












































Exhibit 18 3) Aquifer Continuity Between the Boise and
the Payette

Figure 1

This is figure 1 of exhibit 18, showing HLI’s representation of the regional ground water
flow in the Pierce Gulch Aquifer. There are several observations | would like to note
regarding this figure.

HLI states on Page 10 of Exhibit 45 that “The piezometer level map for the PGSA wells,
based on reliable data from available wells completed into the PGSA,”. Additionally,
on page 33 of Exhibit 45, HLI states “{QUOTE}We selected 59 wells for our second
measurements because these were the only ones we were CONFIDENT were
completed within the PGSA and they were the only ones that remained as candidates
after a rigorous analysis weeded out wells of poor and/or unknown construction.” |t
should be noted that there are only approximately 20 of the 59 wells that were
CONFIDENTLY identified as PGSA wells are plotted on this ground water map.

However, one of the wells, Caldwell Test Well #19, is one of the 16 wells used to
develop the ground water contours. This well is also one of only four wells that lies
west of the Ada/Canyon county line that were used to develop this map. It is noted in
the data accompanying the flow map that the Caldwell well may be completed above
the PGSA. HLI agrees that it is currently unknown whether or not this well is
completed into or above the PGSA.

Data for the Zigler well, the well in the northwest corner of this map and located in the
Payette valley, was not provided by HLI in the accompanying data with report, Exhibit
18. This well appears to be an important well to the inferred northwest ground water
flow as this well is the furthest most northwestern well. | researched the well log for
this well. This well is 176 feet deep that is composed primarily of silt and contains only
six feet of saturated sand. It is not apparent to me that this well is completed in the
PGSA.

The inclusion of data from these wells is inconsistent to HLI’s statements that only

wells CONFIDENTLY determined to be PGSA wells with reliable data were used to
construct this map.
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Exhibit 18

Figure 1 (Zoomed in
on M3 Property)

This is a zoomed in image of the previous slide focused in on the M3 area that contains
the majority of the data points plotted on the regional map. The “green line” on the
map represents a no-flow barrier and has significant importance on the ground water
flow direction . Notice at the termination of the line the ground water flow abruptly
changes to the north.

17



Exhibit 44
Page 5

“Indeed, the identified characteristic “geophysical signature” of the base of
the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer {HLI, 2007) appears to be present in deep
petroleum exploration bores beneath the cities of Meridian, Caldwell, and
Payette, Idaho (S.H. Wood, personal communication, 2009} suggesting that
the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer is extensive to not only the Payette River Volley
but also to the Snake River Valley.”

To support the continuity between the Boise and Payette basins, HLI states on Page 11 of
Exhibit 45 “{QUOTE}The normal resistivity logs from the Ted Daws #1 well {submitted to IDWR
in November 2008 and discussed in our January 2009 submittal) clearly show that the sand unit
called the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer is a widespread deposit that extends to the Payetie River
Valley north of New Plymouth (Figures 3 and 4).”{End Quote}

And on Page 17, “{QUOTE} The identical log characteristics that HLI has shown in Boise area
wells occur in the Ted Daws #1 well and the adjacent Virgil Johnson #1 well, and also in
geophysicat logs to the west near the town of Payette and south to Lake Lowell.” {END QUOTE}
Continued on page 17, HLI states: “However, Dr. Ralston did not evaluate these geophysical
logs from just wells that were described above, and did not evaluate the Zigler well. Id. at 103-
104. It appears that the Staff also did not.” {END QUOTE}

HLI is correct that the Staff did not review the geophysical logs for the mentioned wells in the
Payette basin for two reasons. First, the April 1, 2008 memo prepared by HLI is the first and
only HLI authored document in which these wells are specifically referenced. The quote that
is currently on the screen is the extent of the discussion of these wells in the 2009 submittal. It
reads “{QUOTE} “Indeed, the identified characteristic “geophysical signature” of the bose of the
Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer (HLI, 2007} appears to be present in deep petroleum exploration
bores beneath the cities of Meridian, Caldwell, and Payette, idaho {S.H. Wood, personal
communication, 2009) suggesting that the Pierce Guich Sand Aquifer is extensive to not only the
Payette River Valley but also to the Snake River Valley.”{END QUOTE}

The subject wells are not directly referenced in the 2009 submittal.
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Exhibit 19
First Page

The second reason the Staff did not review the geophysical logs for the Daws and
Johnson wells is because the logs were not properly identified and difficult to read.
The slide shown here is are the geophysical logs as they were submitted to the
department. Several issues made the review of these logs difficult. First it is unclear as
to what the labels “RB1”, “BC1” “TD1, and V]1 represent. Second, there was not a map

to accompany these plots to show their location. And third, the legibility of the actual
data on the plots was difficult to read.

