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4. BLM has stated that cultural resources studies are required for the embankment
and the Recreation Area. Two reports have already been completed for the
embankment area. They are:

»  Cultural Resources Inventory of the Bishop Creek Dam and Irrigation System,
Flko County, Nevada, December 2003, by Kautz Environmental

+ Bishop Creek Dam Access road Survey and Final Mitigation Plan, Elko,
Nevada, September 23, 2008, by Kautz Environmental

Because these are extensive reports, only the Title Page, Table of Contents and
Management Summary are included here in Tab 3. The additional work will be
done by Kautz Environmental. The additional work will begin when funding is
available.

5. A Corp of Engineer’s permit is required. While this is not a major effort, $2,500,
this work has not been completed. This will be done by Great Basin Ecology.

6. An Environmental Assessment is required for the project. This document will
wrap the Baseline Report, Cultural Resources and Corp of Engineers permits into
one assessment. This work will not be completed until all other environmental
issues are resolved. Work may begin as soon as funding is available. This work
will be done by Great Basin Ecology as described below.

7. Nevada Division of Wildlife has sent a letter to Metropolis Water Irrigation
District expressing support for the project. They are willing to provide financial
support for the dam construction provided a minimum pool of 20 feet of water
depth or 1,700 acre feet of water storage is maintained. A copy of this letter is
included in Tab 3.

8. Elko County has prepared a letter expressing willingness to accept the
responsibility for a portion of the Recreation Facility and Access Road
maintenance costs. A copy of this letter from the county is included in Tab 3.

9. It appears that the project will be approved from both technical and environmental
standpoints. Construction is projected for the spring of 2010.
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SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR COMPLETED FINAL DESIGN PHASE

Costs for Completed Final Design Phase are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Project Budget and Actual Costs
Cost Item Budgeted Amount, $ Actual Cost, $
Prepare Grant Application 8,000 8,000
Conveyance System Design 46,519 59,452
Diversion Structure Design 29,925 45,716
Dam Design 323,738 322,889
Access Road Design 104,200 118,639
Financial Assessment 27,940 33,312
Administration & Environmental Coord. 35,500 56,998

Subtotal 645,026
Environmental Studies and misc. project 0 $55,299
related fees without budget

Total $575,822 $700,325.00

In summary, the engineer is $69,204 ($645,026-5575,822) over budget on the Final
Design. In addition, Metropolis Water District has paid $43,544 for additional
environmental and recreation design fees for which no budget was provided.

-DESCRIPTION OF FUNDS REQUESTED

This is a request for additional funding for professional engineering and environmental
services in connection with the Metropolis Irrigation Restoration Project. These funds are
requested to cover the cost of services performed by Metropolis Water Irrigation District
as part of the final engineering design (DEC) but were not covered or anticipated in the
Final Engineering Design contract.

The following represents a description of the services provided for which no
compensation was included in the professional engineering contract:

Survey Requirement for Dam Access Road

The BLM requested that section corners related to the Dam Access Road be located or
set, if missing. This effort was required to insure that the access road was located on
private land. The engineer hired the survey company at a cost of $3,950. A copy of the
invoice is shown in Tab 4.

The District requested that the centerline of the road be surveyed so that construction
could begin. The work was performed after full environmental approval was obtained,
nevertheless, construction approval had no been obtained from the Board of Water
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Financing, Questions were raised as to whether the work could be used for in-kind
service, so at that point the work dozer stopped. The cost of this survey was $5,635.
This fee was initially paid by the Engineer and later reimbursed by the District.

The cost of this survey overrun is $9,585. Right-of-way for the road has been obtained. A
copy of the invoice is shown in Tab 4.

Survey Questioned by NDOT

The NDOT has questioned the accuracy of the survey of the section corner because it
appears to be in conflict with old highway records. It is anticipated that the surveyor will
be required work with NDOT to resolve this issue. The surveyor will charge the District
for this work regardless of the outcome because his information has been used in the road
design. The Highway Encroachment permit from NDOT is pending resolution of this
discrepancy.

The cost to resolve the matter will be $5,050.00. A breakdown of engineering fees is
included in Table 1 in Tab 5.

Prepare funding applications to NDOW, NDSP and NRCS

Significant effort has been expended to the finding funding for the project. Most of this
effort was anticipated. It was not anticipated that major funding application package
would be required after the initial approval of funds was acknowledged. Neither was it
anticipated that there would be six funding sources in addition to the Metropolis Water
Irrigation District and the Board of Water Financing.

Various federal and state agencies have been approached for grants or low interest loans
to complete the funding package required. Letters, telephone calls and e-mails have been
exchanged on behalf of this matter and meetings have been held to discuss project
funding. There have been several letters, telephone calls and discussions with the
Nevada Department of Wildlife and the Nevada Division of State Parks. These efforts
were anticipated.

The final funding will not be resolved in this Final Design Package because the funding
sources are unwilling to commit their funds based on the final design. Al funding will
be finalized within the construction phase and after all environmental issues are resolved.

