to continue construction
on a phased project to convert open ditch into pipe for the Farson Lateral portion of the system. This
will be phase 4A of the overall projects. There is expected to be future phases to complete the Farson
Lateral rehabilitation.

. Summarize the reasons for the request.

The Eden Valley Irrigation District has received a grant from the Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) to construct phase 4A of the Farson Lateral rehabilitation. The NRCS grant covers
100% of engineering costs (design and construction management) and 75% of the construction costs.
Phase 4A will convert approximately 15,000 feet of open ditch into pipe. This will eliminate seepage
and enhance efficiency with water delivery. This is phase 4A of an ongoing project that will have
additional phases.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Design and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components

Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance
63" HDPE DR 41 Pipe 2800 LF
54” HDPE DR 41 Pipe 4200 LF
24” HDPE DR 41 Pipe 1400 LF
20" HDPE DR 32.5 Pipe 200 LF
16” HDPE DR 32.5 Pipe 3900 LF
12” HDPE DR 32.5 Pipe 2600 LF
Fittings

Air Valve Assembly

Turnout Assemblies

RTU & Solar

Remove and Replace Fence
Dewatering

Reseeding

Pipe Markers

Furnish Imported Backfill Type A1
Furnish Foundation Type A5
Furnish %" Rock Type A6
Furnish Untreated Base Course Type A7
Furnish Imported D50-8” Riprap
Geotextile

Drain

Install Temporary Outlet Structure
Connect to Existing

Remove Structures

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs (Rounded)

Level lll Recommended Funding @ 25% Grant:

Ineligible Expenses

None

210,000
1,058,400
1,180,200

86,800
10,800
183,300
85,800

180,000

144,000

240,000

80,000
7,500
12,000
15,000
4,000
40,000
18,000
3,375
3,000
4,875
600
15,000
75,000
50,000
$ 8,000

DL DNDAPADARAADARARPLALRARNRAANLASND

$ 5,000

$ 3,715,650
$ 0
$ 3,715,650

$ 557,348
$ 4,272,998

$ 4,277,998
$ 171,120

$ 4,449,118
$ 4,450,000

$ 1,112,500



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1.

2. Water Usage

3. System Capacity:

Service Area Information.

Pre-Project

a. Total acres are in the District? 16,895
b. Assessed acres? 16,895
c. Irrigated acres? 16,895
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 2
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 125

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Center pivots, flood and gated

pipe

Post-Project
16,895
16,895
16,895

2

125

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Alfalfa, grass hay, barley and oats

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Propeller meters, CHO, flumes, weirs

and doppler meters

Pre-Project

a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually: 42,124
b. Average Day Demand (AF): 350
c. Peak Day Demand (AF): 510

Pre-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system

(acre feet per day) 42,124

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Water loss due to seepage
c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day): 0

d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 30

4. District Financing

Post-Project
42,124

350

510

Post-Project

42,124

30

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?

Acres
b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? 1 vote per acre

Pre-Project

c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment? $16.30
d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it? $100.00

Post-Project
$16.45

$100.00



5. Financial Statement Pre-Project = Post-Project

Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ $284,303 $ 286,818
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 30,000 $ 30,000
Total annual revenues: $ 314303 $ 316,818
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 22400 $ 22,400
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 286,000 $ 286,000
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0 9 3,000
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0 9 0
Total annual payments: $ 313400 $ 316,400
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 85000 $ 85,000
Balance in emergency fund: $ 278,800 $ 281,800

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 2 rehabilitation of existing irrigation
canals

2. Will the project serve at least 2,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 3,934

3. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? NRCS Watershed Program

4. What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Multiple laterals have been
converted into pipe, reducing the loss of water to seepage. 75% of irrigation is performed through
pivots

5. Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

6. Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No. This is a phased project, and in order
to continue the future phases as scheduled, this phase needs to begin construction by the fall of
2025.

7. Basis for the funding recommendation: In 2022, the Farson Lateral Rehabilitation Phase 3 project
went out to bid for construction. The low bid received exceeded the project budget causing portions of
the project to be removed. Those portions included 600 LF of 63" pipe and all components related to
Lateral 2. When the Wyoming Water Development Commission agreed to remove those portions of
the project, it was with the understanding that they would be included in phase 4A of the project at a
25% cost share for the Water Development Commission.

The 600 LF of 63” pipe, and the components associated with Lateral 2 have been included in this
request. The district has applied for and received NRCS Watershed Program funding. The funding
will cover 100% of design and constructions engineering services. The funding will also cover 75% of
all construction related costs.

It is recommended to approve 25% of the costs associated with construction of the Farson Lateral
Phase 4A. The estimated cost (at 25%) for phase IV is approximately $1,112,500. The total project
budget is estimated to be approximately $4,450,000.
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: GID 62.2 Check Structure Project 2025 Program: Rehabilitation
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Goshen

Sponsor: Goshen Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Level llI Proposed Budget: $1,322,000
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 661,000
WWDC Loan? (50%) $ 661,000
Total $ 1,322,000

" Not to exceed 50% of project eligible costs
250% loan at 4% interest and a term of 20 years

Project Manager: Clarey/Brich

Project Description: This project is to remove and replace the 62.2 Mile Check Structure as
recommended in the 2024 Goshen Irrigation District Level | Master Plan.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2015 L-1ll, Goshen Irr. District-Guernsey Spillway $ 449,570
2017 L-1ll, Goshen Rehabilitation 2017 $ 214,000
2018 L-Ill, Goshen Irr. District Check Structure 2018 $§ 468,330
2022 L-Ill, Goshen ID 29.4 Pipeline Project Phase Il $ 290,000
2022 L-1ll, Goshen ID Tunnel Rehabilitation $ 24,160,000
2023 L-I, Goshen Irrigation District Master Plan $ 300,000
2023 LI, Goshen ID 56.0 Pipeline Phase | $ 236,300

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
Goshen Irrigation District (GID) has a direct flow diversion water right of 735 cfs and receives water
from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Pathfinder Reservoir storage water right of 1,100,000 acre-feet.
Water enters the system at the Whalen Diversion Dam, and serves 52,484 acres in the District.

3. Summarize the request.

GID is requesting funding for a Level Il project for the rehabilitation of the 62.2 Mile Check Structure.
This main canal check structure is an integral component of the GID water delivery system, and was
prioritized for replacement in the 2024 Goshen Irrigation District Level | Master Plan. It diverts 40% of
the Goshen Irrigation District water into the Springer Main and East Springer Laterals, which provide
water to 20,000 acres of farmland. In its current state, the check is also a safety hazard for GID
personnel. The proposed new structure would be automated and make the system safer and more
efficient, allowing employees to make SCADA adjustments remotely rather than manually adding or
removing checkboards.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The 62.2 Mile Check Structure is an aging and failing component of the GID, which needs to be
demolished and replaced, as recommended in the 2024 Goshen Irrigation District Level | Master Plan.

1



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components
Mobilization & Bonding
Demolition of Existing Structure
Excavation
Concrete - Structural
Embankment
Select Backfill
Riprap (D50 = 12”)

Side Gates
SCADA/Automation
Misc. (handrails, etc.).

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 100% Grant: (Rounded)
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Loan:
Ineligible Expenses
Additional Cost for Construction Engineering

Total Ineligible Project Costs

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information.

a. Total acres are in the District?

b. Assessed acres”?

$
$
$

92,730
0
5,000

$ 0

RN AALP

85,000
25,000
16,300
407,000
8,000
27,000
24,000
300,000
15,000

$ 20,000

Pre-Project
52,484

52,484

$ 97,730

$ 927,300

$ 92730
$ 1,020,030
$ 153,005
$ 1,173,035

$ 1,270,765
$ 50,831

$ 1,321,596
$ 1,322,000
$ 661,000

$ 661,000

$ 10,000

$ 10,000

Post-Project
52,484

52,484



c. Irrigated acres?
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)?

e. How many individual landowners receive water?

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Center Pivot, Flood, Furrow, Side

Roll

52,484
2

420

52,484
2

420

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Alfalfa, Corn, Dry Beans, Sugar Beets,

Irrigated Grasses, Small Grains

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Parshall Flumes, Cipoletti Weir, Flow

Meters
2. Water Usage
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually:
b. Average Day Demand (AF):
c. Peak Day Demand (AF):
3. System Capacity:

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day)

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

¢. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day):
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

4. District Financing

Pre-Project
130,000
1,200
1,500

Pre-Project

1,500

N/A
0

34%

Post-Project
130,000
1,200

1,500

Post-Project

1,500

N/A
0

32%

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?

Acres

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Number of acres.

c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment?

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it?

5. Financial Statement
Annual revenues generated from assessments:
Annual revenues from other sources:

Total annual revenues:

Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses:
3

Pre-Project
$28.00

$225.00

Pre-Project

Post-Project
$28.00

$225.00

Post-Project

$ 1,469,552  $ 1,469,552
$ 905,981 $ 905,981
$ 2,375,533  $ 2,375,533
$ 20,000 $ 40,000



Annual payments for debt retirement: 2,192,750 2,162,509
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: 0 0
Annual payments to an emergency fund: 0 0

$ $
$ $
$ $
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o 3 0
$ $
$ $
$ $

Total annual payments: 2,212,750 2,202,509

128,437
32,000

128,437
32,000

Balance in repair and replacement fund:
Balance in emergency fund:

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priority 1: Level Il Rehabilitation of Water
Diversion or Control Structures

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 52,484

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? NRCS, BOR...GID plans to apply for 50% WaterSmart funding

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Lining, Sprinkler Irrigation,
Underground Laterals

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes. Should it be? No, this project could be staged as a pre-
construction/construction project, but it was identified as a top priority in the 2024 WWDC Goshen
Irrigation District Level | Master Plan and is the next project GID would like to complete in their efforts
to rehabilitate aging infrastructure. The project will likely be completed within three years and staging
it into pre-con and construction would delay the completion of the project.

Basis for the funding recommendation: Goshen Irrigation District is requesting a Level Il project for
the rehabilitation of their 62.2 Mile Check Structure, including demolition and replacement of this
failing system component, as recommended by the 2024 WWDC Goshen Irrigation District Level |
Master Plan.
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Kirby Creek Spillway Replacement
2025
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation

Sponsor: Kirby Ditch Irrigation District
WWDO Recommendation: Level lll
WWDC Grant! (50%)

WWDC Loan? (50%)
Total

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible project costs
250% loan at 4% interest and a 30-year term

Project Manager: Brich

Project Description: This project is to rehabilitate the Kirby Creek spillway by replacing the 36-inch
diameter spillway pipe, installing a control and measurement gate at the inlet, and installing an energy

dissipating outlet structure.

Program: Rehabilitation

County: Hot Springs

Proposed Budget: $554,000

$ 277,000
$ 277,000
$ 554,000

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.

Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2018 L-Il, Kirby Ditch Rehabilitation $ 100,000
2020 L-11I, Kirby Ditch Irrigation District Pipeline $ 2,310,000
2024 L-1II, Kirby Ditch ID Pipeline Phase Il $ 1,882,500

. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
The Kirby Ditch Irrigation District (KDID) has a Bighorn River direct flow diversion of 86 cubic feet per
second and can contract for water stored in Boysen Reservoir.