The department was unaware of the significance of these plots until we read the April
1, 2009 memo from HLI.
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Exhibit 2 Exhibit 45
Figure 7 Figures 4 and 3

Figure 4. Hvdrogeologic Cross Sections based ou Deep Exploration Well Borehole
Geophysical Analyses (from Woed)

Figure 7. Conceptusl Profile of Pierce Gukh Sand Aquifer Between Boise and Payrite River:
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This slide shows the two hydrogeologic profiles of the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer
submitted in support of this application that extend into the Payette basin. Although
similar, the two profile lines are not in the same location. They do however, follow the
general strike of the aquifer as define to the northwest. Therefore the change in dip
can not account for the different depths of the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer beneath the
Payette River. The differences between the two profiles suggests additional
information is necessary to better define this aquifer on a regional scale.



Exhibit 44

Figure 24 Figure 24. Cooper-Jacob Analysis for the Big Gulch Stock Well
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The next topic for discussion is aquifer testing. There are a few observations | would
like to address on this topic.

This slide is Figure 24 from Exhibit 44 showing the drawdown plot for the Big Gulch
Stock well in the January 2009 submittal. The sudden increase at the end of the test

raised questions for the Department and we commented accordingly in the staff
memo.



Exhibit 45

Figure 6

Figure 6. Cooper-Jacob Analysis for the Big Gulch Stock Well with Water-
Level Trend Corrections
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This is Figure 6 from Exhibit 45. HLI responded to our comments in the staff memo by
correcting the drawdown data with the regional aquifer trend in attempt to account for
the late rises in water levels. Note the increase is apparent in the corrected water
levels as it was in the original submittal. In addition the text on the graph states
“{QUOTE} Rise in apparent drawdown and derivatives after 6,000 minutes may reflect
boundary effect of nearest know “no-flow” boundary — the edge of the aquifer shown
in the site plan as the “green line.””{END QUOTE}

The presence of a hydraulic boundary is suspected by department and HLI. A test of
longer duration would have provided additional information needed to determine the
significance of such a boundary.
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Exhibit 44
Figure 27

Figure 27. Theis Recovery Analysis for the Big Gulch Stock Well with
Water-Level Trend Corrections
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This slide is Figure 27 of Exhibit 44. This plot is a recovery plot of the Big Gulch Stock
well. Note the deviation form the blue line on the left side of the plot. This deviation
indicated an incomplete recovery in in the water levels, meaning the water level did
not fully recover to the pre-test level. Again, we commented accordingly in our Staff
Memo.



Exhibit 45

Figure 7

Figure 7. Theis Recovery Analysis for the Big Gulch Stock Well with Revised
Water-Level Trend Correction
F SVR #7 Aquifer Test
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This slide is Figure 7 of Exhibit 45. HLI presented this plot in response to our comments
regarding the lack of recovery. This is a plot of drawdown recovery data that was
previously shown, but corrected for a trend that was misapplied to the data in the
original submittal. Note this correction reduces the deviance from the straight blue
line. The data also come closer to approaching full recovery. Possible reasons for the
incomplete recovery are stated in the text of this plot that include: “{QUOTE} S/S’ less
than 1 suggests “late” or “incomplete” recovery. Apparent “late” recover caused by
either a) incomplete correction for seasonal (declining) regional, water-level trend, or
b)hydraulic effects of nearest known no-flow boundary — the edge of the aqufier (green
line” on the site plan.”{END QUOTE}
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Exhibit 44
Figure 3
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Figure 3. Soufhwest-to-Northeast
i |Cross-Sectional Sketch of Major
Hydro-Stratigraphic Units
Underiying Big Gukh

The next topic | would like to discuss is aquifer boundaries.
This is slide shows Figure 3, from Exhibit 44.

