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APPENDIX A
WATER CONSERVATION PLAN

Executive Summary

This is the first formal Water Conservation Plan generated for the City of Idaho Falls (City).
For years, due to the capacity of the aquifer, relatively cheap power rates, and ease of obtaining
new water rights, the City has been able to provide culinary water to its residents at very
reasonable rates. The desire to provide this service as economically as possible led the City
years ago to decide against metering customer use of City-provided water.

However, the dynamics involving supply of unmetered water service are changing. The ability
to obtain water rights from the State is currently impeded by a moratorium enacted on the
issuance of new water rights in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer. The City’s lack of metering
has led to comparatively high water use as the majority of customers are charged a flat rate
regardless of how much water is used. Water conservation remains a viable alternative to
ensure enough water for future City growth.

This Water Conservation Plan evaluates 63 water conservation actions. Of these actions, 20
are determined as currently on-going or recommended to begin this year and 27 are
recommended for implementation within 1 to 5 years. An additional 10 actions are not
recommended for implementation and 6 involving metering have been deferred to City leaders
due to overall expense and other implications.

Effectiveness of conservation efforts can be difficult to quantify primarily due to yearly climate
variations. However, one action that has been proven throughout the nation to conserve water
is the installation of water meters. If customers are required to pay for the amount of water
they use, they find ways to scale back their consumption. Estimates indicate that if the City
installed water meters, current water consumption could realistically be reduced by as much
as 30 to 40 percent, and this pattern of reduced water use would continue throughout the City’s
future. Reduction in water use from the implementation of other conservation measures will
most likely be marginal without the installation of water meters.

This being said, this Water Conservation Plan should not be interpreted as a recommendation
to initiate City-wide metering. Rather, this plan is intended to present facts regarding culinary
water use and potential actions for conservation, utilizing a comparative analysis with
neighboring metered systems.
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Introduction

In March, 2014, the City of Idaho Falls contracted with Murray, Smith and Associates, a civil
engineering consultant, to generate a Water Facility Plan for the City’s cuhnary water system.
The Water Facility Plan is to serve as an update of the City’s current
water system master plan (shown in Figure 1), which was generated
by CH2M Hill in January 1989.

WATER SYSTEM PLAN

Twenty-five years have passed since 1989. In the meantime, many
changes regarding water rights and regulations have occurred, Gity of tdabo Falls, 1daho
rendering the 1989 plan largely irrelevant and adding to the need of
a revised, overall system plan.

The Water Facility Plan is to be a “living” document, comprised of
sections that can be revisited and updated from time to time by City
staff. Supplementary to the Water Facility Plan are three sections Figu_ Existing 1089
completed by City staff, of which this Water Conservation Plan iS  water System Plan
one. The other two consist of a Water Rights Plan and a City Code

Analysis of Title 8, Chapter 4 — Water Service.

Water Conservation Plan Purpose and Scope

The overall purpose for creating and adopting a Water Conservation Plan is to ensure an
adequate supply of clean and safe water for the citizens of the City of Idaho Falls, now and
into the future. This also entails planning for future growth, ensuring a strong and vibrant
economy.

The scope of the Water Conservation Plan is to supplement the Water Facility Plan. It will
provide a:

o Brief description of the area and climate characteristics

e Description of regional water systems of relevance to the City

e Brief analysis of regional and City water use

e Review of City water supply

e List of current City water conservation measures

e Listidentifying and evaluating potential water conservation measures
e Plan to implement viable water conservation measures

The end goal of this Water Conservation Plan is to propose a selection of viable water
conservation measures to be considered by the City Council that can be formally adopted for
City staff to begin implementation.

14-1550 Page A-2 City of Idaho Falls
October 2014 Water Conservation Plan Water Facility Plan



Area and Climate Characteristics
Physical Setting

The City of Idaho Falls first formed around Taylor’s Bridge (see Figure 2), a timber toll bridge
crossing the Snake River constructed in 1865 to help traders and settlers cross the river.
Initially referred to as Eagle Rock (being named after a
basalt island located in the Snake River), the City’s
name officially changed to Idaho Falls in 1891 Idaho
Falls (see Figure 3) is the ~ Z=
county seat for Bonneville
County and, with an |
estimated 2013 population
of over 58,000, is currently |
the largest City in southeastern Idaho and the fourth largest City in
the state.

Figure 2 — Taylor’s Bridge

Idaho Falls is situated in southeastern Idaho at an elevation of  , .
approximately 4730 feet above sea level. The City resides in the E#
Upper Snake River Basin watershed, an area classified as an alpine
desert region with a semi-arid climate. Average annual daily
temperatures range from a high of 58 degrees Fahrenheit to a low
of 32 degrees Fahrenheit. ldaho Falls receives an average of 10
to 12 inches of annual precipitation.

Figure 3 — Existing Idaho Falls
City Limits

Regional Water Systems of Relevance to the City
Surface Water Systems

The region surrounding Idaho Falls is mainly rural with a large agricultural presence. The
Snake River crosses through the City with approximately 1/3 of the City’s incorporated area
lying on the west side of the river. Irrigation canals canvas the area with three irrigation
districts (Idaho, Progressive, & New Sweden) supplying surface water from the Snake River
to local farms and ranches.

Land irrigated by surface water that is annexed by the City and subsequently developed as
private property has typically opted out of the irrigation district and switched irrigation
methods from surface water to the City’s culinary groundwater system. In these cases, the
surface water shares for these properties are typically released back to the irrigation district.
However, the City has acquired and continues to maintain surface water irrigation shares for
annexed properties that are maintained by the City (ie: airport, parks, etc.) even though these
properties are currently not irrigated with surface water.
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Municipal Water System

The City of Idaho Falls’ municipal water system (shown in Figure 4) is a public water system
controlled by the City government. The system’s supply stems from groundwater drawn from
the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA). The system 45
consists of 19 deep wells with a combined water right
capacity of 58,290 gallons per minute. Source water is
pumped from wells into storage tanks that allow chlorine
adequate time to disinfect the water. The system maintains
a combined total storage of nearly 8 million gallons. Booster :
pumps take finished water from the tanks and pump it 0

through 310 miles of water main pipe to serve approximately | i = Hiean
24,000 billed accounts and nearly 2,100 fire hydrants. For a G = 3
more thorough system description of the water system and 5 1
its operation, refer to Section 2 - Existing System
Description of the Water Facility Plan.
Water Use Analysis z

Figure 4 — Existing City of Idaho
Regional Water Use Falls Water Svstem

While the bulk of this plan addresses water use within the City limits of Idaho Falls, the City
notes that conservation is a regional issue. Surface water and groundwater are no longer
managed exclusively, but are now conjunctively managed. Currently, there is a moratorium
on the issuance of new water right permits with the ESPA which can negatively impact the
growth of our regional economy. Additionally, a surface water shortage within the boundary
of the ESPA can now result in a water call, a process in which surface water right holders with
senior rights can potentially cause groundwater users with junior rights to curtail use of their
wells. As a result, water conservation has regional impacts.