The District did not anticipate the agency invelvement in this complex project. NDOW,
NDSP (Nevada Division of State Parks) and NRCS required major applications
expending approximately $13,299. A breakdown of the costs to date is summarized as
follows:
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NDOW $ 1,475.00
NDSP $ 7.424.40
NRCS $ 4.400.00
Total $13,299.40

The cost of $4,440 for the funding applications is included in administration or Agency
involvement. The portion of the Administration invoice 1895 for $5,988.75 which went
to preparation of the NRCS application is $4,440. Table 2 in Tab 5 represents the costs
for this work item. The remainder of invoice 1895 is $1,548.75 is applied correctly to
administration. Copies of the specific invoices for each of these tasks are attached in Tab
5.

Relocation of Recreation Facility

NDOW requested that the recreation facility be moved if they were to provide funding.
While the design of the recreation facility was not part of the approved funding, it was a
necessity to comply with the potential funding source requirements. Therefore, it was part
of the dam design.

The site of the proposed recreation facility was relocated at the request of the staff of the
NDOW to an area nearer the proposed dam site. No formal request was made by NDOW
because the project had not been approved. The purpose of the relocation was to ensure a
longer boating season. The new location moves the proposed boat ramp closer to the
dam. After the boat ramp was moved, NDOW explained that the funding is not available
this year, as the money must be used before the District completed the environmental
requirements. The extra cost to relocate the recreation facility to accommodate this
potential funding source was been $11,755.

The District requests funds to reimburse the engineer for this work because the relocation
was required to help secure construction funds for the dam. A breakdown of engineering
fees is represented in the invoices in Tab 5. See invoice numbers: 1823, 1870, 1896, and
1918.

Construction Training and Observations

The District identified the opportunity to begin construction of the proposed access road
and expended funds associated with that work. Because contractors in the area are short
of work, equipment became available and was donated by local contractors to begin work
on the Access Road. As part of that effort, the District requested that the engineering
begin construction observations to confirm the quality of the work, to locate the
centerline of the proposed road, to confirm the quality of the work and to train the
contractor on recording his work effort so the contractor can be convert his labor and
equipment expenses to “In-kind services.” This request is for the money expended by the
engineer to do this work. It is not a requested for construction itself.
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All construction to date has been performed as “in-kind services.” The construction work
is well documented and it will be described adequately, in detail when the District comes
to the Board to request construction funding.

The cost of the additional engineering effort to inspect the road has been $2,934.25. A
breakdown of engineering fees is included in Tab 5.

Administration and Agency Team Coordination Meeting

The staff time and effort to set up the Agency Team Coordinating Meeting in Elko on
February 10, 2009 required effort and time. A breakdown of the engineering fees is
included in Tab3. It is estimated that the cost to the Metropolis Water Irrigation District
was $11,633.17. This time includes assistance with mapping and responses to Elko
County and BLM as they attempted to transfer ownership of the dam to the County. This
work includes Invoices Nos. 1832, 1856, 1875 and 1964.

Several additional Agency Team Coordination Meeting have been held including:

» An Agency Team Coordination Meeting in Elko with the Board of Water
Financing, Elko County, BLM, NDOW, City of Wells, and the Engineer.

« A meeting with Flko County and BLM to identify the environmental
requirements. No resolution was reached.

Additional Agency Coordination meetings and unanticipated management tasks were
completed recently. This recent cost of $11,404.12 is represented on Invoice No.1559 in
Tab 5. This work included:

«  Preparation of documentation to assist BLM and Elko County in coordinating
the project boundaries and site characteristics, included site maps, and
boundary descriptions.

» A meeting with Elko County and NDOW to clarify their involvement of the
NDOW and their possible requirements for minimum pool. The outcome of
the meeting is the letter describing their support. The letter is included in Tab
3.

» A mecting with Elko County Board of Commissioners to request their
assistance with the Recreation Facility. The outcome of the meeting is

represented in the letter from them included in Tab 3.

+ Coordination with FERC for regulatory requirements
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Future Agency Coordination will also be required to complete the environmental
compliance. The engineer, the County Commissioners and the owner will meet with
BLM and the Board to coordinate the agency input to the project. It is planned that at
least two more agency team coordination meetings will be required. The cost the
additional coordination meetings is $5,041. The additional costs are estimated on Table 1
attached in Tab 5.

The total Agency Coordination costs which are beyond the original Final Design scope of
work are summarized as follows:

Agency Coordination $11,633

Recent cost $11,404
Future costs $ 5.041
$28,078

Environmental Studies

A draft of the Environmental Baseline study has been completed. There is no evidence of
any significant environmental impacts at this time. There are several important
environmental issues to be resolved which are required by BLM and by potential funding
agencies. A letter describing these items is included in Tab 6. The items and the costs
expected to complete the environmental surveys are listed as follows:

» Corp of Engineers permit $2,500
» Baseline Report, finalization $2,000
«  Cultural Resource Inventory $45,000
» NEPA Analysis $35.000
Total Environmental $84,500

Great Basin Ecology, Inc. is prepared to move ahead on this phase of the project when
funding is available, The work will coordinated by Dyer Engineering Consultants. The
anticipated fee for the additional environmental studies is $9,500.

Engineering Revisions

The final engineering design has been submitted to the District, the State of Nevada and
the Board of Water Financing. Some corrections to the design have been made and will
be submitted to NDWR during the week of August 31, 2009, There appears to be no
environmental issues that will stop progress on the project. And it appears that technical
approval could come well before environmental approvals are obtained.