The “{QUOTE} green line” {END QUOTE} is one of the two boundaries that HLI states
they have defined. As we heard in Mr. Vincent’s testimony, based on this figure it is
unclear as to how the base of the aquifer can daylight on the west side of SVR #6.
Additional questions are related to the water level fluctuations across the green line as
it appears in this figure that permeable sediments could be in contact across the line.
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EXHIBIT 2
FIGURE 3

Figure 3. Contours on the Buttam of the
Pierce Cuich Sand Aquifer In the Greater
M3 Eagle Project Area

.zm:ms-l;.:nu?; of the tase of the Piarce
lch er (regional aquifer
bonaath the Ell. n‘:?;d nf-f:fﬂlh
River. The contours are based upoa the
aralysis of deill-cuttings asd barehole
geophyxical logs from thirteen test wells
{see Figure 2). The contoured surbies
Tepresents the buse of the regional cold water

This slide shows figure 3 of the Exhibit 2. The map depicts the elevation contours in
which represent the bottom of the aquifer. The bottom of the Pierce Gulch Sand
Aquifer is considered equivalent to the top of the underlying thick mudstone. Equating
the extent of the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer to the extent of the mudstone involves
making the assumption that the sediments that directly overlie the mudstone are
composed of deltaic sands. As | previously testified, the distinction between the Pierce
Gulch Sand Aquifer and the undifferentiated alluvial aquifers and aquitards that exist
throughout the region becomes less distinct with distance from the M3 property.
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Exhibit 33D

Figure 3-4
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{After Squires et al., 1992; Wood, 1934)
Figure 3-4: Subdivisions of Idaho Group sediments.

This slides shows Figure 3-4 of the Exhibit 33D. This figure depicts the Subdivisions of
the Idaho Group Sediments in the Treasure Valley after Squires, et al 1992 and Wood
1994.

These subdivisions of the sedimentary units is supported through the data and
testimony submitted in support of this water right application. Note the gray lobe on
the northeast side of the group of classifications. This gray shaded area represents the
lake-margin deposits, which would include the deltaic sands of the Pierce gulch
Aquifer. The limited extent of the these lake-margin deposits supports the earlier
testimony | provided that the lake-margin sediments merge into the finer grained
deposits within the basin. This depiction of the sedimentary units within the Treasure

Valley indicates the lake-margin deposits are not as extensive as conceptualized by HLI.
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Exhibit 45
Page 25

“There likely is recharge at least at these locations: 1) the Boise
River in the upper basin (above Capitol Bridge); 2) where PGSA
rises up dip to the present-day Boise River gravels east of the
United Water Idaho ("UWID”) Swift well (in the vicinity of Garmers
Union Ditch Co.’s river diversion); 3) added pressure head from the
flood irrigation and irrigation laterals off the NYC and other main
canals; 4) recharge along the eastern edge of the basin NF of
Eagle; and 5) from ground water moving into the aquifer under an
upward gradient from below.”

| would like to now focus on recharge mechanisms to the target aquifer. HLI specifies
five sources of recharge that they feel is likely in their opinion. Some of these recharge
sources have been previously considered, others had not. As shown on this HLI states
on page 25 of Exhibit 45 that “f{QUOTE}There likely is recharge at least at these
locations: 1) the Boise River in the upper basin {above Capitol Bridge); 2) where PGSA
rises up dip to the present-day Boise River gravels east of the United Water Idaho
{“UWID”) Swift well (in the vicinity of Garmers Union Ditch Co.’s river diversion); 3)
added pressure head from the flood irrigation and irrigation laterals off the NYC and
other main canals; 4) recharge along the eastern edge of the basin NE of Eagle; and 5)
from ground water moving into the aquifer under an upward gradient from
below.”{END QUOTE}

I would like to address each of the potential sources in the following slides.
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Exhibit 45
Page 28

“Staff for some reason combines reaches long known to be gaining with
reaches long known to be losing apparently (o suggest “considerable
uncertainty” in seepage analysis.”