The United States Geologic Survey (USGS) recently published Circular 1405 (Estimated
Water Use in the United States in 2010), a document reporting national water use statistics for
the 2010 calendar year. According to the report, all public supplies within the State of ldaho
account for approximately 1.4% of the state’s total groundwater withdrawals. Irrigation
withdrawals for the same year (excluding irrigation by public supplies) account for 81.4% of
the state’s groundwater withdrawals. The remaining 17.2% account for domestic (not on
public supply), livestock, aquaculture, industrial, and other uses.

Another circular published in 2005 by the USGS analyzed groundwater use in specific aquifers
in the year 2000. USGS Circular 1279 (Water Use from Selected Principal Aquifers) indicated
that in the Snake River Plain Aquifer, of which the ESPA is a portion of, public supplies
account for 2.7% of groundwater withdrawals while irrigation accounts for 96.6%. The
remaining 0.7% was listed as self-supplied industrial.
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Additional statistics show that farmers, in efforts to make operations more efficient, have
shifted from surface water to groundwater irrigation. This has created a regional dilemma in
which we now live. As time has progressed, more groundwater and less surface water has
been used for irrigation while surface water storage sites have remained constant. This means
that excess surface water flows out of the system via the Snake River since there is no
additional storage to hold it. In years of drought, this poses a severe problem as groundwater
levels drop and spring and surface water users with senior rights place curtailment calls on
junior right groundwater users. These curtailments can have an extensive, negative impact on
the regional economy.

Given these statistics, it is vital that water be conserved regionally to maintain the sustainability
of the aquifer that we all rely on. For regional conservation to be effective, it should include
conservation measures for irrigation withdrawals along with a plan for groundwater recharge.
This would allow excess surface water to be stored in the ESPA rather than flowing out of the
basin, supporting sustainability of the aquifer.

This being said, municipalities should participate in water conservation measures. Diversified
interests share the same water sources and everyone should do their part, no matter how small.
Municipal water use is also more exposed to the public eye since the majority of the area’s
population live within city boundaries. Additionally, municipalities may have the most to gain
by conserving, since conservation can free up necessary water supply required to provide for
new industry thus continuing municipal growth.

Current City of Idaho Falls Water Use

For the purpose of this Water Conservation Plan, City water use will be analyzed both by
domestic (indoor) and irrigation (outdoor) water uses. This helps to separate conservation-
related issues and facilitate the evaluation of conservation actions. It should be noted,
however, that these figures indicate a volume of water used and not the rate at which water is
used. For the City of Idaho Falls, the rate at which water is consumed impacts our water rights
more acutely than the total volume consumed. While typical conservation measures target the
volume of water used, this Conservation Plan will also consider additional alternatives which
benefit the City through decreased flow rates during peak flow times.

Since the City is largely unmetered, it is difficult to accurately determine the amount of water
consumed by end users versus unconsumed water lost through system leaks, fire hydrant use,
etc. Water consumption by the end users must therefore be estimated by using water
production data from City well sites in comparison with production and consumption values
from neighboring, metered municipalities. Water statistics for the 2012 calendar year were
collected from the cities of Pocatello and Rexburg. These values were utilized to determine a
percentage difference between their production and consumption values during both winter
(non-irrigation) months and summer (irrigation) months.
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Once percentage differences for both Pocatello and Rexburg were calculated, a weighted
average of their values was utilized to determine a percentage difference for the City of Idaho
Falls. The water system for the City of Idaho Falls most resembles the City of Pocatello’s
system in terms of size, complexity, and age. However, the City of Rexburg’s water system
more accurately resembles the City of Idaho Falls with respect to water pressure. Therefore,
a weighted value of 70% was applied to Pocatello’s water statistics and the remaining 30%
weighted value was applied to Rexburg’s statistics.
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Figure 5
2012 City of Idaho Falls Water Production vs Consumption Comparison by Month (Million Gallons)

The resultant percentage drops could then be multiplied to the City of Idaho Falls’ water
system production values to estimate a consumption value by the end user for both winter and
summer months.  The resultant drop from production values to consumption values was
estimated to be 30% during non-irrigation months and 42% during irrigation months. Figure
5 shows the comparison of City’s known water production values to the estimated consumption
values for the 2012 calendar year. An initial evaluation of the production data indicates that
the City’s water production during winter months levels off and is fairly constant. Data for
was color coded in blue, while the estimated consumption values were colored red.

Since no irrigation occurs during the winter months, it can be assumed that all water consumed
during these months by the end user is used for indoor purposes. The average indoor use
during winter months can then be determined as 222.4 million gallons (MG) per month or 7.3
MG per day. This value includes all indoor uses, including commercial and industrial uses,
which is consistent with the values obtained from the cities of Pocatello and Rexburg. Using a
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2012 City of Idaho Falls population estimate of 58,048 persons, this equates to approximately
126 gallons per capita per day (gpcd).

Water consumption during irrigation months is estimated at an average 806.6 MG per month
which equals 26.4 MG per day or 455 gpcd (3.6 times the winter indoor use). Peak summer
consumption occurred during the month of August equaling 1,175 MG per month, 37.9 MG
per day, or 653 gpcd (5.2 times the winter indoor use). Although the increased production
during the summer months includes system losses due to leaks, seasonal variations, and fire
hydrant use, the vast majority of the increase can be attributed to outdoor irrigation.

Figure 6 indicates the average amount of water used each month separated by both domestic
(blue) and irrigation (green) uses. For the purposes of this plan, indoor water use is assumed
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Figure 6
2011-2013 Average Indoor and Outdoor Water Consumption by Month (Million Gallons)

to remain constant throughout the irrigation season at 7.3 MG per day, which was used to
calculate the monthly indoor figures during the irrigation season.

Indoor conservation benefits the City on two fronts: by reducing the amount of water pumped
from City wells as well as reducing flows requiring treatment at the wastewater treatment plant.
However, the majority of water conservation will most certainly be achieved outdoors. Putting
these conclusions into perspective, of the City’s 19 existing culinary wells, approximately 4
are utilized to provide interior domestic water while the remaining 15 wells provide water for
irrigation and other outdoor uses.
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In considering the rate of consumption, it’s best to look at the City’s peak hour demand (PHD).
Using the same production data, the PHD occurred on July 30, 2012 at a rate of 3.42 MG per
hour, equating to an instantaneous pumping rate of 57,000 gpm. The City’s total water right
withdrawal rate is established at 58,290 gpm. Finding alternatives to reduce the PHD on the
City’s water system will result in overall savings on future capital infrastructure expenditures
such as new wells and storage tanks.

Projected City of Idaho Falls Water Use

Within the Water Facility Plan, Section 3 - Population and Demand Projections addresses
future growth of the City as well as water use projections for the years 2020, 2035, and 2055.
In Figure 3-2 of Section 3, demand projections for average day demand (ADD), maximum day
demand (MDD), and peak hour demand (PHD) increase from current figures about 50% by
the year 2035 and over 100% by the year 2055 without additional conservation measures.