It is anticipated that some effort will be required to adjust the design to meet the future
demands of the environmental mitigation. However, potential design mitigation is
unknown at this time. Nevertheless, we have estimated that approximately $10,800 will
be required for engineering design changes to comply with future environmental needs.
A breakdown of the costs is presented in Table 1 in Tab 5.
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Summary of Additienal Costs

The items described above describe the extra work required to complete the permitiing
for the Metropolis Water Irrigation District. The total cost for extra work represented
above is $219,045. The following table summarizes these costs:

We hereby request your favorable consideration of additional funding and hope that the
project can move forward to construction. The following Table 2 summarizes the
information presented above and the anticipated additional costs.

Table 2 Summary of Funds Requested
Item Costs Future Total Additional | Comments
{expended | Costs Funds Requested
to date) _

Survey of Section $9.585 0 $9,585 Cost paid by the Engineer

Corners & Survey of and reimbursed by District

Centerline of Road

Survey Error Review 0 $5,050 $5,050 This is an anticipated
future cost,

Funding Application $13,299 0 $13,299 Cost was paid by District.
Reimbursement requested.

Relocation of Boat $11,755 0 $11,755 Reimbursement requested

Ramp/Rec. Facility as money was used to help
secure funding for dam.

Construction Costs $2,934.25 0 $2,934 Future construction not
included

Agency Team $23,037 $5,041 $28,078 Proposed future cost is

Coordination $5,041, see Tab 5.

Past Environmental $43,544 $0 $43,544 Reimbursement requested.

Expenses Paid by the See Tab 5.

District

Proposed 0 $94,000 $94.,000 $84,500 to Great Basin

Environmental Studies Ecology & $9,500 to DEC

Engineering Revs. 0 $10,800 $10,800 This cost is unknown, but

following EA estimated in Table 1, Tab5

Totals $104,154.25 | $114,891.00 $219,045.00

Cost Summary

The cost to complete the engineering and environmerntal permitting for the Metropolis
Irrigation Restoration Project is $219,045. This does not include any contingencies. This
cost does not include the engineering design fee to finalize the recreation facility design
except at it pertained to requirement from NDOW for financing a portion of the dam.
This cost does include the environmental assessment and the cultural resource survey.
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=

The original budget was $575,822. With the proposed increase of $219,045 the total
budget for the final design and environmental work is projected to be $794,867.

Project Construction Costs are summarized as follows:
Cost for Dam, Road & Trrigation System
Recreational Facility
Highway 93 Intersection
Engineering Inspection and Testing
Contingencies @ 15%

The Total Project Cost in year 2010 is

Please call us should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

METROPOLIS WATER IRRIGATION DISTRICT

Y. A&

Vernon Dalton
Project Manager

$8,165,000
$1,573,000
$ 472,000
$ 464,000
$1.601.330

$12,275,330



Reservoir side of Bishop Creek Dam







Downstream face of Dam



Reservoir side of Dam



Diversion structure downstream of Dam



Irrigation canal at Diversion structure



Project Chronology

June 2003. BFWP approves a grant for a preliminary engineering
design report for Metropolis Irrigation District for $434,500.

August 2005. The preliminary design report was completed. All
grant funds were drawn.

November 2005. BFWP approves a letter of intent for Phase | of the
project which included final design and permitting, excluding the
recreational facilities which were deemed ineligible for program
funding. Phase Il would be construction.

January 2006. BFWP approves a grant for Phase | final design and
engineering for $489,467, excluding recreation facilities (85% of total

Phase | costs of $575,844)



Project Chronology

* March 2006. Letter to BFWP from downstream irrigators/users,
expressing concern that their water rights continue to be served.

o April 2006. Letter from NDWR to staff responds to a March 2006
letter from downstream users. NDWR explains the project has
adequate water rights for the project.

« May 2006. BFWP hears public comment on the Metropolis project
from the Howell's, representing downstream water users.



Project Chronology

 October 2007. Letter from staff to Metropolis posing questions raised
during field visits.

 February 2008. Letter from Metropolis to staff responding to October 2007
letter from staff. Key points:

— EA field work not completed. Cultural survey est. at $300,000. EA work est. at
$40,000. District has no funding for env. costs.

— No intention to establish a fishery or commit to a minimum pool. No recreational
facility operator identified.

— No firm source of matching funds for construction.
— Projecting total income of $48,000/yr by assessing $24/ac.

o April 2008. Letter from BFWP to Metropolis. Key concerns:
— The Board has only committed to Phase | of the project.
— A viable fishery needed for public recreational benefits.
— Demonstrate adequate financing of operating/reserve.



Project Chronology

« September 2008. BFWP approves a one year time extension of the
Phase | grant. In their application for a time extension, Metropolis
states that:

a fishery will be included in the project.

a federal appropriation of $2.6 million has been requested to fund
design and development of recreational facilities, to be administered by
NRCS.

irrigation O&M costs are estimated at $60,000/yr, including $35,000
contribution to capital reserve fund. Assessments of water users are
estimated to generate $58,000/yr.

Potential operators of the recreation facilities are listed. O&M costs are
estimated at $53,000/yr. Potential revenue includes Elko County, City
of Wells, NDOW and user fees.

o July/August 2009. Application for additional funding ($219,045)
submitted to BFWP staff.