. Summarize the request.

In the spring of 2024, the spillway pipe was found to have failed, creating a large 18-foot diameter
sinkhole. The downstream siphon structure appears to be in good condition. There are several
locations where joints have separated and cracked causing significant deflection in the pipe and
subsequent leakage. As a temporary repair, the spillway pipe was slip lined and the hole was filled; but
the spillway was only available for limited operation during the 2024 irrigation season.

The basis for this request is a “Homebrew” feasibility study submitted by Sage Civil Engineering to the
WWDO on July 23, 2024, which investigated rehabilitation alternatives and provided cost estimates.
The spillway was constructed in the 1980s and serves to regulate canal stage and flows to
downstream users. It is located at about the midpoint of the canal and is directly upstream from the
Kirby Creek Siphon, which was constructed in 1998 under a WWDC project.

The project includes removing and replacing the spillway pipe as well as installing a concrete outlet
structure, additional concrete at the inlet structure, a slide gate, anchor blocks, a drain, and vent
assemblies. The slide gate and outlet structure will increase the resiliency of the spillway, and improve
canal operations.



4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The project is to rehabilitate the Kirby Creek spillway to protect irrigation infrastructure downstream,
maintain canal operability, and more efficiently manage canal spillage.

The structure was temporarily repaired in the Spring of 2024, but is not fully operational. lts failure
would have a large impact on the ability of the district to deliver water, and also put other conveyance
structures at risk.

The District has requested a loan to ensure the project moves forward efficiently. The NRCS has
stated that it may be able to provide up to $175,000 for this project under the EQIP program.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 38,060
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 5,300
Title Opinion $ 1,100
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 6,300
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 50,760

Cost of Project Components

Mobilization and Removal of Structure $ 45,000

Site Preparation and Reclamation $ 16,900

Concrete for Outlet and Additional Structure $ 167,300

Outlet Measurement and Control Slide Gate (3-feet) $ 37,200

Spillway Pipe with Fitting (36-inch Diameter) $ 35,600

Anchor Blocks and Placement $ 31,600

Vent and Drain Assemblies $ 47,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 380,600
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 38,060
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 418,660
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 62,799
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 481,459
Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4) $ 532,219
Inflation Costs (4% per one year) $ 21,289
Total Project Costs $ 553,508
Total Project Costs(Rounded) $ 554,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant: $ 277,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Loan: $ 277,000
Ineligible Expenses

None $ 0
Total Ineligible Project Costs $ 0

PROJECT INFORMATION:



A.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1.

2,

3.

4,

Service Area Information.
a. Total acres are in the District?
b. Assessed acres?
c. Irrigated acres?
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)?

e. How many individual landowners receive water?

Pre-Project
5,454
3,295
3,295

8

53

Post-Project
5,454

3,295

3,295

8

53

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Flood, side roll, center pivot

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Irrigated pasture, grass hay, alfalfa hay,

row crops, beans, barley, corn

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use:

headgate; 4 field turnout meters
Water Usage
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually:
b. Average Day Demand (AF):
c. Peak Day Demand (AF):
System Capacity:

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day)

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day):
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

District Financing

SEO gaging station below the

Pre-Project
25,733

141

190

Pre-Project

210

0

5

Post-Project
25,733

141

190

Post-Project

210

Controls, Algae Controls, Algae

0

5

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?

Acres

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Shares-One acre equals one share

c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment?

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it?

Pre-Project
$8.94

$75

Post-Project
$13.19

$75



5. Financial Statement Pre-Project = Post-Project

Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ 33008 $ 42,631
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 0o 3 0
Total annual revenues: $ 33008 $ 42,631
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 44292 § 44,292
Annual payments for debt retirements: $ 0 $ 14,002
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 189  § 189
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0 $ 0
Total annual payments®: $ 44,481 $ 58,483
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 14,154 $ 14,154
Balance in emergency fund: $ 94727 $ 94,727

3 KDID has applied for NRCS EQIP, which could significantly reduce the annual debt service payment

4 Supplemental Water Storage payment; only realized when there are low water years in Boysen

5 Budgeted Values; difference with revenue made up with reserves or adjusted assessments to balance
the budget

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 1 Level lll rehabilitation of water
diversion or control structures

2. Will the project serve at least 2,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 3,295

3. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? KDID has applied for NRCS-EQIP, and is eligible for BOR WaterSMART.

4. What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Canal to pipeline conversion, re-
profiling canal, concrete canal lining, on-farm center pivots, on-farm metering, on-farm gated pipe

5. Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes, the budget
is balanced by using reserves and adjusting the assessment rates to pay for unforeseen expenses.
The assessment rate is relatively low because the landowners pay for irrigation system repairs such
as check structures or headgates out of their own pockets.

6. Can the project be delayed or staged? No Should it be? No, this structure was repaired temporarily,
and is not fully operational, which disrupts canal operations. Delaying the project also increases the
risks to the canal, downstream structures, and the recently installed pipeline.

7. Basis for the funding recommendation: The project is to rehabilitate a structure that failed in the
Spring of 2024, and was not completely operable for the 2024 irrigation season. This structure is
necessary to protect downstream irrigation infrastructure, and allow efficient canal operation.
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Meeteetse Trails Estates 2025 Program: Rehabilitation
Project Type: Municipal County: Park

Sponsor: Town of Meeteetse

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Proposed Budget: $0
WWDC Grant' (50%) $ 590,500
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 590,500
Total $ 1,181,000

" Not to exceed 50% grant of eligible project costs
2 Sponsor’s responsibility

Project Manager: Verplancke

Project Description: The Town requested this project to provide supply redundancy to parts of the Town
of Meeteetse, to improve water quality and to correct deficiencies related to Haloacetic Acids (HAA5) and
Total Trihalomethanes (THHM) in the upper pressure zone. The Town feels these goals would be partially
achieved by replacing the Antelope Ridge Storage Tank with a new tank that includes a mixer, installing a
new mixer in the main storage tank, and installing additional storage at the water treatment plant. The
Town is currently looking for additional resources to help make this effort financially feasible.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2014 L-I, Meeteetse Master Plan $ 125,800
2016 L-1ll, Tank/SCADA/Retrofit $ 93,800

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The Town of Meeteetse provides municipal drinking water to its residents, and owns and operates its
surface water treatment plant (1998). The Town’s water is supplied by the Lower Sunshine Reservoir.
After treatment, water is sent to the Meeteetse distribution system via a 6.6 mile transmission line (1987).
The Town currently has one main storage tank (1976) with a capacity of 500,000-gallons and another
smaller storage tank (1996) at Antelope Ridge with a capacity of 200,000-gallons.

3. Summarize the request.

The Town is requesting funding to replace the 200,000-gallon Antelope Ridge Storage Tank with a new
tank including a mixer, install a mixer on the main tank, and to install a new 200,000-gallon tank at the
water treatment plant. The WWDO considers only the replacement of the Antelope Ridge Storage Tank
to be potentially eligible.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
By installing the tanks and mixers, the Town wants to improve water quality and to correct deficiencies
related to HAA5 and THHM in the upper pressure zone.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components for Antelope Ridge Tank
Mobilization, Traffic Control
Site Work
Piping
200,000-Gallon Tank with mixer
Reclamation

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs Rounded
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:
Ineligible Expenses:
Permit, Rights of Way, etc.
Engineering, Design & Construction
Mobilization, Traffic Control
Site Work
Piping
200,000-Gallon Tank with mixer at WTP
Mixer at Main Tank
Disinfection of Main Tank & New Tank at Plant
Reclamation

Total Ineligible Project Costs

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information
a. Population (2010 Census) 309

$ 81,475
$ 12,000
$ 1,000
$ 10,000

96,350
180,950
34,700
495,000

$ 7,750

D PP h

23,000
168,450
96,325
150,950
34,728
495,000
50,000
7,500

$ 7,750

RPRAPAARAPAARAAL

(Current Estimate) 309

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? No
If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? NA

2

$ 104,475

$ 814,750

$ 81475
$ 896,225

$ 134,434
$ 1,030,659

$ 1,135,134
$ 45405

$ 1,180,539
$ 1,181,000

$ 590,500

$ 1,033,703



c. Taps served within the entity boundaries?
d. Taps outside the entity boundaries?
e. Names of other water systems served? None

2. Water Usage (Potable water system only)

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually:

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day:
Peak Day:

3. System capacity (Potable water system only):

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
Gallons per day:

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed:
Acre feet per day
Gallons per day

d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? No

a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day):

b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons):

5. Rates
a. Tap fees:
Residential:
Commercial:

b. Average monthly water bill:

Pre-Project
220

16

Pre-Project

30,000,000

168
350
Pre-Project

576,000

Storage

10%

NA
NA

Pre-Project

$ 2,500
$ 4,500
$ 47.50

Post Project

220

16

Post Project

30,000,000

168
350
Post-Project

576,000

None

10%

Post-Project

$ 2,500
$ 4,500
$ 49.00



c. Water Rates

The rates for metered water sold within the Town limits shall be as follows:

Additional Fee Per

Minimum Gallons Minimum Rate Fee 1,000 Gallons Over
Type of use Per Month Per Month Minimum
Residential 6,000 or less $47.50 $5.85
Outside 5,000 or less $62.90 $5.85
Business 5,000 or less $55.20 $5.85
Bed/Breakfast 5,000 or less $55.20 $5.85
School 5,000 or less $55.20 $5.85
Pool/Class 20,000 or less $163.00 $5.85
Trailer Court 30,000 or less $203.00 $5.85
Cafés 10,000 or less $93.70 $5.85
Bars 8,000 or less $78.30 $5.85
Convenience Store 14,000 or less $124.50 $5.85
Motels 14,000 or less $124.50 $5.85

The rate for metered water sold outside the corporate limits shall be as follows unless otherwise provided
by the town council, an shall be as follows:

Additional Fee Per

Minimum Gallons Minimum Rate Fee 1,000 Gallons Over
Per Month Per Month Minimum
5,000 or less $62.90 $5.85

6. Financial Statement Pre-Project Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 187,484 $ 187,484
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 2500 $ 2,500
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 0 9 0
Total annual revenues: $ 189,984 $ 189,984
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 191,357 $ 191,357
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 18,000 $§ 18,000
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 2,000 $ 2,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 1,000 $ 1,000
Total annual payments: $ 212,357 $ 212,357
Budgeted values, if needed supplemented with reserves.
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 42,473 $ 42473
Balance in emergency fund: $ 33699 $ 33,699
Annual cost of water quality testing: $ 7,124 $ 7,124

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 4 Level Il rehabilitation of existing water
storage tanks

2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes, see attached resolution



8.

9.

10.

1.

12

13.

14.

Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps 236

Is the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): No, they have a WDEQ violation for discharge issues, but no documented
EPA mandates were found.