Figure 3-2 also indicates the possible demand reductions with a comprehensive conservation
program which includes metering of the City’s culinary water. Water Facility Plan forecasting
indicates a possible reduction of 27% in ADD and reductions in both MDD and PHD of nearly
39% over a 20-year horizon. How do these projections compare to a real-world comparison?

700
600
500

400

653
455
376 450
300 213 5ey
20
o5 126
" mmll

Winter Average Irrigation Season Average Peak Month Average

o

o

o

®m Rexburg ®Pocatello ®ldaho Falls

Figure 7
Comparison of Per Capita Water Use (gallons per capita day)

Figure 7 shows a direct comparison of per capita consumption for average winter, irrigation
season, and peak month uses for the cities of Idaho Falls, Pocatello, and Rexburg. This direct
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comparison to two metered water utilities within the region upholds this data for demand
reductions cited in Section 3 of the Water Facility Plan. Metered data was supplied by the
cities of Rexburg and Pocatello for comparative purposes. As previously mentioned,
production values for Idaho Falls have been adjusted to estimate consumption values for use
in the comparison.

During the winter, the typical citizen in Idaho Falls uses approximately 33% more water
indoors than a person in Rexburg and 40% more than someone in Pocatello. Irrigation season
values show that Idaho Falls’ citizens use 67% and 80% more water than citizens of Rexburg
and Pocatello respectively. Peak month values also indicate citizens in Idaho Falls using 74%
more water than Rexburg and 82% more than Pocatello.

These values indicate that if the City of Idaho Falls were to install meters, indoor consumption
values could potentially be reduced by 27% while irrigation season values could drop
approximately 42%. These drops make the 39% reduction identified in Figure 3-2 of the Water
Facility Plan a realistic possibility with meter installation.

Water Supply

Water supply for the City is based on water rights and shares that the City maintains, which
are more thoroughly analyzed within the Water Rights Plan, another supplementary section to
the Water Facility Plan. Within that plan, it is noted that the City has ample water rights to
enable future growth. However, the plan also considers conservation measures as a means of
stretching water supply from existing water rights. For the supply of water to be most efficient,
water conservation must become a priority. For additional information regarding this
evaluation, refer to the Water Rights Plan, a supplementary section to the Water Facility Plan.

Groundwater Rights

The City of Idaho Falls obtains all of its culinary water from municipal groundwater rights
issued by the state to withdraw water from the ESPA. The water is abundant and of high
quality, making it an ideal source for the wide variety of municipal uses as long as water rights
can be obtained. Currently, 19 wells are constructed which produce culinary water for the
City. Although the City has the ability to continue adding wells to existing water rights to
accommodate future growth, it requires strategic planning, water right transfers, and revenue
to fund capital expenditures.

Surface Water Irrigation Shares

Additional supply can be utilized from surface water irrigation shares. Approximately 1,448
acres of property maintained by the City used to be irrigated with surface water. Many of these
properties are city parks that utilize the culinary water system for irrigation even though the
City maintains their surface water shares. These surface water shares, currently unused, can
potentially be used as a source of water supply. This could happen either through conversion
of irrigation systems from groundwater to surface water or, with permission for the canal
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companies, by using the surface water for groundwater recharge as mitigation for drilling a
groundwater source to irrigate from.

Storage Water Rights

The City also maintains 1,180 shares of stock in Palisades Water Users, Inc. This entitles the
City up to 1,180 acre feet (nearly 385 MG) of storage space in Palisades Reservoir. This full
supply is available annually if the reservoir fills completely. This supply, as with surface water
irrigation shares, can be used as mitigation for groundwater curtailment calls or to mitigate
potential groundwater sources.

Reclaimed Water

The City of Idaho Falls owns and maintains its own wastewater treatment plant (WWTP),
treating sewage to near drinking water quality prior to discharge into the Snake River. Return
flow into the river from the WWTP equates to approximately 8-9 MG per day. Currently, the
City does not have a plan for using reclaimed water from the WWTP although it has the right
to utilize this water indefinitely. The only current benefit the City receives from this water is
through irrigation of property surrounding the WWTP. Possible benefits include applying for
a water right based on return flows to the river or finding a method to utilize the water for other
purposes that could include groundwater recharge or industrial uses.

Water returned to the Snake River from the WWTP is treated such that it could be reclaimed
and used as a surface water irrigation source. To do so would require the City to obtain a land
application permit and install necessary infrastructure required to utilize the water. Included
in the infrastructure would be specifically colored pipe and fixtures indicating use of reclaimed
water along with appropriate signage and public education measures.

Current Water Conservation Actions

The City of Idaho Falls does not have a previously adopted Water Conservation Plan. The
City currently does, however, carry out some conservation
measures. These measures include:

e Issuance of low-flow shower heads to owners of
electric water heaters through a program offered
through Idaho Falls Power

e Public education through printing and issuance of an
annual water conservation and winterization
brochures to each billed customer account

e Enforcement of building codes that require the
installation of low-flow toilets and other water
fixtures for new construction and renovations

Figure 8
Current educational brochures
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e Conversion of City park irrigation systems to an automatic, centrally controlled system

e Meetings with school district and church officials regarding water use practices

e An annual leak detection survey that rotates through the City

e Public education through participation in the annual Greater Idaho Falls Water Festival
where regional 5 and 6" grade classes are taught about water and conservation

e Collaboration with Parks and Recreation to conduct informal audits of City water use
and procedures and target inefficiencies at select sites

e Response to water wasting complaints and reports of leaks

Evaluation of Water Conservation Actions

Water Department personnel generated a list of potential conservation actions with definitions.
The list was created utilizing conservation actions from other municipal conservation plans
along with additional ideas generated by Department personnel. Table 1 contains 63 total
identified conservation actions which have been defined and separated into the following 4
main categories: General Administrative Conservation Actions, Indoor Conservation Actions,
Outdoor Conservation Actions, and Peak Flow Reduction Actions.

Table 1
Conservation Actions

General Administrative Conservation Actions — Utility/City Practices

# Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

1 | Meter all existing water | Installation of water meters on every service connected to the City’s water
services within the City system could generate water use awareness as a consumer’s bill would be
based on the amount of water used.

2 | Hire a water conservation | Other conservation actions will take personnel hours to implement. This
coordinator action recommends hiring a position that would spend approximately 20
hours per week (2 FTE) dedicated to carrying out conservation actions.

3 | Purchase leak  detection | Water leaks make noise. Mobile noise loggers can be purchased and
equipment mounted to water main isolation valves to detect system leaks. Loggers can
be rotated throughout the system over time during non-irrigation months.
4 | Conduct annual leak detection | Professional services can be hired to detect system leaks. Acoustic

survey equipment is used to listen for and pinpoint leaks.
5 | Approve a budget amount for | Many conservation actions would require investment by the City in hopes
conservation actions of greater, long-term returns from reduced water use. A dedicated

budgetary amount to complete these actions would be beneficial.