Current Project Status

* Progress to date on Phase | grant (all but $29K has been drawn):
— Final design submitted to NDWR for review.
— A permit has been issued for the access road.
— Baseline Biological Report has been completed.

— Cultural Resources Inventory of the Dam and Irrigation system has been
completed.

* Work remaining, prior to any application for construction funding:
— Permitting of dam by NDWR and resolving ownership of water rights

— Permits, easements, right of ways from BLM, Corps of Engineers, FERC,
including NEPA analysis

— Flow gauges on inlets and outlets

— Securing match funds for dam construction and funds for recreational
development

— Demonstration of revenue sufficient to support O&M and capital replacement
fund (previous cost estimates do not include operating stream gauges at
$41,600/yr)

— Commitment of water rights or other mechanism to assure a minimum pool
— ldentify an entity to operate and oversee recreational facilities



Overall Project Finance

Estimated project construction costs:

— Dam, road, irrigation system $8,165,000
— Engineering inspection, testing $464,000
— Highway 93 intersection $472,000
— Recreational facility (ineligible) $1,573,000
— Contingencies @15% $1,601,330

Total $12,275,330

Estimated project match requirement:
— 15% match $1,841,299

Reductions in bond funds allocated to the program in
FY10-12 due to economy.



Summary and Review of Request for Additional Funding

Item Total Request Staff Comment/Recommendation
1. Survey of Section Corners and Road | $9,585 Construction related expense, may be eligible in Phase
Centerline 2.

2. Survey Error Review $5,050 Ineligible.

3. Funding Application $13,299 These costs have either been reimbursed or are
ineligible.

4.Relocation of Boat Ramp/Rec Facility $11,755 Ineligible.

5. Construction costs $2,934 Ineligible.

6. Agency Team Coordination $28,078 Past costs of $11,622 already funded; current costs of
$11,404 are not documented; future costs of $5,041
may be eligible.

Past Environmental Expenses Paid by the | $43,544 These past costs have already been reimbursed.

District

7. Proposed Environmental Studies $94,000 The cover letter from Dyer Engineering represents that
$44,500 is unrelated to recreational facilities and
may be eligible.

8. Engineering Revs following EA $10,800 May be unnecessary

Totals $219,045 Up to $49,541 may be eligible based on the information

provided.




Recommendation

* There are significant risks with the overall project.
Eligible work that could be funded, if the Board chose to
($49,541):

— NEPA analysis of dam and irrigation structures ($35,000)
— Engineering oversight of NEPA work ($9,500)
— Additional coordination meetings ($5,041)

» Suggested conditions prior to disbursement of funds:
— Obtain dam permit and resolve water rights ownership
— Demonstrate adequate funding for NEPA analysis of recreational
facilities
— Distinguish eligible irrigation related expenses from non-eligible
recreation area costs on future invoices.
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PROPOSED POLICY

SUBJECT: FUNDING LEVEL FOR IRRIGATION PROJECTS

STATEMENT OF POLICY:

It is the policy of the Board for Financing Water Projects to provide a reasonable level of support
for water conservation projects associated with irrigated agriculture, recognizing both the
important economic role of agriculture in rural Nevada communities and other competing needs
for available funds.

PURPOSE:

To establish a policy for determining the amount of grant funds the Board for Financing Water
Projects can award for irrigation projects and a reasonable level of required matching funds.

REFERENCE:

NRS 349.981 1(b) provides that water conservation improvements related to irrigation systems
are eligible to receive grant funds awarded by the Board for Financing Water Projects.
Eligibility for these water conservation projects was included in AB 237, adopted by the 1999
Nevada Legislature. This bill also increased the bonding authority for the grants program from
$40 million to $50 million. NRS 349.381 2 gives the Board sole discretion of who is to receive a
grant.

BOARD POLICY:

1. It is the policy of the Board to give preference to grant applications for projects necessary to
comply with safe drinking water regulations over those applications for other purposes including
water conservation projects related to irrigation systems. In addition, Board staff are directed to
give similar preference when budgeting projected biennial bond fund needs in the event staff are
asked by the Department of Administration or State Treasurer to reduce AB198 projected bond
fund needs due to other competing needs for State capital.

2. The Board may fund up to 85% of eligible project costs for irrigation projects deemed eligible
for grant funding pursuant to NRS 349.981 when the applicant has shown they are unable to fund
the project or obtain alternate funding from other sources. The following scale shall be used to
determine the grant scale and amount of local match:
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SUBJECT: FUNDING LEVEL FOR IRRIGATION PROJECTS

POINTS MAX PTS
I. Water Conservation.
A. Project will improve the efficiency of the overall irrigation
system through:

1. piping or lining of irrigation canals; 5 5
2. recovery or recycling of wastewater or tailwater; 5 5
3. measurement or metering of the use of water; 5 5
4. improvements in irrigation system operations. 5 5
B. Project will conserve water and contribute to downstream uses 5 5
and users.
C. Impact of the conservation project on groundwater recharge 5 5
has been adequately evaluated.
I1. Finance and Planning.
A. Applicant has implemented a facility maintenance plan; 5 5
B. Applicant has developed a long term capital improvement 5 5
plan;
C. User fees support a reasonable capital reserve fund. 10 10
I11. System Capacity and Economic Benefit.
A. Number of system users:
more than 200 S S
70 to 200 3
10to 70 1
B. Irrigated acreage:
more than 20,000 acres 5 5
5,000 to 20,000 acres 3
less than 5,000 acres 1
C. Storage capacity under control of the grantee:
more than 50,000 ac-ft 5 5
10,000 to 50,000 ac-ft 3
less than 10,000 ac-ft 1
D. Economic benefit:
Project results in availability of new water resource 5 5
Project restores irrigation storage and diversion systems 3