Does anyone in the service area haul water? Yes

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: RUS, SLIB, SRF

Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes
What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $47.50 20,000 gallons? $129.40
Theoretical reasonable monthly water bill ($29,241 (AMHI) x 2.5%/12) $81.75

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Yes, tiered rates and meters

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Will the project consider regional solutions? No

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? Yes, until the existing 500,000-gallon tank
can no longer be maintained.

Basis for the funding recommendation: No study provided to support work being proposed, 2014
Meeteetse Master Plan Level | Study indicates sufficient storage and lists no issues with the Antelope
Ridge Storage Tank. The 2014 Study also indicates that the Town has over twice the amount of
storage needed. Majority of the work is related to water quality and treatment. The Town does have
DWSREF funds $1,678,838 and SLIB-MRG funds $324,581, which can be used for water treatment.






Resolution Na, 2024-03

Emtitled: A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SUBMISSION OF A LEVEL 111
CONSTRUCTION PROJECT GRANT APPLICATION TO THE WYOMING WATER
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE
TOWN OF MEETEETSE.

FOR THE PURPOSE OF: MEETEETSE TRAILS ESTATES/TOWN WATER PLANT
WATER TANKS PROJECTS FOR THE TOWN OF MEETEETSE.

WITN

WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the TOWN OF MEETEETSE desires to participate
in the GRANT funded through Wyoming Water Development Commission whom will assist in
financing this project; and

WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the TOWN OF MEETEETSE recognizes the need
for the project; and

WHEREAS, the Project requires that certain crileria be met, as described in the
Wyoming Water Development Commission’s Project Rules, and to the best of our knowledge
this application meets those criteria, and

WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the TOWN OF MEETEETSE plans to match the
requested Project Grant from the following sources:(s): STATE OF WYOMING SRF-DW-
$1,678838.00, SLIB-MRG- $324,581.00

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE
TOWN OF MEETEETSE that a firm commitment is made to submit a Level 111 Project Grant to
Wyoming Water Development Commission in the amount of $324,581.00. .

BE IT FURTHER RESOVLED, that J. W. Yetter, Mayor and Angela R. Johnson,
Clerk/Treasurer are hereby designated as the authorized representatives of the TOWN OF
MEETEETSE to act on behalf of the Governing Body on all matters relating to this grant
application.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 7™ day of August, 2024,

Councilman

K”%i’_

Mm

Councilman

: Councilman
wrresr oLy .




2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Rawlins Sage Creek Pipeline 2025 Program: Rehabilitation

Project Type: Municipal County: Carbon County

Sponsor: City of Rawlins

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $2,835,000
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 2,835,000
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 2,835,000
Total $ 5,670,000

"Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs.
2 Sponsor or other funding source.

Project Manager: Moser/Mitchell

Project Description: The Sage Creek Transmission Pipeline project is a replacement/modification of 16
blow-offs, 97 air and vacuum stations, and 12 in-line valves. In addition, this project will restore cathodic
protection to the pipeline.

1.

Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation

2008 L-I Rawlins Master Plan $ 150,000
2009/10 L-1ll Rawlins Atlantic Rim Pipeline $ 3,900,000
2010/11 L-1ll Rawlins Pipeline & Atlantic Rim Reservoir $ 6,600,000
2011 L-I Rawlins Operations Study $ 200,000
2023 L-1 Rawlins Water Master Plan $ 250,000

Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The City of Rawlins receives water from the Sage Creek Springs, located approximately 30 miles
south of the City. In addition, three wells (completed in the Nugget Sandstone), supply water to the
shared transmission line. Finally, Rawlins utilizes a surface-water intake from the North Platte, which is
a common point of diversion for Sinclair water rights, and subject to an Agreement between Rawlins
and Sinclair to exchange water rights for treated municipal water. While the North Platte intake can
supply water to the treatment plan, it is predominantly used to supply raw water to the golf course for
large-scale landscape watering.

Summarize the request.

This request is for funding to rehabilitate the Sage Creek transmission line which provides water from
both the Sage Creek Springs and the Nugget Sandstone wells. The project will consist of replacing
leaking blow-off valves and restoring the cathodic protection for the transmission line.

Summarize the reasons for the request.

The 2024 Rawlins Water Master Plan identified the Sage Creek transmission line as the highest
priority project to secure reliable water for Rawlins. The transmission line conveys water from two
critical sources to the water treatment plant. Without restoring the failing components of this
transmission line, Rawlins is vulnerable to supply deficiencies and at risk of not supplying water to the
users.



Estimated Level Il WWDC Ineligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications (5%) $ 206,733
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 5,000
Title Opinion $ 5,000
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 5,000

Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components

Mobilization and Bonds (30%) $ 954,150
Replace Blow-off Valve Bolts (2) $ 138,000
Remove Blow-off Piping and Valve, Install Blind Flange (6) $ 480,000
Removal of Blow-off Valve and Install New 6” Blow-off (8) $ 792,000
Install 20” and 18” Line Valve (4 new, 3 replacement) (7) $ 336,000
Install 24” Line Valve (4 new, 1 replacement) (5) $ 310,000
Replace 3” Air-Vacuum Valve (97) $ 824,500
Corrosion Protection — deep anode groundbed,

test station repairs, joint bonds $ 250,000

Reclamation $ 50,000

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs Rounded

Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information
a. Population (2010 Census) 9,001 (Current Estimate) 8,916

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? Yes

$ 221,733

$ 4,134,650

$ 413465
$ 4,548,115
$ 682217
$ 5,230,332

$ 5,452,065
$ 218,083

$ 5,670,148
$ 5,670,000

$ 2,835,000

If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? 10,123

Pre-Project

c. Taps served within the entity boundaries? 3,800
d. Taps outside the entity boundaries? 2
e. Names of other water systems served? Town of Sinclair

Post-Project
3,800

2



2. Water Usage (Potable water system only)

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually:

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day:
Peak Day:

3. System capacity (Potable water system only):

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
Gallons per day:

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed:
Acre feet per day
Gallons per day

d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

Pre-Project

690MG

212 gal
400 gal

Pre-Project

4MGD

Treatment

0

0

22%

Post-Project

690MG

212 gal
400 gal
Post-Project

4MGD

Treatment

20%

4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? Yes, for the golf course

a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day): 1.4MGD

b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons):

5. Rates
a. Tap fees:
Residential:
Commercial:

b. Average monthly water bill:

c. Water Rates
Monthly Rate by Meter:

420 Acre-Feet

Pre-Project

$ 1,000
$ 7,999
$ 76.06

Post-Project

$ 1,000
$ 7,999
$ 76.06



Water Utility: inside Carporate Limits Pre Post
Type Meter Amount Amount
Displacement 0.625" 29.48 53.06
Displacement 0.75" 29.48 53.06
Displacement 1 32,96 59.33
Displacement 15" 38,77 69,78
Displacement 2" 45,75 82.34
Displacement 2.5" 56,19 101.14
Singlet N £4.32 115.78
Compound, Class | 3" 64.32 115.78
Turban, Class | 3 6781 122.06
Singlet 4" 85.23 153.41
Compound, Class | 4" 85,32 153.58
Turban, Class| 4" 98.17 178.51
Singlet 6" 143.31 257.96
Compound, Class! 6" 143.61 258.32
Turban, Class | 6" 178,15 320,67
Compound, Class | A4 8 213.00 383.40
Turban, Class | 8" 352.39 634.30
Turban, Class 1 10" 515.00 927.00
Usage Charges:
Pre Post
Type Aokt Amount
Manthly Commuodity Charge (all types) Per 1,000 Gallons 3.48 4,63
Glenn Addition Fixed Rate Per Month 47.00 62,51
Constructian Water - Treated Per 1,000 Gallons 8.70 11.57
RPZ Meter Fire Hydrant Assemble Deposit Each 2,800.00 2,800.00
RPZ Meter Fire Hydrant Usage Fee Per Day 10,00 16.00
Delinquent Fee Per Month 10.00 10.00
Delinquerit Reconnect Water Fee Per Facility 60.00 50.00
Shut-Off Natice Fee Per Facility 5.00 5.00
Non-Emergency Shut-off Request Per Request Minimum One Hour Minimum Cne Hour
After Hours Shut Off Per Request Actual Cost Actual Cost
Raw Water from North Platte River Per 1,000 Gallons 5.00 5.00

6. Financial Statement

Pre-Project

Post-Project

Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 4,483,131 $ 4,483,131
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 1,500 $ 1,500
Annual revenues from other sources: $__ 620,000 $_ 620,000
Total annual revenues: $ 5,104,631 $ 5,104,631
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 1,977,653 $ 1,977,653
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 598,978 $§ 598,978
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0 $ 0
Annual payments for other purposes: $_ 2,528,000 $.2,528,000
Total annual payments: $ 5,104,631 $ 5,104,631
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 1,274,440 $ 1,274,440
Balance in emergency fund: $ 2,307,933  $ 2,307,933
Annual cost of water quality testing: $ 8,000 $ 8,000



COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

—

7.

8.

9.

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priority 10 replacement of water system controls
& control valves
Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes
Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps 3,800
Is the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): No
Does anyone in the service area haul water? No

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: DWSRF, SLIB, USDA

Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes
What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $76.21 20,000 gallons? $145.66

Theoretical reasonable monthly water bill ($68,996 (AMHI) x 2.5%/12) $143.74

(*AMHI from City of Rawlins 2021 Data Based on American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates)

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Tiered rates and watering
restrictions as needed.

. Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for

operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Will the project consider regional solutions? No, Rawlins is currently part of a regional system in
coordination with the Town of Sinclair

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No, the costs related to mobilization and
demobilization for this type work will likely increase the overall costs considerably if phased.

Basis for the funding recommendation: The components have reached end of life, while the main
pipeline remains viable. Replacing the components and installing proper cathodic protection will
increase the overall longevity of the pipeline.






DETAILS



PHOTOGRAPHS

Leaking Blow-off Valves
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Saratoga Water Tank 2025 Program: New Development
Project Type: Municipal County: Carbon

Sponsor: Town of Saratoga

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Proposed Budget: $0
WWDC Grant' (50%) $ 1,200,000
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 1,200,000
Total $ 2,400,000

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Verplancke

Project Description:

When the Saratoga Water Master Plan, Level | Study was completed in 2019, the Town had two existing
tanks. The oldest was a welded steel tank built in 1979, and the other was a bolted steel tank constructed
in 2002. The 2019 Master Plan recommended removing the bolted steel tank, which was dismantled in
2023.

The existing TMG welded steel tank can only provide a useful storage volume of 600,000 gallons and was
last rehabilitated in 2005. A major issue with the welded tank is its water age, as it floats within the
system—meaning it has only one line serving both as the inlet and outlet.

The 2019 Master Plan recommended the construction of a new 750,000-gallon tank located on the
transmission line at a higher elevation, while the existing welded tank remains in service. Building this
new tank would help the Town maintain redundancy in storage, while also providing further backup by
positioning storage on both sides of the river, a desire of the Town. This new tank is the second priority
outlined in the Master Plan.

The Town has already completed the rehabilitation of the well field, which was the first priority. The third
priority in the 2019 Master Plan involves adding mixers to the existing tanks, which would also help
mitigate the water age issue. According to the WWDO, a mixer has not yet been added to the existing
welded tank.