6 | ldentify alternative sources for | Grant monies could potentially offset implementation costs of conservation
funding conservation actions actions.  Monies acquired from grants would help supplement a
conservation budget.

7 | Charge water users a | Aconservation fee added to utility bills could help generate revenue to fund

conservation fee conservation actions.
8 | Benchmark  other  cities’ | Comparisons can be drawn between other municipalities. Successes and
conservation actions Failures from other systems can help direct conservation efforts.

eral Administrative Conservation Actions — Public Outreach

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

9 | Form and/or participate in a | Asmentioned in the report, water conservation is also a regional issue. This
regional water conservation | action would include forming a regional group to meet and discuss regional
group water conservation issues.
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10

Meet with IDWR regularly to
discuss conservation

The Idaho Department of Water Resources is the state organization
governing water rights.

11 | Meet with large water users to | Meetings with owners of industries or large irrigated parcels (churches and

identify conservation measures | school districts) can be established to tour sites and discuss procedures to
identify how water can be conserved.

12 | Create and distribute | Printed brochures can be generated for distribution to all water users to

educational brochures to water
users

educate them about specific conservation methods as well as available
conservation incentives.

13

Conduct water conservation
presentations to groups

Water conservation presentations can performed for schools, community
groups, and associations to educate about conservation methods and
available incentives.

14

Develop a web page dedicated
to water conservation

A dedicated web page can be created to which water users can be directed.
The page could educate about conservation methods and available
incentives.

15 | Develop a social media | Use social media applications such as Facebook and Twitter to promote
campaign for conservation water conservation
16 | Develop public service | Generate radio and television ads to promote water conservation. Existing

announcements and a media
campaign for conservation

oor Conservation Actions

ads may be available from water industry advocacy organizations.

— Utility/City Practices

#H
.

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

17 | Reduce water use through | Reducing water pressure throughout the system would yield water savings.
system pressure management Lower pressure leads to lower flow through water fixtures and sprinklers.

18 | Perform indoor water audits for | Water Department personnel would tour existing City facilities to identify
City-owned facilities inefficient indoor fixtures and possibilities for indoor conservation.

19 | Replace inefficient indoor | Based on completed water audits, the Water Department would generate a
fixtures at City-owned | list of inefficient indoor fixtures recommended for replacement. The list
facilities would be provided to the appropriate Division/Department for budgeting.

20 | Use high-efficiency indoor | All future City-owned facilities would be equipped with high-efficiency
fixtures at new City facilities indoor water fixtures.

21 | Meter water used for indoor | Temporary meters would be issued to contractors to capture all indoor water
construction activities use during construction of new buildings.

22 | Sub-meter individual units in | Metering individual units rather than the entire building would make the

apartments and strip malls
oor Conservation Actions

Conservation Action

resident of each unit accountable for their own water use.

— Ordinances and Rules
Conservation Action Definition

23

Create a tiered rate structure
promoting indoor conservation

Aggressive rate structures for metered systems can encourage customers to
replace even minor indoor leaks. To implement this conservation action,
the water system would have to be metered.

24

Charge City-owned facilities
for indoor water use

Charging other Divisions/Department for water used would encourage them
to eliminate indoor inefficiencies.

25

#H
-,

Require installation of high-
efficiency fixtures for new
construction and renovations
oor Conservation Actions
Conservation Action

Ensure that all future and renovated facilities would be equipped with high-
efficiency indoor water fixtures.

— Incentives
Conservation Action Definition

26

Issue awards for indoor water-
conscious customers

An incentive that would promote awareness of conservation-conscious
customers by issuing awards for water conserving facilities.

27

Offer customers incentives to
upgrade from low to high-
efficiency indoor fixtures

Monetary incentives such as rebates for exchanging low-efficiency indoor
fixtures with high-efficiency ones.
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28

Offer customers free high-
efficiency yet low-cost indoor
fixtures

City would purchase and distribute low-cost, high efficiency indoor fixtures
such as faucet aerators, shower heads, etc.

Indoor Conservation Actions — Public Outreach

area to teach customers about
high efficiency indoor fixtures

Indoor Conservation Actions

Conservation Action

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

29 | Perform indoor water audits for | Water Department personnel would perform indoor water audits by request
customers from customers to identify leaks and inefficiencies.

30 | Educate  customers about | Getting word out about available incentive programs to make them more
available incentive programs effective through advertisement in print or other media.

31 | Promote use of high-efficiency | Identify indoor fixtures at hardware and plumbing stores that qualify for
indoor fixtures at local retail | consideration as high-efficiency. This can be done with logos marking
suppliers specific displays that meet industry standards.

32 | Create an indoor education | Ademonstration areasimilarto Idaho Falls Powers electrical education area

would be constructed to train customers during open houses and tours.

— Reclaimed Water
Conservation Action Definition

Use reclaimed water for indoor
industrial uses

Outdoor Conservation Action
Conservation Action

The City’s wastewater treatment plant discharges 8-9 million gallons daily
into the Snake River. This water could potentially be reused and resold for
industrial uses such as cooling, offsetting treatment costs.

s — Utility/City Practices

Conservation Action Definition

34

Reduce water used for flushing
water mains

Water used for flushing mains in order to clean them would be examined to
determine if procedural changes could reduce volumes.

35

Reduce water used for training
fire fighters

Water used for training fire fighters would be examined to determine if
volumes could be reduced.

for City-owned facilities

36 | Reduce City water system | Water lost through system leaks would be evaluated to determine what
losses and leaks measures the Water Department could do to conserve.

37 | Reduce private water system | An evaluation of enforcement procedures to encourage private property
losses and leaks owners to repair known service line leaks would conserve water.

38 | Perform outdoor water audits | Water Department personnel would perform outdoor water audits by

request from customers to identify sprinkler system leaks and inefficiencies.

annexed properties

Outdoor Conservation Action

39 | Meter water used for outdoor | Metering water used for outdoor construction activities such as dust control
construction activities would encourage contractors to be conservation minded.
40 | Acquire water rights from | The City would benefit from obtaining all surface and groundwater rights

associated with annexed properties, whether owned by the City or not.
s — Ordinances and Rules

watering schedules

Outdoor Conservation Action

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

41 | Create a tiered rate structure | Aggressive rate structures for metered systems can encourage customers to
encouraging outdoor water | conserve water used outdoors. To implement this conservation action, the
conservation water system would have to be metered.

42 | Charge City-owned facilities | Charging other Divisions/Departments for water used would encourage
for outdoor water use them to eliminate outdoor inefficiencies.

43 | Generate a xeriscape ordinance | Xeriscape is landscape decoration without water use through landscape
for landscaping of properties rock, etc. An ordinance allowing xeriscape would encourage conservation.