The quote on this slide is from Page 28 of Exhibit 45. It states, “lQUOTE} “Staff for
some reason combines reaches long known to be gaining with reaches long

known fo be losing apparently to suggest “considerable uncertainty” in seepage
analysis.”{END QUOTE}

Staff referenced the various estimates of the gains or losses associated with the
Boise River in the Staff memorandum to show there is considerable uncertainty
in the estimates and sources of such estimates. | will now explain the
referenced estimates to highlight the uncertainty in the estimates.
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Exhibit 50
Table 1

Glenweed Bridge Reach.

(,z}ﬁ : Urban and

: e <
IDWR, 2009 | USGS, 1997 Petrich, 1998

14 52 -21 -110

, /] Table 1. Estimates of the Boise River gains and losses for the Lucky Peak to
Ly

Urban, 2005

Estimated Gain
or Loss (cfs)!

" Gains are indicated by positive values and losses are indicated by negative values.

This slide shows Table 1 from Exhibit 50, the IDWR staff memorandum. The table
shows four different measurements of gains or losses associated with the Boise River
in the reach between Lucky Peak and Glenwood Bridge. The first estimate, labeled
IDWR, 2009, represents the difference in the gage readings from Lucky Peak to
Glenwood Bridge for the non-irrigation season (November through March). Only the
winter flow measurements were used in the estimate to eliminate any losses or
returns from irrigation diversions. The results from these calculations resulted in a net
gain of 14 cfs.

The second estimate, labeled USGS, 1997, represents the results from the 1999 USGS
Report that was submitted as an exhibit by the protestants last week, titled Streamflow
Gains and Losses in the Lower Boise River Basin, Idaho, 1996-1997. The results from
this study indicated a net gain of 52 cfs, based on a seepage analysis along the lower
reach of the river above Glenwood Bridge.

The third estimate, labeled Urban and Petrich, 1998, was the estimate used in the
Treasure Valley Hydrologic Report. The data used for this estimate are unknown, other
than it represents the reach of the river between Lucky Peak Dam and Capital Bridge.
The result of this estimate was a loss of 21 cfs.

The fourth and final estimate, labeled Urban, 2005, is an updated estimate for the
Treasure Valley Hydrologic Project. Again, the data used for this estimate is unknown,
other than it represents the reach from Lucky Peak to Capital Bridge in the year 2000.
The calculations used to produce this estimate are unclear, as a gage did not exist at
the Capital Bridge in the year 2000. The results of from this estimate indicate a net loss
of 110 cfs.

In summary, | included this table in the staff memorandum to highlight to the hearing
officer the current level of uncertainty in the gains and losses associated with the Boise
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Exhibit 26

Cross Section 4
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This slide shows one of the submitted cross sections developed by HLI in exhibit 26.
With respect to PGSA exposure under the Boise River, HLI states on page 28 of Exhibit
45 that the geophysical signature of the Swift well represents the PGSA 400 feet
beneath the river. According to this figure, the PGSA is depicted from approximately
75 feet to 225 feet below the Boise River. This inconsistency questions the certainty of
identifying this interval of this well as PGSA. In addition, the region identified as the
PGSA in the two central wells of this diagram is not distinguishable from the

undifferentiated alluvial aquifers and aquitards in the upper left section of this
diagram.

31



Exhibit 45
Page 25

3) added pressure head from the flood irrigation
and irrigation laterals off the NYC and other main
canals;

With respect to the third source of proposed recharge, we have heard testimony
regarding the age and travel time of the ground water in the PGSA. It is still unclear to
the staff as to how the irrigation water seepage upstream from Cole Road is available
as a recharge source to the PGSA.
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Exhibit 45
Page 25

4) recharge along the eastern edge of the basin NE of Eagle;

This fourth source of recharge was not included in the numerical model developed to
predict impacts from pumping in the PGSA. There was no attempt to identify or
quantify the specific mechanisms that could be contributing recharge to the PGSA in
the eastern edge of the basin northeast of Eagle.
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Exhibit 45
Page 25

5) from ground water moving into the aquifer under an
upward gradient from below.

HLI's fifth and final source of proposed recharge to the PGSA is from ground water
moving into the aquifer through the thick mudstone.