The Town is now requesting funding to construct the new 750,000-gallon storage tank along the existing
transmission line from the well field to the Town, in addition to the current 1MG storage tank.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2018 L-I, Saratoga Water Master Plan $ 175,000

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
The Town has 5 municipal wells in the North Park Formation ranging in depths from 305 to 430 feet.
The design capacity is 925 GPM for the total field. The water reaches the Town’s
transmission/distribution system by means of a 3.8-mile transmission line. The Town’s
transmission/distribution system includes three river crossings. The system is all in one pressure zone

1



controlled by the existing storage tank. The Town currently has one storage tank as described
previously. Per the 2019 Master Plan, the existing 1TMG welded tank meets required storage for its
current and forecasted water demands, and with the proper upkeep, is in a good position to remain
adequate for at least the next 10-15 years.

3. Summarize the request.
The Town is requesting funding to build a new 750,000-gallon storage tank along the existing
transmission line from the well field to Town.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
Building this new tank would help the Town retain its redundancy with storage while also providing
further redundancy by having storage located on both sides of the river. The Town also believes it
would help with water age problems.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 165,500
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 7,500
Title Opinion $ 5,000
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 22,500
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 200,500
Cost of Project Components

General-Mobilization, Bonds, etc. $ 94,000

Site Work $ 79,000

750,000-Gallon Steel Tank with Mixer $ 1,408,000

Piping $ 56,000

Reclamation $ 18,000
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 1,655,000
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 165,500
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 1,820,500
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 273,075
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 2,093,575
Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4) $ 2,294,075
Inflation Costs (4% for 1year) $ 91,763
Total Project Costs $ 2,385,838
Total Project Costs Rounded $ 2,400,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant: $ 1,200,000

Ineligible Expenses

Mixer for existing tank $ 50,000
Total Ineligible Project Costs $ 50,000



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information
a. Population (2010 Census) 1,702 (Current Estimate) 1,752

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? Yes
If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? 1,771

Pre-Project Post-Project
c. Taps served within the entity boundaries? 1,098 1,128
d. Taps outside the entity boundaries? 30 30
e. Names of other water systems served? Old Baldy Club, Medicine Waters Trailer Park
2. Water Usage (Potable water system only) Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually: 158,267,000 158,267,000

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day: 274 274
Peak Day: 1,414 1,414
3. System capacity (Potable water system only): Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
Gallons per day: 1,332,000 1,332,000

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Storage, Distribution Distribution

c. Increased capacity needed:
Gallons per day 0 0

d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 18% 18%

4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? No

a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day): NA
b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons): NA
5. Rates Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Tap fees:
Residential: $ 3,500 $ 3,889
Commercial: Dependent on Size $4,000-7,500 $4,444-8,333
b. Average monthly water bill: $ 4375 $ 47.80



c. Water Rates Meter Size Tap Fee
5/8", 3/4", or 1" $3,500.00

1-1/2" $4,000.00
2" $4,500.00
3" $5,000.00
4" $6,500.00
6" $7,500.00
Meter Size Base Rate Water Usage Water Usage Rate
m m m (gallons) (per 1,000 gallons)
o/8 ’13/{4/2’"” 1 igg'zi 0-2,000 $0.00
'2“ $13£_; %6 2000 - 5,000 $1.31
3 $396'55 5,000 - 10,000 $1.96
4" $679.80 10,000 - 20,000 $2.94
& Y 64é 85 20,000 - 50,000 $3.91
g $2,266-00 50,000 - 100,000 $5.21
T 100,000 and greater $7.17
10" $3,399.00
6. Financial Statement Pre-Project Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 722259 § 789,232
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 30,698 $ 33,545
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 54,063 $__ 59,076
Total annual revenues: $ 807,020 $ 881,853
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 568,217 $ 585,264
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 108,677 $ 142,315
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 102606 $ 112,684
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o $ 0
Total annual payments: $ 779500 $ 840,263
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 223,352 $ 112,110
Balance in emergency fund: $ 990,648 $ 1,317,307
Annual cost of water quality testing: $ 6,500 $ 7,102

B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 4 Level 1l potable water storage tanks

2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes

3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps 1,128

4. Is the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): No



10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

Does anyone in the service area haul water? No

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: RUS, SLIB, SRF

Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes
What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $39.23 20,000 gallons? $78.43
Theoretical reasonable monthly water bill ($80,234 (AMHI) x 2.5%/12) $167.15
What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Yes, meters and tiered water rates

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Will the project consider regional solutions? Yes, the 2019 Master Plan considered regionalization,
but the only area that appeared to viable was Mountain View Estates. Currently the residents of
Mountain View Estates utilize individual wells and the cost for transmission and distribution system
would be immense, therefore it was not a recommendation of the Plan.

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? Yes, until the existing tank can no longer
be maintained

Basis for the funding recommendation: Per the 2019 Master Plan, the existing 1MG welded tank
meets required storage for the Town’s current and forecasted water demands, and with the proper
upkeep, is in a good position to remain adequate for at least the next 10-15 years. The Town could
add a mixer to the existing tank to improve water quality.






Proposed Tank Site.

Existing Welded Steel Tank
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Shoshone 7C Lateral 2025 Program: Rehabilitation
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Fremont

Sponsor: Shoshone Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Proposed Budget: $0
WWDC Grant' (50%) $ 3,693,500
WWDC Loan? (50%) $ 3,693,500
Total $ 7,387,000

' Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs
250% loan at 4% interest and a term of 20 years

Project Manager: Mitchell

Project Description: Update the Line 1 pickup adding a screen and piping the portion to 7C Lateral and
convert 7C Lateral from open ditch to pipe. These structures provide irrigation water to roughly 700 acres.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation

2006 Level Il, Shoshone ID Rehabilitation and GIS $ 300,000
2015 Level lll, Shoshone Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2015 $  290,000*
2017 Level lll, Shoshone lIrrigation District Rehabilitation 2017 $  234,000*
2019 Level lll, Shoshone lIrrigation District Rehabilitation 2019  $ 181,000*

*100% Materials Only

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
The current water system pulls water from the Shoshone River and distributes the water through a
system of canals.

3. Summarize the request.
The goal of this project is to install a screen in Line 1 pickup, pipe Line 1 pickup to the 7C junction, and
convert open ditch into pipe for the 7C Lateral.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The Line 1 Pickup has sedimentation issues and some evaporation/leakage in the section to 7C
junction. 7C Lateral is experiencing leaching and evaporation losses during the irrigation season.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components

Mobilization

Removal of Structures & Obstructions

Underground Utility Locates

Seeding

Silt Fence

Type 2 Pipe Bedding

18” Nominal Riprap-Class 2

Concrete Inlet Structure

Concrete Outlet Structure

48" PVC (2,060 LF)

42" PVC (5,360 LF)

36” PVC (2,620 LF)

48’ Fittings

42’ Fittings

36" Fittings

36” Gate Valve (1)

1" x 1" FTO Assembly (10)

Riser Bowl Assembly (10)

Vent Assembly (1)

Utility Marker (20)
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Rounded
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Loan:
Ineligible Expenses

None

Total Ineligible Project Costs

$ 519,200
$ 8,000
$ 1,500
$ 6,000

475,000
10,000
10,000
29,000

3,000
17,000
30,000

320,000
97,000

952,000

1,790,000

762,000

152,000

126,000
13,000
43,000

323,000
32,000

3,000
$ 5,000

PR AAAPAARARAAAANDANRANAALR

$ 534,700

$ 5,192,000

$ 519,200
$ 5,711,200
$ 856,680
$ 6,567,880

$ 7,102,580
$ 284103

$ 7,386,683
$ 7,387,000
$ 3,693,500

$ 3,693,500



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information. Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Total acres are in the District? 36,009 36,009
b. Assessed acres? 35,750 35,750
c. Irrigated acres? 35,600 35,600
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 5 5
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 1,868 1,868

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Flood and Center Pivot

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Sugar beets, Malt Barley, Dry Beans,
Grain Corn, Silage Corn, Alfalfa Seed, Grass Seed, Hay

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Parshall Flumes, Rectangular Weirs,
Cipolletti Weirs, Ramp Flumes, Electronic Flow Metering Devices, Rated Canal Sections

2. Water Usage Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually: 270,000 270,000
b. Average Day Demand (AF): 1,400 1,400
c. Peak Day Demand (AF): 1,800 1,800
3. System Capacity: Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day) 1,800 1,800

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Capacity of Corbett Tunnel and Garland Canal

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day): 0 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 15 15
4. District Financing

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?
Acres

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Number of water righted acres

Pre-Project  Post-Project
c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment? $30.10 $30.10

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it? $300.00 $300.00



5. Financial Statement

Pre-Project

Post-Project

Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ 1,440,918  $ 1,440,918
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 674020 $ 674,020
Total annual revenues: $2114938 $ 2,114,938
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 2,114,938 $ 2,114,938
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 75000 $ 75,000
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 000,000 $ 000,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 000,000 $ 000,000
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 24000 $ 24,000
Total annual payments: $ 2,213,938 $ 2,213,938
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 249,000 $ 249,000
Balance in emergency fund: $ 75000 $ 75,000

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account II, Priority 2 rehabilitation of existing irrigation
canals

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 35,600

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? WaterSmart

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Canal to pipe, water
measurement, education of water use to users, picking up return flows from farm units

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? Yes. The primary basis for the project
request is due to leaching and evaporation losses. However, the most recent study was completed in
2008 and did not include this lateral as a priority. There is no documentation on how much loss is
seen in the section of lateral, or if it is the best location to convert to pipe.

Basis for the funding recommendation: This project is not recommended for funding due to the most
recent study (2008 Shoshone Irrigation District Rehabilitation and GIS Level Il Study) not mentioning
the requested lateral or listing it as a priority project for the District.

A new Level Il Study would be beneficial to provide a list of priority projects. The study should analyze
any water loss related to leaching, seepage, and evaporation. By identifying specific areas of
concern, a Level lll could be requested to correct those deficiencies and lead to an overall reduced
budget. At this time the application is showing a 15% loss of water before and after the project is
completed.






SHOSHONE
IRRIGATION DISTRICT

337 East First
Powell, WY 82435-2016
Phone: (307) 754-5741
Fax: (307) 754-3135

August 29, 2024
Resolution

THEREFORE, the Shoshone Irrigation District Board of Commisgioners, on
August 29, 2024, during a special meeting, by formal resolution, made a motion to
support the application WWDC grant for the Line 1 pickup and Lateral 7C pipeline
project. The amount being requested in the Line 1 pickup and 7C pipeline project is
$7,083,256.00. This amount will be a cost share with USBR WaterSmart energy and
afficiency grant

Attested to this day of

Bill Cox
President

Notary:

Commission Expires:

A signed copy of the Resolution was requested on multiple occasions, but not provided.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Sidon ID Canal Crossing 2025 Program: Rehabilitation
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Big Horn

Sponsor: Sidon Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $432,000
WWDC Grant' $ 432,000
Sponsor? $ 463,110
Total $ 895,110

1 100% materials only grant, not to exceed $432,000
2 Sponsor’s share will include engineering, labor, consumables, and equipment, plus materials in excess
of $432,000.