44 | Institute odd-even irrigation | Encouraging customers to irrigate only on specific days dependent upon

their address would promote conservation.
s — Incentives

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition
45 | Issue awards for outdoor | An incentive that would promote awareness of conservation-conscious
water-conscious customers customers by issuing awards for water conserving facilities.
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46

Offer incentives to upgrade
inefficient sprinkler system
components

Monetary incentives such as rebates for exchanging low-efficiency
sprinkler heads with high-efficiency ones. Hose-end timers and sprinkler
timers could also be considered.

47

Offer customers free high-
efficiency yet low cost outdoor
fixtures

City would purchase and distribute low-cost, high efficiency outdoor
fixtures such as hose sprayers, moisture sensors, hose-end timers etc.

48

Offer incentives to sprinkler
installation contractors to use
high-efficiency sprinklers

Outdoor Conservation Action

Finding a way to incentivize the installation of high-efficiency sprinkler
system components on new sprinkler systems would conserve water
outdoors.

s — Public Outreach

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

49 | Perform outdoor water audits | Water Department personnel would perform outdoor water audits by
for customers request from customers to identify leaks, inefficiencies, and recommend

alterations to watering schedules.

50 | Educate customers about | Distribute conservation-minded literature to identify plants and grasses that
water-wise plants and use of | require very little water and to educate about use of xeriscape. The latter
xeriscape materials would require a xeriscape ordinance for landscaping.

51 | Create aconservation gardento | Other water purveyors have worked with local nurseries to create a water
educate customers on use of | conservation garden, educating through a demonstration of beautifying with
water-wise plants xeriscape and plants and grasses that require little water.

52 | Create an outdoor education | In conjunction with a conservation garden, an outdoor demonstration area
area to teach customers | of efficient irrigation methods can educate customers on conservation.
efficient irrigation methods

53 | Promote use of high-efficiency | Identify outdoor fixtures at hardware and plumbing stores that qualify for

outdoor fixtures at local retail
suppliers

Outdoor Conservation Action

Conservation Action

consideration as high-efficiency. This can be done with logos marking
specific displays that meet industry standards.

s — Reclaimed Water
Conservation Action Definition

Develop ability to use
reclaimed water for irrigation

Peak Flow Reduction Actions — Utility/City Practices

Conservation Action

The City’s wastewater treatment plant discharges 8-9 million gallons daily
into the Snake River. This water could potentially be used in the summer to
irrigate large parcels such as parks.

Conservation Action Definition

55

Remove irrigation of large City
parks from culinary water
system

Large City parks are irrigated throughout the night during peak water flows.
Converting these parks to irrigate with surface water or having a dedicated
irrigation well would reduce peak flows on the City’s culinary system.

56

Decrease the minimum service
line size

Peak Flow Reduction Actions — Incentives

Sprinkler systems are typically designed based on the amount of water the
service line provides. Decreasing the minimum service line size would
cause sprinkler systems to install more zones and decrease peak water use.

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition

57 | Offer incentives to sprinkler | Sprinkler systems are typically designed based on the amount of water the
contractors to design sprinkler | service line provides. Increasing the number of zones would reduce the
systems with more zones flow used to irrigate with and reduce overall peak flows.

58 | Offer incentives to increase the | Offering an incentive to customers to add zones to their existing systems by

number of sprinkler zones on a
sprinkler system

Peak Flow Reduction Actions — Public Outreach

reducing the number of heads operating on each zone would decrease
irrigation use during peak hours.

# | Conservation Action Conservation Action Definition
59 | Educate customers to adjust | Most sprinkler timers are set to water through the night when evaporation
irrigation timers to avoid peak | is low. Adjusting timers to start either earlier in the evening or later in the
flows morning can lower peak flow on the City’s culinary system.
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60

Educate sprinkler installation
contractors to stagger watering
start times to lower peak flows

Most sprinkler timers are set to water through the night when evaporation
is low. Adjusting timers to start either earlier in the evening or later in the
morning can lower peak flow on the City’s culinary system.

61

Educate customers about water
usage and peak flows

Peak flows are crucial for municipal water right needs. Reducing peak flow
usage through education would help extend existing water rights.

62

Educate Parks Department to
stagger irrigation during peak
flows

Parks sprinkler timers are set to water through the night when evaporation
is low. Adjusting timers to start either earlier in the evening or later in the
morning can lower peak flow on the City’s culinary system.

63

Educate owners of large
parcels to stagger irrigation
during peak flows

Sprinkler timers for large parcels are set to water through the night when
evaporation is low. Adjusting timers to start either earlier in the evening or
later in the morning can lower peak flow on the City’s culinary system.

Each of the 4 main categories have been further divided into as many as 5 subcategories:

Utility/City Practices
Ordinances & Rules
Incentives

Public Outreach
Reclaimed Water

Individual actions have been placed within the appropriate category and subcategory. Then
each action has been evaluated by the City’s current practice, estimated cost to implement,
estimated benefit to the City, and ease of implementation. Costs of each action have been
evaluated as:

e Low=3$0-10,000

e Medium = $10,001 — $50,000
e High =$50,001 - $100,000

e Very High = Over $100,000

Benefits to the City and ease of implementation are each evaluated as Low, Medium, High,
and Very High. It must be noted that it is difficult to determine the overall benefit when
comparing differing results such as water saved, public awareness, and public education.
Therefore, a best-guess evaluation of the benefits was performed. The list and evaluations of
potential actions are located in Table 2.

Recommended Plan

Following the evaluation of potential conservation actions, recommendations for
implementation were assigned. Conservation action recommendations have been listed as:

e Already occurring

e Begin within 1-5 years

e Do not implement

e Recommendation left for City Leaders

14-1550
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All recommendations can be found in Table 2 where additional notation briefly explains the
rationale for the recommendation.
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Table 2
Conservation Action Evaluation

General Administrative Conservation Actions — Uti

Conservation Action

Current City Practice

ity/City Practices

Cost to

Benefit

Ease of

Recommendation for Implementation

conservation actions

eral Administrative C

conservation is currently
conducted

onservation Actions — Pub

lic Outreach

Implement | to City | Implementation
1 | Meter all existing water | All new and 10% of existing | Very High | Very Low Recommendation left to City Leaders; Due
services within the City commercial customers are High to implications; Facility Plan evaluates
metered cost/benefit
2 | Hire a water conservation | No position is currently Medium Medium | Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Recommended
coordinator dedicated to water actions within this plan require time to
conservation implement; Recommend ¥ FTE dedicated to
conservation
3 | Purchase leak detection | Purchase of noise data Medium High High Begin within 1-5 years; Water Department
equipment loggers is scheduled for plans to purchase equipment in 2015/16
2015/16 fiscal year fiscal year
4 | Conduct annual leak | City has an annual leak Low Medium | Very High Already occurring; Recommend
detection survey detection contract, although it augmenting current contract amount for leak
is small detection to $10k
5 | Approve a budget amount | No specific budget line dollar | Medium High Medium Begin this year; Recommended actions
for conservation actions amount identified for within this plan will require funding; Start
conservation slow and build
6 | Identify alternative | No grant monies are currently | Low Very Very High Begin this year; Water Department staff will
sources  for  funding | pursued for conservation High work with City grant administrator to
conservation actions identify availability
7 | Charge water users a | No feeis charged to water Low Low Medium Do not implement; Conservation costs
conservation fee users to promote conservation should be included in rates but not as a
separate fee
8 | Benchmark other cities” | No benchmarking for Low Medium | Very High Begin this year; Check proposed actions