HLI's recharge from ground water moving into the aquifer under an upward gradient
from below is not viewed as a significant source of recharge to the PGSA based on HLI's
finding in the modeling report that stated: “The differences between runs with and
without this upward flow from beneath the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer were found to
be so small (maximum increase in water levels in the Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer of less
than 0.1 foot) that an eight layer was deemed unnecessary.” Pg. 17 of Exhibit 16.
Therefore, it seems odd that HLI would suggest this recharge mechanism and not
model it as one.
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Exhibit 45
Page 28

“In past studies and HLI’s more recent, it is shown that the PGSA
receives substantial recharge primarily from the Boise River and
associated canal systems.”

“The issue of water availability for the proposed project does nof,
in our view, require M3 Eagle to work out the exact PGSA
recharge mechanisms in the Boise Basin.”

And
Page 41

“the aquifer is strongly recharged”.

These quotes are from page 28, Exhibit 45, and the top one states “{QUOTE} in
past studies and HLI's more recent, it is shown that the PGSA receives
substantial recharge primarily from the Boise River and associated canal
systems.” No specific references are provided to support the statement.

The second quote states “{QUOTE}The issue of water availabifity for the
proposed project does not, in our view, require M3 Eagle to work out the exact
PGSA recharge mechanisms in the Boise Basin.”

IDWR agrees that the exact recharge mechanisms in the Boise Basin do not
need fully identified, but an attempt to characterize and quantify the recharge
mechanisms to the aquifer in which the water right application should be done.

The third quote, also from Exhibit 45 states “{QUOTE}the aquifer is strongly
recharged.”{END QUOTE} The statement is not referenced with any
documentation to support the statement.
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Exhibit 44

Figure 46. Comparison of Pierce Gulch Sand Aquifer Water Levels in
M3 On-Site and State and Linder Wells
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Now I'd like to change the focus of this testimony to water level and trends. This slide is Figure 46 of Exhibit 44. It is
a plot of the water level data collected by HLI in the M3 test wells. The dates on the plot range from July of 2006
through October 2008. There are several observations | would like to point out with this graph.

First, | would like to point out four wells that all show a similar downward trend over the past three years of
monitoring. The wells are SVR #7, SVR #9, TW#2, and TW#3. They are the two blue plots and the pink and green
plots on the graph. These wells are all located in the central A close visual inspection of the water levels from these
four wells on the M3 property shows a declining trend over the past few years. This trend is interesting, considering
the testimony that water levels are rising down in the valley in wells believed to be completed into the same
aquifer.

Next, I'd like to point out two more wells on this graph. The wells are United Water State and Linder Test Well and
the Tw#l. These wells are represented by the orange plot (the united water well) and the maroon plot (TW#1) on
the graph. Notice the significantly different seasonal water level fluctuation exhibited in these wells when
compared to the first four. TW#1 is located down in the southwest portion of the “panhandle” section of the
property. United Water State and Linder well is located near the intersection of State Street and Linder Road. The

department noted this change in water level fluctuations in the staff memorandum and HLI responded on Page 20 of

Exhibit 45

“{QUOTE}The PGSA as monitored by M3 Eagle’s more westerly wells are more confined with lower storativity and
thus show a greater water level drawdown and recovery from the collective pumping from the aquifer to the south.
Sucdh responses are consistent with basic principles of hydrogeology.” {END QUOTE}

An

“{QUOTE}The fact that the water level fluctuations between the two wells is “nearly an order of magnitude greater”
does not justify Staff’s implication that the two well groups lie in separated geologic units. Such a difference would
be expected given the locations of these wells relative to the pumping wells that are causing the seasonal
drawdowns” {END QUOTE}

The staff did not ever imply that the two groups of wells were in separate geologic units. This difference in
fluctuations does not support HLI’s claim that the fluctuations are due to the proximity of the pumping centers, or
one would expect the State and Linder monitoring well would have a greater response to such pumping than TW#1.
The response by HLI is not supported by the data presented Figure 46, as the seasonal fluctuations in the State and
Linder (closer to the pumping wells) are approximately five feet, whereas the same seasonal fluctuations in TW#1
are on the order of 16 feet.
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Exhibit 2
Page 14

“A “water level change map” of measured water levels
in comparison to water levels reported on driller’s
reports is planned for HLI’'s comprehensive report.”