Project Manager: Russell / Jones

Project Description: This is a materials only project to support the installation of culverts at five
locations where the Sidon Canal intersects Big Horn County managed roads. The Irrigation District and
County share management responsibility for the crossings. Sidon lIrrigation District has a cooperative
working relationship with Big Horn County to remedy the issues at these crossings.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2014 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2014 $ 109,000
2016 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2016 $ 352,500
2017 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2017 $ 483,000
2018 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2018 $ 823,000
2020 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Sidon Canal 2020 $ 1,060,000
2021 L-1I, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2021 $ 576,000
2023 L-1I, Sidon Irrigation District Sidon Canal 2020 $ 651,000
2023 L-I, Sidon Irrigation District Master Plan $ 177,000

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
Direct flow diversions of 380 cfs from the Shoshone River and Bitter Creek.

3. Summarize the request.
This is a materials only grant application for the installation of culverts at five locations where the Sidon
Canal crosses under Big Horn County roads. Both Sidon Irrigation District and Big Horn County will
provide labor and equipment to support the installation of the box culverts.

4. Summarize the reasons for the request.
The existing culverts restrict the water flow in the canal at each crossing location. These restrictions
cause the water level to increase on the upstream side which creates higher water loss to percolation
and potential for over topping the canal bank. The velocity of the water increases when passing
through the culverts causing more erosion and sedimentation on the downstream side. Most of the
culverts also show signs of rusting and deterioration. One culvert has been identified where failure is
imminent.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:
Cost of Project Components

Culverts $ 300,000
Concrete Footers $ 40,000
Concrete Wing Wallls $ 7,700
Rebar Steel $ 9,500
Rip Rap $ 600
Backfill $ 2,900
Construction Cost (Subtotal #1) $ 360,700
Contingency (Subtotal #1 x 15%) $ 54105
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #2) $ 414,805
Inflation Costs (4% per one year) $ 16,592
Total Project Costs $ 431,397
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 100% Grant (Rounded Total): $ 432,000
Ineligible Expenses
Mobilization, Insurance and Traffic Control $ 63,800
Construction Labor and Consumables $ 311,310
Construction Engineering $ 70,000
Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 15,000
Title Opinion $ 3,000
Total Ineligible Project Costs $ 463,110
PROJECT INFORMATION:
A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION
1. Service Area Information. Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Total acres are in the District? 13,600 13,600
b. Assessed acres? 13,341 13,341
c. Irrigated acres? 13,232 13,232
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 11 11
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 580 580

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Flood, gated pipe and center pivot

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Primary crops include sugar beets,
corn, grains, hay and beans.

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Crested weirs and water meters



2. Water Usage

a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually:
b. Average Day Demand (AF):

c. Peak Day Demand (AF):

3. System Capacity:

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day)

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day):

d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

4. District Financing

Pre-Project
150,845
668

670

Pre-Project

1,000

Sedimentation in Canals

0

15%

Post-Project
150,845

668

670

Post-Project

1,000

15%

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?

Assessment is based on acres.

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Voting authority is based on acres owned.

c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment?

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it?

5. Financial Statement

Annual revenues generated from assessments:
Annual revenues from other sources:
Total annual revenues:

Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses:

Annual payments for debt retirement:

Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund:
Annual payments to an emergency fund:

Annual payments for other purposes™:

Total annual payments:

Balance in repair and replacement fund:
Balance in emergency fund:

*Annual payments for other purposes are for annual oil royalty payments Sidon Irrigation District

is required to pay by court decree.

Pre-Project
$35.00

$100.00

Pre-Project

Post-Project
$35.00

$100.00

Post-Project

$ 525565 § 525,565
$ 124239 § 124,239
$ 649,804 § 649,804
$ 490,504 $ 490,504
$ 0 $ 0
$ 33425 § 33,425
$ 13000 § 13,000
$ 112875 § 112,875
$ 649804 § 649,804
$ 0 $ 0
$ 130,000 § 130,000



COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 2 - Level Ill rehabilitation of existing
irrigation canal

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 13,341

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Not State or Federal, but
County is assisting with engineering costs, labor and equipment.
If so, what are they? County assistance

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Laterals are concrete lined and/or
piped

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? No. Given that one of the culverts is at risk
of imminent failure, the most cost-effective solution is to address rehabilitation of all the culvert
crossings at the same time rather than reacting to an emergency (emergencies).

Basis for the funding recommendation: This is an eligible project and was identified in the 2024
Master Plan (Sidon Irrigation & Drainage District Level 1 Study). Under WWDO Project Priorities,
rehabilitation of existing irrigation canals is a Priority 2. The Master Plan states the crossing at Lane
13 is corroding and failing, and crossings at Sandhill, Hedges, Road 4, and Lane 9 are only slightly
better and should be replaced. The Irrigation District will partner with the County to complete this
construction project in-house to stretch funding to address all of the culverts.






Road 4 Culvert (Top Left), Road 5 Culvert (Top Right) and Lane 13 Culvert (Bottom)



COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Bruce H Jt}":}l‘. Chairman
David Neves

Deb Craft

Lori Smallwood, County Clerk
Micole Vigll, Treasurcr

Gina Andemson. Assexsor
Marcty Bean, Prosecuting Attomey

Serena Lipp. Clerk of District Court
Kenneth Blackburn, Sheriff

" B " — E‘f Michael Jameson, Coroner

wowrw. bighoracourntywy.gov

August 15,2024

Jason Mead, PE

Wyoming Water Development
6920 Yellowtail Road
Cheyenne, WY 82002

RE: Sidon Irrigation District County Road Crossing Project

Dear Mr, Mead,

This letter is to confirm Big Horn County's support for the Sidon Irrigation District’s
2024 County Road Crossings Project. Those crossings listed in the project are causing
restrictions in the water flow and most are showing signs of fatigue and rusting therefore
calling for replacements that correct the issues. The County will use its own resources of
labor and equipment in the construction of these crossings to assist Sidon Irrigation in the
installation.

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
Bruce Joll-:w:_ " Chairpfan

Big Hom County Commissioners



Resolution No._2024-2

Entitled: A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SUBMISSION OF A WYOMING WATER DEVELOPMENT GRANT
APPLICATION TO THE WYOMING WATER DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNING
BODY FOR THE SIDON IRRIGATION DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF (state purpose of project):
REPLACING COUNTY ROAD CROSSING PIPE WITH ALUMINUM BOX CULVERTS AT 5 LOCATIONS ALONG
THE SIDON CANAL IN THE 2024 SIDON CANAL COUNTY ROAD CROSSINGS PROJECT TO DECREASE
RESTRICTIONS IN THE WATER FLOW AND INCREASE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY AS WELL AS AID IN
EFFICIENT TRANSMISSION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM.

{narme of applicant)

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the Governing Body for the SIDON _|IRRIGATION DISTRICT
(name of apphcant)

desires to participate in the WYOMING WATER DEVELOPMENT GRANT program to assist in financing this project;
and

WHEREAS, the Governing Body of the _ SIDON IRRIGATION DISTRICT
(narma of applicant)

recognizes the need for the project; and

WHEREAS, the WYOMING WATER DEVELOPMENT Grant program requires that certain criteria be met,
as described in the Wyoming Water Development Commission's Rules and Regulations governing the program,
and to the best of our knowledge this application meets those criteria.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE

SIDON IRRIGATION DISTRICT , that a grant application in the amount of § 414,800.00
(name of apphcant)
be submitted to the Wyoming Water Development Commission for consideration to assist in funding the

2024 SIDON CANAL COUNTY ROAD CROSSINGS PROJECT
(name of project)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that MARVIN B. RAGETH., CHAIRMAN
(name and title of parsons)

is hereby designated as the authorized representative of the SIDON IRRIGATION DISTRICT
{name of applicant)

to act on behalf of the Governing Body on all matters relating to this grant application.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS __ 12" day of August , 2024
Marvifl B. Ragetf,Chairman
Chriftupher R. ?b}f, Secretary/Treasurer
— ..-"") ——
Attest Kenneth G. Blackburn, Board Memeber
‘—j__h._

Leslie Mayes, Secretary



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Sidon ID North Lateral Project 2025 Program: Rehabilitation
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Big Horn

Sponsor: Sidon Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Proposed Budget: $0
Pre-Construction Recommendation:
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 206,850
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 206,850
Total $ 413,700
Construction Recommendation:
General Fund Grant! (50%) $ 1,258,150
Sponsor? (50%) $ 1,258,150
Total $ 2,516,300
Funding for Total Project:
WWDC & General Fund Grants' $ 1,465,000
Sponsor? $ 1,465,000
Total $ 2,930,000

" Not to exceed 50% of eligible project costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Russell / Jones

Project Description: Pre-Construction funding for a conversion of 30,000-foot section of the Byron
North Lateral from an open ditch to a closed pressurized pipe. If the project is to move forward into
construction, it should be broken up into at least two phases to maximize potential WaterSmart funding
which is limited to 50% cost share, not to exceed a maximum $2 million dollar grant.

1. Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2016 L-1I, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2016 $ 352,500
2017 L-1I, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2017 $ 483,000
2018 L-1I, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2018 $ 823,000
2020 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Sidon Canal 2020 $ 1,060,000
2021 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Rehabilitation 2021 $ 576,000
2023 L-1ll, Sidon Irrigation District Sidon Canal 2020 $ 651,000
2023 L-1, Sidon Irrigation District Master Plan $ 177,000

2. Describe existing water supply using information in the application.
Direct flow diversions of 380 cfs from the Shoshone River and Bitter Creek.

3. Summarize the request.
This project will involve pre-construction costs for converting the Byron North Lateral from an open
ditch to a closed, pressurized pipe system on the north side of the Town of Byron. Approximately six
miles of pipe ranging from 12 to 48 inches are anticipated. A screen structure and flow measurement
are also proposed.
1



4. Summarize the reasons for the request.

The Byron North Lateral open ditch system has significant water loss. One set of flow measurements
estimated the seepage losses over a 1.6-mile length of the lateral at 39%. Additionally, approximately
5 cfs of water is wasted past the last turnout, further contributing to water loss. The lateral contributes
to the high sediment levels in the Lower Shoshone River, which has significant impacts on fish and
wildlife habitats in the project area. The sediment also contributes to the ongoing accumulation on the
south end of Bighorn Lake. Both the Shoshone River and Bighorn Lake are listed as impaired by the
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, primarily due to sedimentation. The water bodies
downstream of the Irrigation District are designated blue-ribbon fisheries and critical habitats for
numerous aquatic species and could potentially benefit from sediment control measures. This project
will increase water use efficiency, reduce the introduction of sediment, and provide benefits to aquatic

communities.

Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications $ 412,700
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.) $ 0
Title Opinion $ 1,000
Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way $ 0
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1) $ 413,700
Cost of Project Components

Mobilization $ 200,000

Pipe $ 2,093,500

Fittings $ 328,000

Turnouts $ 1,224,000

Other Structures (Screens, Meter Station, Drain) $ 63,000

Miscellaneous (Earthwork, etc.) $ 218,500
Construction Cost (Subtotal #2) $ 4,127,000
Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%) $ 412,700
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3) $ 4,539,700
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%) $ 680,955
Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4) $ 5,220,655
Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4) $ 5,634,355
Inflation Costs (4% per one year) $ 225374
Total Project Costs $ 5,859,729
Total Project Cost Rounded $ 5,860,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant-Total Costs: $ 2,930,000
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant — Pre-Construction Only: $ 206,850
Ineligible Expenses

NEPA Analysis $ 60,000
Total Ineligible Project Costs $ 60,000

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information.

Pre-Project

Post-Project



a. Total acres are in the District?

b. Assessed acres?

c. Irrigated acres?

d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)?

e. How many individual landowners receive water?

13,600
13,341
13,232

11

580

13,600
13,341
13,232

11

580

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Flood, gated pipe and center pivot

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Primary crops include sugar beets,

corn, grains, hay and beans.

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Crested weirs and water meters

2. Water Usage
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually:
b. Average Day Demand (AF):
c. Peak Day Demand (AF):

3. System Capacity:

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day)

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day):
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

4. District Financing

Pre-Project
150,845
668

670

Pre-Project

1,000

Canal Seepage

0

15%

Post-Project
150,845
668

670

Post-Project

1,000

None
0

15%

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?

Assessment is based on acres.

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Voting authority is based on acres owned.

c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment?

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it?

5. Financial Statement
Annual revenues generated from assessments:

Annual revenues from other sources:
Total annual revenues:

Pre-Project
$35.00

$100.00

Pre-Project

Post-Project
$35.00

$100.00

Post-Project

$ 525565 $§ 525,565
$ 124239 § 124,239
$ 649,804 $§ 649,804



Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 490,504 $ 490,504
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 0 $ 0
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 33425 § 33425
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 13,000 $ 13,000
Annual payments for other purposes*: $ 112875 $ 112,875
Total annual payments: $ 649,804 $ 649,804
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 0o 3 0
Balance in emergency fund: $ 130,000 $ 130,000

*Annual payments for other purposes are for annual oil royalty payments Sidon Irrigation District
is required to pay by court decree.

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account II, Priority 2. Level lll rehabilitation of existing
irrigation canals.

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 13,341

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? Bureau of Reclamation WaterSmart

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Some of the ditches fed by the
lateral are lined.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes, Should it be? Yes, the timing of this project should be
such that the Sponsor can take full advantage of WaterSmart funds if they are awarded. WaterSmart
grants are a 50% cost share, not to exceed a maximum of $2 million dollar grant. If the project is bid
as requested, the District would need to come up with around $1 million in other funds on their own. If
the project is broken up into two or more parts, there is the possibility of getting two or more separate
WaterSmart grants that have the potential to reduce the Districts share of costs.

Basis for the funding recommendation: This is an eligible project under the Wyoming Water
Development Commission Criteria. Under WWDO Project Priorities, rehabilitation of existing irrigation
canals is a Priority 2. In the 2024 Sidon Irrigation District Master Plan Level |, the Byron Lateral was
ranked as priority number 4 out of 52 projects. The recommendation to not fund this project is based
on the fact that the District has a current Level lll project with existing funding as well as there being a
recommendation to fund another Sidon ID 2025 (materials only) project.









2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Upper Bluff Pump Plant No. 1 Program: Rehabilitation
Pipeline 2025
Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Washakie

Sponsor: Upper Bluff Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $356,750
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 356,750
Sponsor? (50%) $ 356,750
Total $ 713,500

150% of eligible construction expenses
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Brewer

Project Description: Replace the Upper Bluff Pumping Plant No. 1 pipeline to the discharge point. The
project will likely be constructed in two phases, phase one from the pump station to the railroad crossing
easement (2025) due to multiple recent leaks in this section of the 67-year-old concrete pipeline, and then
from the end of phase one to the discharge point into Canal No. 1 (2026). The plan is to repair the phase
one section late spring/early summer 2025, before water delivery in 2025, and then complete the phase
two portion fall 2025 into winter 2026.

1.

Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2006 L Il Worland Area Irrigated Lands GIS $ 200,000

2019 L-1ll, Bluff / Upper Bluff System Improvements 2019 $ 245,220

Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The Districts (Bluff and Upper Bluff) are located in the Big Horn Basin near Worland, within Washakie
County, Wyoming. The Districts share a diversion and the first three miles of Hanover Canal with the
Hanover and Highland Hanover Irrigation Districts. There are 1,678 acres served by the Upper Bluff
District south of the Town of Worland and west of Highway 20.

Summarize the request.

The Upper Bluff District is seeking Level Ill funding to replace the pipeline from Pumping Plant No. 1 to
Upper Bluff Canal No. 1. The project may be constructed in two phases to meet immediate needs in
the pipeline section from the pumping plant to the railroad right-of-way, and then from that point on to
the discharge point into Upper Bluff Canal No. 1. This will avoid any delays with obtaining a railroad
easement while fixing the section of pipeline with the most current issues.

Summarize the reasons for the request.

Over the last two years multiple leaks have occurred in the 67-year-old pipeline. Most of those leaks
have occurred in the first section between the pumping plant and the railroad crossing, but others have
occurred in the remaining section as well. This may be the result of an earthquake that occurred in the
fall of 2022 within 5 miles of the pipeline, the age of the pipeline, or likely a combination of the two.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components
Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance
Connect to existing steel “Y”
F&Y 24” DR21 HDPE
F&Y Open Air Vent at Outlet
F&Y 3 bends (2 vertical & 1 horizontal)
F&Y casing rollers or spacers
Demolition of 2,300’ P.C.P. & Structure
Pipe bedding
Erosion control & revegetation
Pipe Testing

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs (Rounded)

Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:

Ineligible Expenses
None

Total Ineligible Project Costs

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information.
a. Total acres are in the District?
b. Assessed acres?

c. Irrigated acres?

$ 49,300
$ 10,000
$ 3,000

65,000
15,000
276,000
5,000
22,500
7,000
74,000
11,500
12,000

$ 5,000

PARNRAARARANRLA

Pre-Project
1,678
1,678

1,678

$ 62,300

$ 493,000

$ 49300
$ 542,300

$ 81345
$ 623,645

$ 685,945
$ 27438

$ 713,383

$ 713,500

-

356,750

Post-Project
1,678
1,678

1,678



d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 3.4 3.4
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 38 38
f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Center pivot and flood

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Rotational crops — sugar beets, barley
corn, beans, alfalfa, pasture and grass

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Flow sensor at pump station

2. Water Usage Pre-Project  Post-Project
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually: 5,705 5,705
b. Average Day Demand (AF): 5 5
c. Peak Day Demand (AF): 6 6
3. System Capacity: Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day) 6 6

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Seepage, pump efficiency and structure deficiencies

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day): 0 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 10% 10%
4. District Financing

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?
Acres

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Number of acres
Pre-Project Post-Project
c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment? $ 40/acre $ 40/acre

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to

assessments, how much is it? $ 0 9 0
5. Financial Statement Pre-Project = Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ 69766 $ 69,766
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 0o 9 0
Total annual revenues: $ 69766 $ 69,766
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 26500 $ 26,500
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 5500 $ 5,500
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0o $ 0
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Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0 9 0
Annual payments for other purposes: $ 0o ¢ 0
Total annual payments: $ 32000 $ 32,000
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 17117 17117
Balance in emergency fund: $ 2308 $ 2,308

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priority 3 Level Ill replacement of existing
transmission pipelines

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 1,678

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? BOR, NRCS

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? On-farm pivots, VFDs operating in
relation to amount of water in the downstream canal.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? No. Should it be? No. This portion of the pipeline has
experienced multiple failures in the past year and has reached the end of its useful life. The District
has nearly exhausted their repair and replacement funds dealing with this one section of pipe in the
last year.

Basis for the funding recommendation: Pipeline has reached the end of its useful life. Normal
maintenance on this section of pipe can no longer keep up with failures. The District needed to
reduce flows to ~1/2 of normal to finish the 2024 irrigation season. An earthquake in the fall of 2022
may be a contributing factor to the recent string of failures, or it could just be the age of the pipe.


















2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: West Afton ID Phase | Project 2025 Program: Rehabilitation

Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Lincoln

Sponsor: West Afton Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Proposed Budget: $0
WWDC Grant! (50%) $ 658,500
WWDC Loan? (50%) $ 658,500
Total $ 1,317,000

" Not to exceed 50% of WWDC eligible costs
250% loan with a term of 20 years @ 4% interest

Project Manager: Jones/Mitchell

Project Description: This is a pipeline replacement project for the West Afton Irrigation District located
near the Town of Afton in Lincoln County.

1.

Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2022 L-I West Afton/Nield String Irrigation Master Plan $ 88,000

Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The West Afton system was originally constructed in 1976 using 24” to 14” welded steel pipe and 12”
and smaller PVC pipe. Since completion of the original construction, private individuals have installed
additional lines on the system. The District receives direct flow diversion of 14 cfs from Swift Creek.

Summarize the request.

The West Afton Irrigation District services approximately 933 acres and 87 water users and needs a
mainline replacement. The project will include final design work for and replacement of 3,700 linear
feet of the existing 24” steel pipeline which extends from the diversion structure on Swift Creek to the
west.

Summarize the reasons for the request.

The system was installed in the 1970's and has functioned well, but is now showing indications of
failure in steel lines. Inspection and condition assessment completed as part of the 2024 master
planning effort suggests all of the 16,600 feet of steel lines are experiencing significant corrosion. This
proposed project will address sections of lines with the highest consequence of failure and need for
repair.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components
Mobilization
Traffic Control
Subsurface Investigation
24” PVC Pipe (3,700 LF)
Connect to Existing Pipe
3” Air/Vacuum Relief Valves
4” Gate Valve
4” Riser Installation
Open excavation, backfill, surface restoration

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Cost

Total Project Cost (Rounded)

Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Loan:
Ineligible Expenses

None

Total Ineligible Project Costs

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information.
a. Total acres are in the District?
b. Assessed acres?

c. Irrigated acres?

$ 92,400

5,000

45,000
13,000
4,000
711,000
76,000
15,000
1,000
4,000

$ 55,000

PRARAANAAL

Pre-Project
933
933

933

$ 97,400

$ 924,000
$ 92400
$ 1,016,400

$ 152,460
$ 1,168,860

$ 1,266,260
$ 50,650

$ 1,316,910
$ 1,317,000

R

658,500

R

658,500

Post-Project
933
933

933



d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 3 3
Note* The annual water delivery is estimated, not measured.

e. How many individual landowners receive water? 87 87
f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Hand lines and side roll

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Primary crops are alfalfa, grass and
grains. There are also multiple fields used for pasture for cattle and horses. Cropping patterns

include crop rotation and rotational fallowing.