with other municipalities to help determine
efficacy

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation
9 | Form and/or participate in | Personnel participate with Low Low Very High Begin this year; City should join Idaho
a regional water | Earth Day and the Greater Groundwater Appropriators (IGWA) or
conservation group Idaho Falls Water Festival Bonneville/Jefferson Groundwater District
10 | Meet with IDWR | No meetings are currently | Low Low Very High Do _no_implement; Little benefit derived
regularly to discuss | held with IDWR regarding conservation
conservation
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11 | Meet with large water | City has occasionally met Low High Very High Already occurring; Recommend

users to identify | with local church and school augmenting by establishing annual meetings
conservation measures district employees as needed and identifying areas of conservation to
budget for

12 | Create and distribute | Annual brochures for Low Low High Already occurring; Recommend
educational brochures to | conservation and freeze augmenting by creating additional brochures
water users protection are printed and to better educate consumers

distributed

13 | Conduct water | Presentations currently Low Medium | High Already occurring; Recommend
conservation presentations | performed as requested by augmenting by finding new venues and
to groups groups focusing on conservation

14 | Develop a web page | Existing Water Department Low Low Medium Already occurring; Recommend
dedicated to  water | web page has links to augmenting by creating separate page rather
conservation conservation sites than just links

15 | Develop a social media | Social media is not currently | Low Medium | High Begin within 1-5 years; Consult with City’s
campaign for conservation | used to promote  water IPO to determine possibilities

conservation

16 | Develop public service | No public service Low High Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Investigate
announcements and a | announcements are currently availability of existing PSA’s from industry
media  campaign  for | generated for water organizations that could be utilized
conservation conservation

Indoor Conservation Actions — Utility/City Practices

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation

Implement | to City | Implementation

17 | Reduce water use through | System pressures currently Very High | High Low Do not implement; Water pressure is
system pressure | operate between 45 to 80 psi currently low and is established by height of
management elevated tower

18 | Perform indoor water | Indoor water audits are not Low High High Begin this year; Water Department will
audits for City-owned | performed at City facilities establish tours of City facilities to identify
facilities areas to conserve

19 | Replace inefficient indoor | Inefficient fixtures are Medium Medium | High Begin this year; Outdated fixtures found
fixtures at City-owned | replaced as needed based on from indoor audits will be recommended for
facilities their functionality replacement

20 | Use high-efficiency | Plumbing code requires Low Low Very High Already occurring; Building Department
indoor fixtures at new City | installation of efficient enforces current plumbing code which
facilities fixtures requires installation

21 | Meter water used for | Indoor construction water is Low Low Medium Recommendation left to City L eaders;
indoor construction | not metered Revisit if decision is made to meter water
activities system
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22 | Sub-meter individual units
in apartments and strip

malls

Indoor Conservation Acti

Individual units and strip
malls are not metered

ons — Ordinances and Ru

Low

Low

Recommendation left to City Leaders;
Revisit if decision is made to meter water
system

high-efficiency  fixtures
for new construction and
renovations

Indoor Conservation Acti

installation of efficient
fixtures

ons — Incentives

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation

23 | Create a tiered rate | Some commercial rates are Medium Very High Recommendation left to City Leaders;
structure promoting | tiered; requires metering to be High Revisit if decision is made to meter water
indoor conservation effective system

24 | Charge City-owned | City-owned facilities are not | Medium Medium | High Do not implement; Most facilities funded
facilities for indoor water | charged an indoor water bill from General Fund lack revenue generation
use

25 | Require installation of | Plumbing code requires Low Medium | Very High Already occurring; Building Department

enforces current plumbing code which
requires installation

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation

26 | Issue awards for indoor | No awards for indoor water Low Low High Do not implement; Little benefit derived
water-conscious conservation are issued from issuance of awards
customers

27 | Offer customers | No incentives are available to | Medium Medium | Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
incentives to upgrade from | upgrade from low to high- budget is established, determine which
low to high-efficiency | efficiency fixtures fixtures to incentivize
indoor fixtures

28 | Offer customers free high- | Customers are not offered Low Low High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
efficiency yet low-cost | free indoor conservation budget is established, determine which
indoor fixtures fixtures fixtures to purchase and distribute

Indoor Conservation Actions — Public Outreach

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation

Implement | to City | Implementation

29 | Perform indoor water | No indoor conservation Medium Low Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Time requirements

audits for customers audits are performed for for audits will require a conservation
customers coordinator

30 | Educate customers about | No education for incentives; Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once incentives
available incentive | Incentive program must be have been established, educate public via
programs implemented first media, social media, brochures, etc.
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31 | Promote use of high- | No promotion of high- Low Medium | Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Once incentives
efficiency indoor fixtures | efficiency indoor fixtures is have been established, generate logos or
at local retail suppliers available displays to post at local retail suppliers
32 | Create an indoor | No public education area Medium Medium | Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Create hands-on
education area to teach | available to teach customers displays for customers to learn about indoor
customers about high | about indoor conservation water use and conservation
efficiency indoor fixtures
Indoor Conservation Actions — Reclaimed Water
# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation
33 | Use reclaimed water for | Reclaimed water currently High Very Low Begin within 1-5 years; Large potential for
indoor industrial uses not used; Discharged to High reuse of water while marketing for industrial
Snake River growth for City
tdoor Conservation Actions — Utility/City Practices
# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation
34 | Reduce water used for | Mains flushed after repairs or | Low Low High Do not implement; Appropriate flushing of
flushing water mains as needed or requested water mains is determined by pipe size and
length
35 | Reduce water used for | Fire Department trains with Low Low High Do not implement; However, encourage
training fire fighters both surface and culinary Fire Department to use surface water
water whenever possible
36 | Reduce City water system | City replaces about 1 mile of | Medium Medium | High Already occurring; Continue to repair leaks
losses and leaks water main/yr; Leaks fixed as soon as they are discovered
once found
37 | Reduce private water | Work with owner to fix leaks | Low High Medium Already occurring; Augment by
system losses and leaks once discovered; Can shut off investigating insurance policy for service
water line repair; Consider ordinance fines for not
repairing
38 | Perform outdoor water | Recent informal audits Low High High Begin this year; Water Department
audits for City-owned | completed at Ryder Park and personnel will schedule walk-throughs with
facilities Tautphaus Zoo other City Departments
39 | Meter water used for | Water for outdoor Medium High Medium Recommendation left to City Leaders;
outdoor construction | construction is not metered Revisit if decision is made to meter water
activities system
40 | Acquire water rights from | Water rights acquired for Low Very High Already occurring; Augment by
annexed properties annexed properties High investigating if surface water rights can be
maintained by City acquired from private property annexed into
City
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Outdoor Conservation Actions — Ordinances and Rules

tdoor Conservation Ac

tions — Incentives

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation

41 | Create a tiered rate | No tiered rates exist for Low Very High Recommendation left to City Leaders;
structure encouraging | outdoor water use; requires High Revisit if decision is made to meter water
outdoor water | metering to be effective system
conservation