And

Exhibit 45

Page 27
“many of the wells completed in the PGSA have water
level elevations that are at or above the levels
reported by the well driller when the well was initially
completed.”

On page 14 of Exhibit 2, HLI states “{QUOTE} A “water level change map” of measured
water levels in comparison to water levels reported on driller’s reports is planned for
HLI's comprehensive report.” {END QUOTE} The department has not received a water
level change map from HLI. However HLI does appear to have knowledge of water
level changes when they quote on Page 27 of Exhibut 45 that”{QUOTE} many of the
wells completed in the PGSA have water level elevations that are at or above the levels
reported by the well driller when the well was initially completed.”{END QUOTE} It
should be noted that many of the PGSA identified wells on M3 property have water
levels that are below the level they were when drilled.
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Exhibit 45
Pg. 29

“the Boise River and New York Canal seepage values were not
directly input to the model.”

And

Exhibit 16
Pg. 28

“‘We assume that a significant portion of this general head flow
into the model’s southeastern boundary originated as seepage
from both the Boise River and the New York Canal.”

Now I'd like to change the focus of this testimony to the ground water modeling
category. This slide shows two quotes from HLI documents that discuss the
southeastern boundary of the model, that state on page 29 of Exhibit 45 “{QUOTE} the
Boise River and New York Canal seepage values were not directly input to the
model.” {END QUOTE} | agree that the seepage values were not directly input
into the ground water model, but | do think the seepage is represented in the
model. This idea is supported by the statement made by HLI on page 28 of
Exhibit 16 that states”{QUQOTE} We assume that a significant portion of this
general head flow info the model's southeastern boundary originated as
seepage from both the Boise River and the New York Canal.”{END QUOTE}
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Exhibit 16
Appendix B
Tables3and 4

Table 3: Water Budget for Steady-State and 50-Year Transient Hmatch Simulation
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This slide shows Tables 3 and 4 from Appendix B of Exhibit 16. These tables
show the water budgets for the most current model runs performed by PGG.
The inflow rates assigned to the PGSA in the southeastern corner of the model
are bhased on losses from the Boise River and New York Canal and are higher
than all of the combined pumping in these layers (Layers 5,-6, and 7) that
represent the PGSA. In the upper table, Table 3, the total inflow in the
southeast corner is 114.77 cfs. The total pumping from this table is 94.12 cfs
from these layers for the entire model domain. In the lower table, Table 4,the
total inflow in the southeastern corner of the model is 106.82 cfs. The total
withdraw from these layers for the entire model domain due to pumping is 94.4
cfs. The amount of water entering the model is an approximate amount, that is
similar to a better known rate of current discharge. A slight error in the inflow
component to the model would result in the predicted impacts to be
underestimated.
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Exhibit 43
Figure 1

| would like to change the focus of this testimony to the geochemistry work completed
in support of this application. | have only few observations related to this topic.

First, we heard testimony from Mr. Glanzman that the TDS values in the Pierce Gulch
ranged from approximately 80 mg/L to over 400 mg/L. He later testified that the low
TDS value indicate you are near a recharge zone. The lowest TDS value from PGSA
wells came from the State and Linder Well, which is tens of miles from the speculated
recharge area. The location in which the State and Linder well is located is defined as a
discharge area for the PGSA by HLI, an inconsistency in the conceptual model and the
geochemical results.

It does not appear that many (or any) shallow, non PGSA identified wells were sampled
and analyzed. The analysis of the overlying aquifers when compared to the PGSA
analysis would provide information related to the interconnectivity between the
aquifers.
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Exhibit 45
Page 40

«Although the staff refers to “lines of evidence”
suggesting the aquifer “may be limited,” not even
a listing of such evidence appears in the Staff
Memo.”