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Currently, no measuring devices are in
place. A flat fee assessment of $100/landowner plus $10/acre

2. Water Usage Pre-Project Post-Project
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually: 2,900 2,900
b. Average Day Demand (AF): 20 20
c. Peak Day Demand (AF): 27 27
3. System Capacity: Pre-Project  Post-Project

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day) 27 27

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Failing
pipes result in leakage and create downtime for irrigators while repairs are made. This project is
focusing on the upper portion of the system. Pipe failure in other parts of the system will still be a
challenge but are easier for the District maintain and fix.

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day): 0 0
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 15 12

4. District Financing

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?
Based on acres owned

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? One vote per acre of real property in the
area served by the Irrigation District.

Pre-Project  Post-Project
c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment? $10 $13.50

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to

assessments, how much is it? $100 $125
5. Financial Statement Pre-Project Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from assessments: $ 17207 $ 23,470
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 0 S 0




Total annual revenues: 17,207 23,470

10,000 6,500
15,000
1,970

Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses:
Annual payments for debt retirement:

Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund:
Annual payments to an emergency fund:

Annual payments for other purposes:

Total annual payments:

7,207

17,207 23,470

35,550
10,000

37,520
10,000

Balance in repair and replacement fund:
Balance in emergency fund:

h P RIR N A NP &
o

h P RPN A PP &
o

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account Il, Priority 3 replacement of existing transmission
pipelines

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? No Number of acres 933

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes If so, what are they?
The Irrigation District has submitted an application to the BOR for WaterSMART Planning and Project
Design funds ($400,000). Notice of selection is anticipated in January 2025 with funds becoming
available spring of 2025.

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Irrigators are encouraged to
maintain their on farm systems so they use water efficiently.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes. Should it be? Yes. A delay in the project should occur
until the Irrigation District can meet WWDC acreage eligibility requirements.

Basis for the funding recommendation: This project was identified as the highest priority in the West
Afton/Nield String Master Plan Level | study, specifically for the West Afton portion of the project area.
The scope of the project is eligible for WWDC funding. However, the Irrigation District does not meet
the minimum eligibility requirement of 1,000 acres for funding defined in the WWDC criteria.






Pipe Conditions (top photos) and extent of ground disturbance typically required to repair leaks (bottom
photo)







2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Wheatland Well No. 3 Replacement 2025 Program: Rehabilitation

Project Type: Municipal County: Platte

Sponsor: Town of Wheatland

WWDO Recommendation: Do Not Fund Proposed Budget: $0
WWDC Grant' (50%) $ 901,500
Other Funding Source? (50%) $ 901,500
Total $ 1,803,000

"Not to exceed 50% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Moser/Mitchell.

Project Description: The Town of Wheatland desires to offset and replace the Wheatland No. 3 well.
The well is 88 years old and the water exceeds EPA maximum contaminant level (MCL) for uranium. This
project will investigate the existing well in an effort to identify zones responsible for uranium and construct
a replacement No. 3 well which will avoid those zones.

1.

Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2015 L-1ll Wheatland No. 7 Well $ 502,500
2016 L-1ll Wheatland Pipelines $ 522,600
2017 L-1ll Wheatland Wells 2017 $ 994,950
2021 I-l Wheatland Water Master Plan $ 125,000
2024 L-1ll Wheatland Tank Replacement 2024 $ 2,685,500

Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The Town of Wheatland has eight active water supply wells. These wells produce from the Arikaree
Formation. Wheatland’s Well No. 1 and Well No. 2 pump to the north settling basin, while Wells 5, 6,
and 7 pump to the south settling basin. Water from the north and south settling basins are pumped to
the storage tanks on the east side of Town. The Black Mountain wells 2, 3, and 4 pump to a storage
tank on the west side of Town.

Summarize the request.
The Town of Wheatland desires to replace the aging Wheatland No. 3 well with a new well which will
serve the east side of Town.

Summarize the reasons for the request.

The Wheatland Well No. 3 has reached the end of its service life. Additionally, the well contains
problematic levels of uranium. A replacement Wheatland Well No. 3 would provide additional capacity
in the east side of Wheatland and additional insurance against failure of Wheatland Wells No. 1 and
No. 2.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Title Opinion
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components
Phase | — Well Drilling
Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance
Video Log existing well

Drilling, geophysical logging, constructing, and developing

Standby Time

Test Pumping

Abandonment of old well
Phase | — Well Drilling Subtotal

Phase Il — Well Completion
Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance
Trenching and backfilling
Pipe, connection, tees, fittings
Well House, piping and electrical
Pump, motor, panel, and telemetry
Reclamation and landscaping
Phase Il - Well Completion Subtotal

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs Rounded
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 50% Grant:

Total Ineligible Project Costs

$ 5,000

$ 131,625

$ 120,000
$ 20,000
$ 510,800
$ 8,800
$ 85100

$ 15,000
$ 759,700

$ 120,000
$ 14,400
$ 34,800
$ 220,000
$ 110,000

$ 7,350
$ 506,550
$ 1,266,250

$ 126,625
$ 1,392,875
$ 208,931
$ 1,601,806

$ 1,733,431
$ 69,337

$ 1,802,768
$ 1,803,000
$ 901,500

$ 0



PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information

a. Population (2010 Census) 3,575 (Current Estimate) 3,481

b. Does the entity have a comprehensive planning boundary? Yes

If so, what is the estimated additional population that could be served in the future? 295

c. Taps served within the entity boundaries?
d. Taps outside the entity boundaries?
e. Names of other water systems served? Not Applicable

2. Water Usage (Potable water system only)

a. Total number of gallons produced by
the water sources annually:

b. Gallons used per capita per day:

Average Day:
Peak Day:

3. System capacity (Potable water system only):

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system

Pre-Project
1,842

52

Pre-Project

365MG

293 gal
870 gal

Pre-Project

Gallons per day: 4.3MGD
b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.): Supply
c. Increased capacity needed:

Gallons per day 309,000
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage): 7%

4. Does the entity have an independent raw water irrigation system? No

a. Raw water system capacity (acre feet per day & gallons per day): 0
b. Average annual raw water usage (acre feet & gallons): 0

5. Rates
a. Tap fees:
Residential: $
Commercial: $

Pre-Project

1,500
1,500

Post-Project
1,842

52

Post-Project

498MG

293 gal
870 gal

Post-Project

5.0MGD

Treatment if
uranium
levels remain

309,000

7%

Post-Project

$ 1,500
$ 1,500



b. Average monthly water bill: $ 40.00 $ 42.00

c. Water Rates
Town Ordinance #851 prescribes service fees and tiered rates which increase associated with
higher categories of water use. Base residential rates for 2024 are $2.75 plus $32.50 for the
first 10,000 gallons. The Ordinance also prescribes increases in base and water usage rates
for both 2025 and 2026 in increments over the years.

6. Financial Statement Pre-Project  Post-Project
Annual revenues generated from water sales: $ 811,788 § 852,378
Annual revenues from tap fees: $ 2,000 $ 2,000
Annual revenues from other sources: $ 32,559 $__ 40,000
Total annual revenues: $ 846,347 $ 894,378
Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 369,374 $ 517,437
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0 $ 30,000
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments for other purposes: $_ 476,973 $_ 346,941
Total annual payments: $ 846,347 $ 894,378
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 104,960 $ 164,960
Balance in emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual cost of water quality testing: $ 4689 $ 10,000
B. COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA
1. Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priority 1 Level Il rehabilitation of water
diversion or control structures
2. Is the project supported by the City Council or County Commission, which has jurisdiction over the
project area? Yes. Resolution #11-2024 was passed by the Governing Body for the Town of
Wheatland in support of the application.
3. Will the project serve at least 15 water taps? Yes Number of taps 1,894
4. |s the sponsor under any federal (EPA) mandates to improve your system? (eg. Administrative orders,
violations, actions taken): Yes, overflow piping on North and South Settling Basins.
5. Does anyone in the service area haul water? No
6. Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they: SRF, SLIB and RUS
7. Is water metered? Yes Are billings based on meter readings? Yes
8. What is monthly water bill for 5,000 gallons? $35.25 for residential 20,000 gallons? $43.25

9.

Theoretical reasonable monthly water bill ($58,813 (AMHI) x 2.5%/12) $122.53

10. What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Tiered water rates and year-round

water restrictions.
4



1.

12

13.

14.

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Will the project consider regional solutions? No, a regional solution does not apply to this specific
project.

Can the project be delayed or staged? Yes Should it be? Yes, Well 3 was not identified in the 2023
Wheatland Master Plan Level | as a priority. The well currently has water quality issues, and the
proposed location for the new well does not seem feasible for correcting the water quality issues.

Basis for the funding recommendation:

As described, the project would obtain authorization from the State Engineer’s Office / Board of
Control to relocate existing water rights from the High Plains Aquifer System, within the Platte County
Groundwater Control Area. Because the applicant is not proposing to develop additional water rights
or additional supply, the project is most appropriately categorized as Rehabilitation.

The Wheatland Water Master Plan Level | Study (February 2023) identified recommended
improvements for the Town of Wheatland. The Study recommended replacement of Wheatland Well
No. 1 due to the age and risk of failure. Wheatland Well No. 1 is the oldest well, and the
recommendation to replace this well was suggested as a means to help maintain capacity and water
rights. The Study further found that the capacity of all wells together was sufficient to meet the Town’s
2040 projected water demands, even if the Wheatland Well No. 1 and No. 2 were to fail. That
analysis was performed at a time when the Wheatland Well No. 3 was not in service.

The average day demand and maximum day demand for Wheatland (as a whole) is 0.99MGD
(687gpm) and 2.96MGD (2,056gpm), respectively. Functionally, Wheatland Wells No.1, 2, 5, 6, and 7
supply the “Town Zone” of Wheatland, with a combined reported flow rate of 2,295gpm.

While planning for future well replacement is commendable, it does not appear that Wheatland is
critically deficient in supply. In addition, WWDO staff are concerned that a replacement well in the
vicinity of the Wheatland Well No. 3 will face challenges related to uranium in the groundwater.
Therefore, the Water Development Office notes concerns in the following order:

1. The Office does not fully understand the operational history associated with the Wheatland
Well No. 3; however, it is our understanding that this well has been idle for some time. The
Sponsor may be able to obtain a “Temporary Relocation” from the Water Division |
Superintendent; however, the process to petition for a permanent relocation of this water right
will require consideration by the Board of Control, which frequently requires recent production
information for justification of the relocation. In addition, the petition will require consideration
and recommendation by the Platte County Control Area Advisory Board, which adds an
additional review layer to the process. Due to these intricacies, it is not immediately clear if
the Superintendent will grant a “Temporary Relocation” to authorize the drilling.

2. The 2023 Water Master Plan identifies that Wheatland can meet projected water demands
even if Wheatland Wells No. 1 and No. 2 fail. Therefore, Wheatland does not need additional
redundancy at this time.

3. Even if Wheatland needs additional supply related to the main pressure zone, there are some
risks associated with drilling near the Wheatland Well No. 3. These challenges are great
enough that the Office would recommend a Level Il (Feasibility) study to more adequately
characterize the groundwater production zones (quality and quantity), evaluate reasonable
alternatives, and more fully develop costs associated with construction.