Project maintains existing irrigation systems 1
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IV. Other benefits of the system and/or project.
A. Improves flood control for downstream population centers 10 10
B. Provides significant public recreational opportunities 5 5
C. Enhances tourism 5 5
D. Provides public recreational opportunities related to a fishery 5 5
V. Board evaluation of project value and need. 5 5
V1. Deductions.
A. Applicant did not perform adequately on prior grant project as -20
demonstrated by preventable project delays and cost over-runs.
B. Applicant failed to submit required financial and progress -10
reports for prior grant project.
MAX. PTS 100

MaAXIMUM POINTS ARE 100

MaXIMUM GRANT AMOUNT 1S 85% OF ELIGIBLE PROJECT COSTS

%

Number of points 11.67 = +25 = Grant Percent
Grant Amount=__ % x eligible project costs of $ = agrantof $
Eligible Project Costs of $ less the grant amount of $

the amount of matching money required from other sources, $
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PROGRESS REPORT ON OPEN PROJECTS

September 2009
GRANTEE DATE TOTAL ENGINEER OWNER’S LAST PROGRESS
APPROVED GRANT REPRESENTATIVE STAFF SITE
AMOUNT VISIT
Walker River 3/13/02 Farr West, Ken Spooner Jun-09 The diversion structure, spillway, and levee are complete. Remote
Irrigation District Lumos, control of the gates via the SCADA system is in progress.
Additional grant | $6,685,163.19 | RO Anderson, o _ o
funds approved on Black Eagle The outlet tunnel investigation is now complete with no significant
1/22/07 increasing deficiencies noted. Staff is reviewing the final project documents and
total grant amount the project is in the process of closing.
Kingsbury GID 6/26/02 Amec Cameron McKay Sep-09 The final pipeline replacement (Palady Perkins) is now complete.
Services and meters for Phase 1 are also complete.
Additional grant $9,505,311.39 ) ; i
funds approved on The final project element for Phase 1 is Tank 10B. The plans for
8/23/06 increasing Tank 10B called for the installation of a pre-stressed concrete tank on
total grant amount property adjacent to the existing Tank 10A. The tank project was bid
in the spring 2009 with the project awarded to Aspen Developers
Extended funding Corp and tank sub NATGUN. Construction began in May 2009. The
agreement by 2 site excavation is complete and the tank foundation has been poured.
years on 6/19/08 The walls and dome are being poured off site. The schedule calls for
with no further the walls and dome to be placed starting September 8, 2009.
increase in grant
funds
Wells 12/5/02 TRW Jolene Supp Jun-09 The installation of the well, well house, chlorination system, tank and
Engineering SCADA are complete. The final project element — the transmission
Additional grant $1,102,310.09 line — started construction in Aug 2009.
funds approved
onl/27/05
increasing total
grant amount
Washoe Co for 1/27/05 $4,000,000.00 Washoe Joe Stowell May-07 The 1% of a 9-phase sewer project is complete. The entire project is
Spanish Springs County expected to take 20 years.

The Phase 1A sewer project is complete and approximately 171
homes have abandoned their septic systems and connected to the
new sewer to date. The County is now waiting for federal grant
funding to begin installation of the next sewer line phase. The next
project phase may begin in 2009 pending the resolution of funding
issues.
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PROGRESS REPORT ON OPEN PROJECTS

September 2009
GRANTEE DATE TOTAL ENGINEER OWNER’S LAST PROGRESS
APPROVED GRANT REPRESENTATIVE | STAFF SITE
AMOUNT VISIT
Virgin Valley 1/27/05 Bowen, Collins Mike Winters Jul-09 The new coagulation-filtration arsenic treatment facilities for the 2
Water District & Associates Bunkerville sites are complete. This project is in the process of
Additional grant $3,284,177.16 closing.
funds approved on
6/19/08 increasing
total grant amount
Metropolis 1/25/06 $489,467.40 Dyer Vernon Dalton Jun-09 Dyer Engineering delivered the design and bid documents for the
Irrigation District Engineering dam in May 2009. Permitting by DWR is pending. ROW from BLM
Extended funding and/or FERC is still necessary to construct the dam.
agreement by 1
year on 9/25/08
with no further
increase in grant
funds
Beatty Arsenic 5/3/06 $51,850.00 Farr West Ray Williams Dec-08 Two technologies were pilot tested: 1) coagulation/filtration with alum
PER addition as the coagulant and 2) electrochemical flocculation (ARS).
Extended funding ARS involves replacing the alum with large, electrically charged
agreement by 1 aluminum plates.
year on 9/25/08 i . o
with no further Updates to the PER are pending. An arsenic treatment facility will be
increase in grant funded with federal stimulus money. Fluoride mitigation will continue
funds to be achieved through a blending process.
Pershing Co 9/20/07 $3,663,021.45 Farr West Bennie Hodges Aug-09 Permitting of the Pitt Taylor (aka Thacker) Diversion Dam and
Water & Diversion Structure is pending from DWR. This project is currently in
Conservation Dyer the process of closing.
District Engineering
LVVWD for 8/23/06 $2,536,522.34 LVVWD Jordan Bunker Aug-07 All four exploratory wells are complete. Two wells were to become
Searchlight production wells while the other two exploratory wells were to

become monitoring wells. An approved EA was required by the BLM
prior to exploratory drilling and another EA was required by the BLM
for construction of production wells, pipeline, and appurtenances.