I would now like to change the focus of this to aquifer sustainability. The quote on the
slide is presented on Page 40 of Exhibit 45. On this page, HLI states, “{QUOTE}
Although the staff refers to “lines of evidence” suggesting the aquifer “may be limited,”
not even a listing of such evidence appears in the Staff Memo.”{END QUOTE} The lines
of evidence the staff was referring to was the lack of recovery of the Big Gulch Stock
well and the current downward decline in monitored water levels in the test wells
completed on the M3 property. A response to the lack of recovery was presented in
Exhibit 45 and presented in this testimony. However, the fact that the water level
declines on the M3 property exist without being nearby a significant source of pumping
guestion the recharge rates and long term sustainability of the aquifer.

An additional concern regarding the long term sustainability was presented through
the testimony that the southeast Boise ground water management area exists
although very productive aquifer materials exist in the area. The southeast Boise
ground water management area exists on the edge of the Treasure Valley aquifer
system, much like the M3 area. The southeast Boise area is underlain with highly
transmissive aquifer materials, much like the M3 Eagle area. And finally, the recharge
mechanisms to southeast Boise area are limited, although it exists within this basin
that receives a significant amount of recharge on an annual basis.
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Exhibit 45
Pages 38 and 40

“the largest uncertainties in understanding the hydrogeology of the North Ada Couniy
areq, in our opinion, derive from the data available from poor-quality drifler’s reports and
poorly constructed or dilapidated domestic and irrigation wells that are so prevalent
here.”

-- Page 38 Exhibit 45

“The Staff does not address in its report the uncertainty inkerent in its use of data from
wells that are not sealed, whose construction is both unknown and questionable, and that
may be receiving ground water from {or leaking it to) aquifers other than the PGSA, this
omission is significant.”

-- Page 40, Exhibit 45

There are a few final miscellaneous comments | would like to make. This slide shows two
guotes presented by HLI regarding the department’s uncertainties regarding the hydrogeology
of the area. The first quote from page 38 of Exhibit 45 states :"{QUOTE} the largest
uncertainties in understanding the hydrogeology of the North Ada County area, in our opinion,
derive from the data avagilable from poor-quality driller’s reports and poorly constructed or
dilapidated domestic and irrigation wells that are so prevalent here.” {END QUOTE}

And later on page 40 of Exhibit 45, HLI states :"{QUOTE} The Staff does not address in its report
the uncertainty inherent in its use of data from wells that are not sealed, whose construction is
both unknown and questionable, and thaot may be receiving ground water from (or leaking it to)
aquifers other than the PGSA, this omission is significant.” {END QUOTE}

HLI is actually contributing to these uncertainties in understanding the hydrogeology by using
poorly constructed wells to collect data and reference such wells in support of their
conclusions. Examples of such uses are 1) The SVR #7 well was used as the pumping well in the
9-day aquifer test. This well, admitted by HLI, has construction issues; 2} the Big Gulch Stock
well, which was the closest observation well to the pumping well in the SVR #7 9-day aquifer
test has unknown construction; 3) the Kling Irrigation well was used as the pumping well in
HLI's first aquifer test. This well again has construction issues; and 4] the Eagle Pines well which
is documented by HLI to be unsealed, is referenced twice in the response to the staff
memorandum as “Another example of remarkably stable water levels in the PGSA”, page 38 in
Exhibit 45.
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Exhibit 45

Figure 27
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|| dwing Dot aad incressed wi fom the aquifer. The Exgle Pines Water Association's imigarion well is completed into the Pierce Guilch Saad Aquifer

This slide shows figure 27 of Exhibit 45. This figure depicts the Eagle Pines Water
Association old and new irrigation well diagrams. Note the annular seal on the both
wells is identified as “Unsealed Annular Seal”.

On page 40 of Exhibit 45, HLI states :"{QUOTE} The Staff does not address in its
report the uncertainty inherent in its use of data from wells that are not sealed,
whose construction is both unknown and questionable, and that may be
receiving ground water from (or leaking it to) aquifers other than the PGSA, this
omission is significant.” {END QUOTE}

On page 38 of the same document, Exhibit 45, HLI states “{QUOTE} Another
example of remarkably stable water levels in the PGSA”{END QUOTE}.

By referring to the water levels in this well that is identified by Mr. Squires as
unsealed, HLI is not consistent with their previous statements regarding the use
of data from unsealed wells.
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