Well No. 3




RESOLUTION #11-2024

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SUBMISSION OF A WYOMING WATER
COMMISSION LEVEL 111 CONSTRUCTION FUNDING APPLICATION ON BEHALF
OF THE GOVERNING BODY FOR THE TOWN OF WHEATLAND FOR THE

Wheatland Well #3 Replaceinent

WHEREAS, the Governing Body for the Town of Wheatland desives (e participate in the Suie
of Wyoming's Water Development Commission Level 11 Construction Funding For Municipal
and Rual Domestic Projects program; and

WHEREAS, the Governmg Body for the Town of Wheatland recopnizes the need for the
request; and

WHEREAS, the Governirg Body for the Town of Wheatland recognizes there are certain
requirements which must be met for the application 1o be complete and that funding tor projeets
are based on WWDC recomumendations and is appropriated by the lepislaturs rom the Waer
Development Accounts,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE Town
of Wheatllend that an application in the amount of $1,174 798 94 be submitied 10 the Wyoming
Water Development Comimission for consideration at their next board meeting to 2ssist in

funding the Wheatland Wel] #3 Replacemeant,

BE IT FURTHER RESOQOLVED, that Candy Wright, ClerkTreasurer fur the Town of
Wheatland is hereby designated as the authorized representative of the Town of Wheniland 1o act
on kehalf of the Governing Body on all matters relating to this applicaticn.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 12" day of August 2024,

Buoor R D

Brandor Ciraves, Mayor
STATE OF WYOMING )

158,
COUNTY OF PLATTE )

The foregoing RESQLUTION wis ecknowledged bafore me this _|_‘:_:l___|:|5}' of F‘U‘-‘_g_!d-:{:}} i e
by_Eoca ot (IR

WITHESE MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL
—ia 'ﬁ'-‘ﬁ'_JcL‘_‘ﬁt_l-' ,.I:;,-__.-.u_ LTy
TARITHA ENMISS

Motary Public MOTREY PLIBILIG

} l ; iy e STATE OF WYOMING
My Commission capiney. D'—t_l_ .-r "rj_'f\, COMBMISSION 1D 161312
- Y COMMESSICN EXPIRES: (40472028




2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Willwood ID Willwood Chute 2025 Program: Rehabilitation

Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Park and Big Horn

Sponsor: Willwood Irrigation District

WWDO Recommendation: Level lll Proposed Budget: $1,698,000
WWDC Grant! (47%) $ 798,000
WWDC Loan? (53%) $ 900,000
Total $ 1,698,000

" Not to exceed 47% of eligible costs
253% loan at 4% interest and a term of 20 years

Project Manager: Tavelli / Kaiser

Project Description: The design and construction of a replacement irrigation chute and appurtenances
necessary to make the project function in the manner intended.

1.

Describe existing status in the program and previous appropriations.
Prior Legislation

Year Project Appropriation
2014 L-I, Willwood ID Master Plan $ 160,000
2014 L-111, Willwood ID Rehab 2014 $ 164,000
2016 L-11l, Willwood ID Rehab 2016 $ 533,000
2023 L-1l, Willwood ID Rehab 2023 $ 346,000

Describe existing water supply using information in the application.

The existing water supply system consists of a gravity weir dam diverting water from the Shoshone
River into open and piped canals. The direct flow diversion right is 74 cfs to serve approximately
11,595 acres. The water supply system has 120,000 acre-feet in stored water at the Buffalo Bill
Reservoir.

Summarize the request.
Funding is being requested to reconstruct the Willwood Chute to replace the existing chute that is
failing. The sponsor has secured $900,000 in NRCS EQIP funding for the project. The EQIP payments
are made available upon completion of phases of the project. As the project phases are completed the
District will receive payment from the NRCS and will use those payments to pay back the loan
component of the project.

. Summarize the reasons for the request.

Failing control structure is deteriorating, and water is undermining the structure causing potential
catastrophic failure. Failure of this structure would leave 2/3 of the Willwood Irrigation District without
irrigation water and result in a complete shutdown of the Willwood Canal, which would impact the
entire District.



Estimated Level lll WWDC Eligible Costs:

Preparation of Final Designs and Specifications
Site Access Permit Fees (BOR, USFS, etc.)
Title Opinion

Acquisition of Access and Rights of Way
Pre-Construction Costs (Subtotal # 1)

Cost of Project Components
Mobilization
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
72" RCP Pipe
Modify Existing Inlet Structure
Modify Existing Outlet Structure
Inlet Structure
Outlet Structure
Clear and Grub
Dewatering
Drainage Pipe and Structures
Surface Restoration
Roadbase, Bedding, Backfill, and Foundation

Construction Cost (Subtotal #2)

Construction Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 2 x 10%)
Components and Engineering Costs (Subtotal # 3)
Contingency (Subtotal #3 x 15%)

Construction Cost Total (Subtotal #4)

Total Project Cost (Subtotal #1 + Subtotal #4)
Inflation Costs (4% per one year)

Total Project Costs
Total Project Costs (Rounded)

Level lll Recommended Funding @ 47% Grant:
Level lll Recommended Funding @ 53% Loan:

Ineligible Expenses
NRCS NEPA

Total Ineligible Project Costs

PROJECT INFORMATION:

A. FINANCIAL INFORMATION

1. Service Area Information.
a. Total acres are in the District?

b. Assessed acres?

$
$
$

118,755
0
2,000

$ 10,000

DR AN ANDAARARANRL

95,000
2,500
374,400
25,000
25,000
65,000
475,000
10,000
10,000
25,000
40,000
40,650

Pre-Project
11,595

11,595

$ 130,755

$ 1,187,550

$ 118,755
$ 1,306,305
$ 195946
$ 1,502,251

$ 1,633,006
$ 65320

$ 1,698,326
$ 1,698,000

$ 798,000
$ 900,000

$ 50,000

$ 50,000

Post-Project
11,595

11,595



c. Irrigated acres? 11,595 11,595
d. Average annual water delivery (acre-feet/acre assessed)? 10 10
e. How many individual landowners receive water? 204 204

f. What type(s) of on-farm irrigation water application is used? Tubes, center pivots, wheel lines,
flood, gated pipe, drip system

g. Briefly describe the main crops and cropping patterns: Alfalfa, corn, sugar beets, malt barley,
grass seed

h. Describe the water measuring devices currently in use: Pressure sensor at the diversion dam,
lookdown sensor at main canal, Cipolletti weirs on laterals, Parshall flumes at turnouts, electronic

flow meters at turn outs, staff gages, 4 Rubicon gates with discharge and canal flow

2. Water Usage
a. Total water (AF) provided by the system annually:
b. Average Day Demand (AF):
c. Peak Day Demand (AF):

3. System Capacity:

a. Maximum capacity of the water supply system
(acre feet per day)

b. What is the factor (bottleneck) limiting the
ability to provide water (supply, canals, etc.):

c. Increased capacity needed (acre feet per day):
d. Estimated system water losses (percentage):

4. District Financing

Pre-Project
120,000
635

833

Pre-Project

833

Aging Infrastructure

0

15

Post-Project
120,000
635

833

Post-Project

833

Same
0

15

a. Is the assessment based on acres, acre-feet delivered, acre-feet of storage space, or other?

acres

b. How is voting authority delegated to water users? Number of water-righted acres

c. What is the per unit amount of the current assessment?

d. If there is a basic service charge in addition to
assessments, how much is it?

5. Financial Statement
Annual revenues generated from assessments:

Annual revenues from other sources:
Total annual revenues:

Pre-Project
31.50

100

Pre-Project

Post-Project
39.50

200

Post-Project

$ 385202 $§ 428,764
$ 0 $ 0
$ 385202 $§ 428,764



Annual budget for operation and maintenance expenses: $ 10000 $ 10,000
Annual payments for debt retirement: $ 43894 $ 43,894
Annual payments to a repair and replacement fund: $ 0o 3 0
Annual payments to an emergency fund: $ 0o $ 0
Annual payments for other purposes*: $ 331,308 $ 374,870
Total annual payments: $ 385202 $ 428,764
Balance in repair and replacement fund: $ 70000 $ 70,000
Balance in emergency fund: $ 0 0

‘NOTE: WID has 3 accounts: general budget, equipment depreciation, and system
rehabilitation

COMPARISON WITH OPERATING CRITERIA

Project Priority according to the Criteria? Account I, Priority 1 Rehabilitation of water diversion or
control structures

Will the project serve at least 1,000 water righted acres? Yes Number of acres 11,595

Is the sponsor eligible for funding from other state or federal programs? Yes
If so, what are they? NRCS, BOR

What water conservation measures are employed by the sponsor? Canal cleaning, canal lining in
seepage areas, pivots, gated pipe, open dirt lateral to closed pipe systems

Is the operation of the water supply system self-supporting in terms of revenues offsetting costs for
operation, maintenance, debt retirement, replacement funds and emergency funds? Yes

Can the project be delayed or staged? No. Should it be? No. Failure of this structure would leave
2/3 of the Willwood Irrigation District without irrigation water and result in a complete shutdown of the
Willwood Canal, which would impact the entire District.

Basis for the funding recommendation: This is the number one concern of the Level Il study. The
chute is at risk of catastrophic failure due to seepage underneath the structure allowing water to
surface in areas outside of the structure.






Willwood Chute




Figures 1-3 provided courtesy of Willwood Irrigation District Rehabilitation Level 1l Study;
JUB Engineers, Inc.
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2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project Name: Eden Valley Irrigation District Program: Rehabilitation
System Improvements 2019

Project Type: Agricultural Irrigation County: Sweetwater County
Sponsor: Eden Valley Irrigation & Drainage District

Sponsor’s Request: Project Modification, and Proposed Budget Increase: $0
Additional Time

WWDO Recommendation: Extend the reversion Previously Approved Budget: $ 351,000
date from July 1, 2026 to July 1, 2028 and modify the project
to complete the work within the existing budget.

WWDC Grant' (25%) $ 351,000
Sponsor? (75%) $ 1,053,000
Total $ 1,404,000

" Not to exceed 25% of eligible costs
2 Sponsor or other funding source

Project Manager: Mitchell

Project Description: The original project included design and construction of a portion of the Eden
Canal lining, and a sand trap structure. The project went out to bid in May of 2022. The low bid received
was 65% over the engineer’s estimate. As a result, the bids were rejected and the project was put on hold
to determine the best way to move forward.

The project’'s 46% co-funding was being provided by the Bureau of Reclamation Water and Efficiency
Grant. That specific grant has been terminated, and the District has included this project in another grant
package from the NRCS. The District has secured the NRCS funding with a request of WWDC co-funding
at 25% of eligible construction costs. All future pay requests will be requested at a 25% WWDC cost
share. The NRCS also covers 100% of costs related to engineering services (i.e. design changes,
construction management, amendments etc.)

The District is requesting to remove 750 LF of concrete lining from the Eden Canal as a modification to
the scope of work, and they are also requesting a time extension to allow time to re-bid and construct the
project. It is the WWDQO’s recommendation to approve the changed scope of work and time extension
request, while reducing the WWDC Grant amount to 25% of eligible construction costs.



2025 RECOMMENDATION-CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