Issues with Areas of Critical Environmental Concern precluded
construction of several of the originally planned monitoring wells but
will not affect the new production wells. Bids were opened for the
drilling project in June 2009 and drilling began in Aug 2009.
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PROGRESS REPORT ON OPEN PROJECTS

September 2009

GRANTEE

DATE
APPROVED

TOTAL
GRANT
AMOUNT

ENGINEER

OWNER'’S

REPRESENTATIVE

LAST
STAFF SITE
VISIT

PROGRESS

LVVWD for Kyle

Canyon—-Ph2 &3

11/09/06

$3,202,511.74

LVVWD

Jordan Bunker

Sep-08

Due to the short construction seasons, this project will take 3
summers to complete. Installation of upgraded/new mains, services,
and meters at Echo View and Cathedral Rock were completed in
November 2008. Replacement of mains and services and installation
of meters is underway and will be completed in Upper Rainbow and
Old Town in 2009.

Topaz Ranch
Estates

3/14/07

$1,471,452.01

TEC

Larry Offenstein

Jul-09

Construction began in November 2008 with the drilling of the new
well. The pipeline, service connections and well were completed in
April 2009. The well house and controls are nearing completion;
however, running permanent power to the well is pending the
resolution of NV Energy’s easement issues in the GID. For project
completion purposes, the new well will be tested with the new backup
generator.

Lyon Co Utilities
for Crystal Clear

9/20/07

$2,663,635.00

Farr West

Mike Workman

May-09

The project interties Crystal Clear to the Yerington water system.
Construction began in November 2008. Issues with undisclosed
Verizon phone lines in the right-of-way planned for the new
transmission main required significant effort from the contractor and
some redesign.

The mains and services in the development are complete as are the
new storage tank, booster pumps and transmission main from the
Yerington water system. Issues with the design of the booster pump
motors delayed charging of the system to the service areas and tank.
Further delays have been experience due to failures in the water
quality testing and pressure testing of the new lines. Project
completion appears to be delayed by two months.

Lovelock

Meadows Phase I

12/13/07

$3,000,000.00

Farr West

Tom Glab

Aug-09

Drilling of the new backup well in Oreana began at the end of May
2009. The initial drilling was unsuccessful and the driller requested
and was granted a variance to the drilling method specified. A
second drilling attempt began in Aug 17, 2009, and a new well was
constructed with no unexpected problems.

The pipeline replacement project began in Aug 2009.

Moapa Valley

12/13/07

$4,000,000.00

Bowen, Collins
& Associates

Brad Huza

Apr-09

The Arrow Canyon and Baldwin Springs arsenic treatment facilities
are on-line. The District held an open house on April 15, 2009. The
project is in the process of close out.
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PROGRESS REPORT ON OPEN PROJECTS

September 2009

GRANTEE

DATE
APPROVED

TOTAL
GRANT
AMOUNT

ENGINEER

OWNER'’S

REPRESENTATIVE

LAST
STAFF SITE
VISIT

PROGRESS

Alamo Arsenic
Mitigation PER

3/20/08

$102,216.75

Farr West

James Poulsen

May-08

This PER will include water quality sampling, well testing, and
possibly arsenic pilot testing. Packer testing and sampling of the
industrial well was completed in October 2008. Alamo received SRF
ARRA funding to drill two exploratory wells in an attempt to determine
the depth to the carbonate aquifer and potentially encounter a source
of drinking water that meets all MCLs.

Gabbs Phase Il
PER

6/19/08

$63,920.00

Day
Engineering

Oz Wichman

Oct-08

The initial PER for the town of Gabbs was completed in April 2008. It
was hoped that a new source of supply might be possible and
exploratory drilling was recommended prior to pursuing a
construction project.

Two exploratory wells were drilled (airport - Dec 2008; Lodi Valley -
July 2009). Water quantity met expectations; however, the water
quality testing revealed both arsenic and fluoride exceeding the MCL.

It appears that Gabbs may continue to use their existing wells and
pursue a small fluoride treatment facility to treat water from Well 8
(backup well) when necessary if another source cannot be located.
Both Well 1 and Well 8 currently meet the arsenic MCL.

McGill — Ruth PER

3/04/09

$34,000.00

Day
Engineering

Wayne Cameron

Jun-09

This PER amendment will investigate options to improve the reliability
of the water supply to Ruth. In addition to the PER revision, the
CDBG granted White Pine County funds to do a regional study of
water and wastewater in an attempt to better define the current and
future needs in Ely, McGill and Ruth and to better pursue cost
effective solutions for the area as a whole.