42 | Charge City-owned | City-owned facilities are not | High Very Low Do not implement; Most facilities funded
facilities for outdoor water | charged an outdoor water bill High from General Fund lack revenue generation
use

43 | Generate a  xeriscape | City does not have a Low Medium | Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Conservation
ordinance for landscaping | xeriscape ordinance for coordinator will compare other Cities’
of properties landscaping policies and discuss w/ P&Z

44 | Institute odd-even | City does not require odd- Low Medium | Medium Begin this year; Watering schedule should
irrigation watering | even watering days be voluntary; Some cities in implementing
schedules watering schedules have actually experience

an increase in overall water use

contractors to use high-
efficiency sprinklers

tdoor Conservation Ac

install high-efficiency
sprinklers

tions — Public Outreach

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation

45 | Issue awards for outdoor | No awards for outdoor water | Low Low High Do not implement; Little benefit derived
water-conscious conservation are issued from issuance of awards
customers

46 | Offer incentives  to | No incentives are available to | Medium High Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
upgrade inefficient | upgrade sprinkler system budget is established, determine which
sprinkler system | components fixtures to incentivize
components

47 | Offer customers free high- | Customers are not offered Low Medium | High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
efficiency yet low cost | free outdoor water fixtures budget is established, determine which
outdoor fixtures fixtures to purchase and distribute

48 | Offer  incentives  to | No incentives are available Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
sprinkler installation | for sprinkler contractors to budget is established, determine which

incentives to offer contractors

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation
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Peak Flow Reduction Act

ions — Utility/City Practices

49 | Perform outdoor water | No outdoor conservation Medium High Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Time requirements
audits for customers audits are performed for for audits will require a conservation

customers coordinator

50 | Educate customers about | No education provided to Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once xeriscape
water-wise plants and use | customers about water-wise ordinance has been established, educate
of xeriscape materials plants and xeriscape public via media, social media, brochures,

etc.

51 | Create a conservation | City does not have a Medium High Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Create garden
garden to educate | conservation garden to display for customers to learn about indoor
customers on use of water- | educate customers water use and conservation
wise plants

52 | Create an outdoor | City does not have an outdoor | Medium High Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Create hands-on
education area to teach | education area to educate displays for customers to learn about outdoor
customers efficient | customers water use and conservation; Complete with
irrigation methods conservation garden

53 | Promote use of high- | No promotion of high- Low Medium | Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Once incentives
efficiency outdoor fixtures | efficiency outdoor fixtures is have been established, generate logos or
at local retail suppliers available displays to post at local retail suppliers

Outdoor Conservation Actions — Reclaimed Water

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation

Implement | to City | Implementation

54 | Develop ability to use | Reclaimed water currently High Very Low Begin within 1-5 years; Reuse water while
reclaimed  water  for | not used; Discharged to High taking irrigated acres off of culinary water
irrigation Shake River system

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation
55 | Remove irrigation of large | Many city parks are watered | High Very Low Begin within 1-5 years; Identify irrigated
City parks from culinary | from City culinary system; High parks that can be removed from the culinary
water system Few use surface water for water system; Convert to surface water or to
irrigation dedicated wells
56 | Decrease the minimum | City’s minimum water service | Low High Medium Do not implement; Reduction in size will
service line size line size is 17 diameter create problems for existing sprinkler
systems
Peak Flow Reduction Actions — Incentives
# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation
Implement | to City | Implementation
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57 | Offer incentives  to | No incentives available to | Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
sprinkler contractors to | contractors  to increase coordinator is hired, educate contractors
design sprinkler systems | number of zones in new through annual training meeting
with more zones sprinkler systems

58 | Offer incentives  to | No incentives available to | Medium High Medium Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
increase the number of | increase the number of zones budget is established, identify feasible
sprinkler zones on an | on a sprinkling system methods to incentivize
existing sprinkler system

Peak Flow Reduction Actions — Public Outreach

# Conservation Action Current City Practice Cost to Benefit Ease of Recommendation for Implementation

Implement | to City | Implementation

59 | Educate customers to | No education provided to | Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
adjust irrigation timers to | customer about avoiding peak coordinator is hired, educate public via
avoid peak flows flows with irrigation systems media, social media, brochures, etc.

60 | Educate sprinkler | No education provided to | Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
installation contractors to | sprinkler contractors about coordinator is hired, educate contractors
stagger watering start | staggering watering  start through annual training meeting
times to lower peak flows | times

61 | Educate customers about | No education provided to | Low High High Begin within 1-5 years; Once conservation
water usage and peak | customers about peak flow coordinator is hired, educate public via
flows usage media, social media, brochures, etc.

62 | Educate Parks Department | Recent discussions with Parks | Low Very High Already occurring; Augment through
to stagger irrigation during | Department irrigation crews High annual meetings with Parks Department
peak flows regarding peak flow usage irrigation crews

63 | Educate owners of large | City has occasionally met to | Low Very Medium Already occurring; Augment with
parcels to stagger | discuss peak flow issues with High conservation coordinator by scheduling
irrigation  during peak | local church and school regular meetings with owners
flows district employees

14-1550 Page A - 23 City of ldaho Falls
October 2014 Water Conservation Plan Water Facility Plan



MSA APPENDIX B

My S & soces, I Water Rights Plan

Engineers/Planners




APPENDIX B
WATER RIGHTS PLAN

Foreword/Executive Summary

This is the first formal Water Right Plan generated for the City of Idaho Falls (City). Although
the acquisition of water rights in the past was relatively easy, the current legal environment
has complicated matters. To ensure future growth of the City, alternatives to acquire new
water rights, use existing rights more efficiently, and pursue conservation measures were all
evaluated. The evaluation of 12 water right alternatives resulted on the following
recommendations:

1. Complete water right transfers adding points of diversion to existing water rights with
senior priority dates.

2. Construct large storage tanks at all new well sites to help offset peak flow demands.
This can allow the City to, in effect, double its production capabilities from rights
mentioned in recommendation #1.

3. ldentify and implement alternative sources of irrigation water for large City parks,
whether from existing surface water shares or from separate irrigation wells.

4. Implement a water conservation program (evaluated in a separate section of the Facility
Plan) to become more efficient through less water use.

The full evaluation of all 12 water right alternatives can be found in Sections 4 and 5 of this
Water Right Plan and full recommendations can be found in Section 6.