Austin Arsenic
Mitigation PER

6/15/09

$126,650.00

Day
Engineering

Louis Lani

This PER will include exploratory drilling to attempt to find a new
groundwater source that meets the arsenic MCL and can be used to
blend with the existing well for arsenic mitigation.

Pershing County
Water
Conservation
District - #2

6/15/09

$3,810,000.00

Farr West
Engineering

Bennie Hodges

Aug-09

The District received grant funding for construction of the new Pitt
Taylor Dam and Diversion Structure, Pitt Taylor Diversion Canal, the
Pitt Taylor Reservoirs, and the plug. The District is pursuing final
permitting from the Corps and environmental and cultural
assessment for SHPO in order to bid the Thacker Dam construction.

Jackpot

7/24/09

$1,430,000.00

ECO:LOGIC

Lynn Forsberg

This project will combine SRF ARRA funds, grant funds, and USDA
ARRA loan funds to drill a back-up well for the community. The
project will also upgrade the electrical appurtenances for the existing
Well 5, abandon Well 2 (high in uranium), install booster pumps at
the new well to increase pressure in the northern part of town and
install water meters.
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BOARD FOR FINANCING WATER PROJECTS

SB62 FINANCIAL SUMMARY

PROJECT NAME GRANT AMOUNT GRANT USED GRANT REMAINING
Central NV Regional Water Auth. 160,443.00 150,400.66 10,042.34
Churchill County 36,500.00 36,500.00
Esmeralda County 16,245.85 16,245.85
Eureka County 120,000.00 90,000.00 30,000.00
City of Fernley 38,680.59 38,680.59
Gerlach GID 92,833.42 83,573.62 9,259.80
Humboldt River Basin Water Auth. 111,439.47 111,439.17
LVVWD - Kyle Canyon 26,702.02 26,702.02
LVVWD - Searchlight 150,000.00 21,178.73 128,821.27
Topaz Ranch Estate GID 5,221.88 3,686.35 1,535.53
Town of Tonopah 11,250.00 11,250.00
Virgin Valley Water District 116,041.77 116,041.77 0.00
White Pine County 114,642.00 114,642.00
TOTALS 1,000,000.00 820,340.76 179,658.94
SB62 Program Summary - Inception to present
Total Grant Funds 1,000,000.00
FY 06 Expenditures 45,888.68
FY 07 Expenditures 398,263.00
FY 08 Expenditures 206,473.02
FY 09 Expenditures 169,716.06
FY 10 Expenditures
Total Grant Funds Used 820,340.76
Remaining Authority 179,659.24

Budget Account 3175 - Summary of FY09 Activity through
Beginning Cash 349,375.00
Balance Forward
Total Receipts / Funding Available 349,375.00
Total Payments to Grantees to Date 169,716.06
Current Funds Available for Grants 179,658.94

08/26/09
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SB 62 PROJECT REPORT

September 2009
Project Grant Amount | Project Summary
Humboldt River Basin Water $120,000.00 Assemble existing information into a water resources database in support of threats to water rights. Develop

Authority

(Project Complete)

recommendations for collection of additional necessary data. Develop a public information program. Deliver a summary
report for each county describing available forecast of economic/demographic conditions and related water.

Progress Report, December 2007: The Humboldt River Basin Water Authority project is complete and the documents
produced as a part of that project are available electronically on NDEP’s website at http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/
http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/hrbwa_sb62.htm (contact: Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).

Esmeralda County

$16,245.85
(Project Complete)

The project plan was to conduct a physical reconnaissance of the County’s present water uses and existing water rights and
develop a strategy to enhance and protect the County’s water rights to ensure present and future water demands can be met
as well as preparing a Water Rights Management Plan. All water rights identified in four hydrographic basins were
reviewed. A field reconnaissance trip was conducted with the State Engineers office to physically site the locations for the
point of diversion for water rights and ascertain the manner by which the appropriated water is being exercised.

Progress Report, June 2007: The Esmeralda County Water Rights Plan is complete and available electronically on NDEP’s
website at http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/esmeralda%20_county sh62.htm (contact: Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or
mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).

White Pine County

$116,041.77
(Project Complete)

Update information (including: hydrogeologic framework, groundwater hydrology, and regional groundwater flow system)
on County’s water resources and update the Water Resources Plan to assist in identifying potential water use and needs
based on scenarios for growth and development. The County also added GIS capability in order to maintain and update
information as it becomes available.

Progress Report, January 2008: White Pine County’s Water Resources Plan is complete and available at the NDEP offices
in Carson City as well as electronically on NDEP’s website at http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/whitepineco_sbh62.htm (contact:
Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).

Town of Tonopah

$11,250.00
(Project Complete)

Assemble all active surface and groundwater rights for Ralston Valley Hydrographic Basin No. 141, Big Smokey —
Tonopah Flat Hydrographic Basin No. 137, and Alkali Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin No. 142.

Progress Report, Dec 2007: The water rights inventory and map of those rights are complete and available electronically
on NDEP’s website at http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/tonopah_sb62.htm (contact: Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or
mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).

Churchill County

$36,500.00
(Project Complete)

Update of the County’s Water Resources Plan for surface and groundwater resources. Review of all county records relating
to water resource requirements, both existing and projected. Update of the water resource ownership in the County.

Progress Report, June 2007: The Churchill County Water Resources Plan update is complete and available on the County’s
website at http://www.churchillcounty.org/planning/waterplan.php and is linked to NDEP’s website at
http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/sb62.htm (contact: Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).
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SB 62 PROJECT REPORT

September 2009
Project Grant Amount | Project Summary
LVVWD - Kyle Canyon $27,184.72 Install 100 Permalog units for the detection of subsurface leaks and acquisition of a Patroller unit for data collection. This

(Project Complete)

system will allow operators to find and repair leaks, protecting millions of gallons of water previously lost to the system.

Progress Report, June 2008: The leak detection units have been installed and the project is complete. A final project report
was received in June 2008 and is available electronically on NDEP’s website at
http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/docs/kewd_sh62_final.pdf (contact: Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or
mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).

City of Fernley

$38,680.59
(Project Complete)

Reconcile all past and future mapping difficulties by attempting to develop a new GIS map of all Truckee Diversion surface
water rights within the City of Fernley.

Progress Report, January 2009: The mapping project is complete. The final report is on file at NDEP and is available
electronically on NDEP’s website at http://ndep.nv.gov/bffwp/docs/initial_mapping_effort_pdf final_feb_25.pdf (contact:
Michelle Stamates at 775.687.9331 or mstamate@ndep.nv.gov).

Gerlach

$92,833.42
(Project Complete)

A database of spring flow and water quality will be created and a groundwater model will be developed to determine any
changes that might result from the proposed development in the basin that might adversely affects the two springs (Garden
and Railroad Springs) that provide water to Gerlach.

Progress Report, August 2009: The project is complete. Data loggers & flow meters were installed at both springs and
monitoring of water level and discharge rate from the springs was used in the calibration of the groundwater model. Water
rights were researched and compiled into tabular format. Other model parameter data (e.g., DEM, geology, structure, well
logs, rainfall) were compiled and added to the model. Washoe County Water Resources reviewed the steady state model.
The County also reviewed the data logging methods for the long-term spring flow and reinforced the importance of
continuing to collect this data with the GID. The final report and groundwater model were received in August 2009. The
report and model are on file at NDEP and will be available electronically in September 2009.

Virgin Valley Water District

$116,041.77
(Project Complete)

Analyze water quality information from throughout the watershed region to develop a conceptual model of groundwater
flow, mixing and hydrologic connection through naturally occurring chemical tracers, and develop a steady-state
representation of the pre-development conditions of the regional groundwater flow systems utilizing modifications of
previous models to develop a comprehensive numerical model.

Progress Report, July 2009: The project is complete. The District submitted a thesis on the Interaction of Surface and
Subsurface Hydrological Processes in the Lower Virgin Valley and a brief report on the Lower Virgin River groundwater
model. The model report is on file at NDEP and will be available electronically in September 2009.

Eureka County

$120,000.00

The project develops improved estimates of basin discharge and flow system interconnection for the Diamond Valley flow
system.

Progress Report, August 2009: The final report is now in peer review. This project is expected to be finalized in December
2009.
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SB 62 PROJECT REPORT
September 2009

Project

Grant Amount

Project Summary

LVVWD - Searchlight

$150,000.00

Drill and develop 4 new monitoring wells to better understand the groundwater resource and groundwater quality in Paiute
Valley and the Eldorado Valley Basins. One of the 4 wells will be funded by this grant.

Progress Report, August 2009: LVVWD evaluated monitoring well locations in Piute Valley and drilled 4 exploratory
wells in 2007. Approval of the EA and granting of ROW by the BLM was expected by late 2008; however, issues with
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern precluded well construction of several of the originally planned monitoring wells.
An alternate site for the monitoring well was selected. Drilling of the monitoring will begin in late August or early
September 20009.

Topaz Ranch Estates GID

$5221.88

Identification and mapping of proposed point of use/place of diversion for the existing 9 water rights permits.

Progress Report, August 2009: The GID and its engineering firm are working to clarify the product of the project approved
for this grant. The original contract supplied by the engineer was never approved and signed by the GID leaving
uncertainty of the final deliverables. It appears that the mapping is approximately 40% complete and the GID is working
with the engineer to finalize the project deliverable.

Central Nevada Regional Water
Authority

$150,000.00

Compile and document the baseline information required to determine long-term changes in groundwater levels in the
Central Hydrographic Region (including: Churchill, Elko, Esmeralda, Eureka, Lander, Nye, White Pine, and Pershing
counties) in order to evaluate the sustainability of present groundwater supplies secured under existing water rights, analyze
the impacts of future development, and support future actions by local governments.

Progress Report, July 2009: A spreadsheet containing water-level data, supporting database attributes and data-quality
information; maps showing spatial distribution of water-level data; and an analysis of data gaps are complete and the data is
accessible though an electronic mapping system — Map Guide by Websoft — hosted on the NDWR website. A summary
report that documents methods and findings and identifies areas needing additional new water-level measurements was
generated. The website that hosts the information for the Central Nevada Regional Water Authority is located at
http://www.cnrwa.com/home/index.asp and will soon link to the Map Guide system (http://webmap.water.nv.gov/)
developed with NDWR. The CNRWA received a small amount of SB62 funds left from completed projects to continue
data collection and has continued to plan for future project phases with the USGS.
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