Introduction
Background

Idaho Falls is a community of nearly 60,000 nestled in the southeast portion of the state
approximately midway between the state’s borders with Montana and Utah. It is located in a
high desert region, receiving on average between 10 to 12 inches of annual precipitation.
Given its arid climate and low precipitation rate, there is little doubt that water plays a vital
role in the City’s economy.

Idaho Falls is situated atop one of the nation’s largest groundwater aquifers, the Eastern Snake
Plain Aquifer (ESPA), from which it draws water for use within its service boundary. The
ESPA stretches from Ashton on its northeasterly boundary to near Twin Falls at its
southwesterly limit, where its water discharges from the aquifer into the Snake River at
Thousand Springs. Water from the ESPA serves a variety of diverse interests, of which include
agricultural, industrial, municipal, hydropower, and commercial.

All water within the State of Idaho is owned and regulated by the state. The right to divert
water in ldaho is controlled by the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) and is based
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on the prior appropriation doctrine, or “first in time, first in right.” Each water right has an
assigned a priority date to help the state administer them. Before water may be diverted for
any use, an application for a water right must be submitted to the IDWR. The application is
reviewed, advertised, and opened for public comment or contestation. Once the application is
approved, a permit to divert the water for a designated beneficial use is issued. When the
diversion is completed and beneficial use verified, the permit then becomes a water right and
is issued a priority date for when the permit was originally requested. That priority date
dictates who has the right to divert the water first. Water users with senior (older) water rights
have priority over those who have junior (newer) rights.

History

When Southeast Idaho was settled in the mid to late 1800’s, the 1n1t1al settlements were located
around spring discharges in the Magic Valley " e
near Twin Falls. The city of Eagle Rock
formed around Taylor’s Bridge, a wooden
bridge created in 1865 to help settlers cross the
mighty Snake River. Eagle Rock later became | = =
the City of Idaho Falls in 1891. No springs |

were located near the area, so the initial source
of water for the town was from the Snake River.

Settlers began installing diversions from local creeks and the Snake River to farm the ground.
The first surface water rights established in the Idaho Falls area were from the Willow Creek
drainage in 1874. Ditches were constructed throughout Southeast Idaho to transmit the water
from natural channels to provide irrigation. Leakage of water through the canal bottoms helped
lead to incidental recharge of the ESPA, which over time would cause the aquifer levels to
surge above normal historical levels.

In 1878, the railroad reached Eagle Rock and precipitated dramatic municipal growth in the
area. The town periodically began hiring the Sanborn Map & Publishing Company in 1884 to
generate maps of the City. The 1888 map of Eagle Rock shows the first signs of a municipal
water system, with a surface water diversion established on the Snake River that pumped to
two 35,000 gallon storage tanks.

The City of Idaho Falls later took notice of the ESPA in 1921 when its first well, then known
as the 10" Street Well, was dug and licensed near the intersection of Boulevard and 10" Street.
Due to its purity, groundwater soon began replacing surface water as the City’s preferred
source for culinary water. New wells were dug every few years as the City continued to grow.
During these years, groundwater and surface water were considered functionally separate and
were administered accordingly.

During the 1950’s, the state made a comprehensive effort to quantify the flow of water from
the springs near Thousand Springs. With all of the incidental recharge from surface water
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irrigation canals, the aquifer’s discharge to the springs had never been higher. These spring
users were issued water rights for the springs that were in excess of historical values. Around
the same time, cheap electricity and better technology made the construction of wells vastly
easier. Since then, wells have sprung up across the ESPA for a variety of purposes including
the irrigation of parcels that surface water could not otherwise reach.

Wells were not originally required to be licensed due the “Constitutional Appropriation”
doctrine which allowed for water to be constructed and diverted without a license. This began
to change in the 1960°s when the state required all wells that were previously constructed to
become licensed. In 1963, a single water right with a 1963 priority date was established for
city wells #2 through #8 and an annual volume restriction was placed on the right.

Cities and agriculture continued to grow across Southeast Idaho. In efforts to become more
efficient, many farms switched from flood irrigation to sprinkler irrigation to decrease
evaporation losses and labor expenses. This practice, although vastly more efficient, has
eliminated much of the incidental recharge provided to the aquifer through surface irrigation,
and when combined with the number of new wells drilled, aquifer levels began to drop.

Severe drought hit Southeast Idaho in the 1980°s which led to water right litigation. As a result
of the litigation, a ruling was issued by the judge affirming the prior appropriation doctrine but
stating that groundwater and surface water were too interconnected within the ESPA and that
they must be managed together rather than separately. This ruling led to the inception of
“Conjunctive Management” of both ground and surface water rights within the ESPA, and in
the 1990’s the IDWR released its rules on the conjunctive management of the resources.

Although surface and groundwater rights were originally issued and managed separately, the
court ruling requiring conjunctive management upended the status quo for holders of
groundwater rights. Since most surface water rights were issued prior to the development of
groundwater rights, groundwater users now find themselves behind surface water users when
it comes to administration of the prior appropriation doctrine. This, combined with recent
droughts and a moratorium on the issuance of new groundwater rights within the ESPA, have
created difficulties for groundwater users.

To assist the IDWR with the conjunctive management process, the State of Idaho created a
computerized groundwater model for the ESPA. The model (ESPAM) is currently utilized to
understand impacts of water right transfers within the ESPA. Unfortunately, surface water and
spring users with senior water rights have used ESPAM to their benefit to bolster legal claims
against junior groundwater right holders.

Cities now find themselves toward the rear of the line with regards to water right administration
and legally beholden to most surface water and spring users who are submitting claims that
their senior water right allotments are being damaged by junior groundwater users. These
claims, or water right calls, require the IDWR to determine if curtailment of junior rights are
necessary to satisfy the needs of senior right holders. For cities to best avoid curtailment and
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ensure future growth, they must identify multiple options to acquire new water rights, utilize
existing rights more efficiently, conserve water, and mitigate against future water calls by
senior water right holders.

Water Right Plan Purpose and Scope

The purpose of the Water Rights Plan is to ensure that there is ample water to support future
growth of the City. The plan evaluates existing rights as well as options for acquiring
additional rights. The scope includes a description of the City’s existing water rights and
shares, a determination of which water rights are directly or indirectly pertinent to the City’s
culinary drinking water system, an evaluation of existing rights’ capability to satisfy current
and future culinary water demands, an identification of alternatives for maximizing the City’s
existing rights to meet future demands, and recommendations of action items to be carried out
to ensure that the City’s future water demands will be met.

Description of Existing Water Rights and Shares

The City of Idaho Falls has a varied portfolio of water rights and shares. Included in this
portfolio are hydropower rights; municipal groundwater rights; miscellaneous groundwater
rights; surface water irrigation shares; and storage water shares. Each of these types will be
discussed individually along with its applicability, whether direct or indirect, to the City’s
culinary drinking water system.

1. Hydropower Rights

The City of Idaho Falls owns and operates four hydroelectric, power generating dams on
the Snake River. Each of these hydropower facilities is required to have water rights for
the capability of diverting water from the Snake River for the purpose of generating
electricity. Every right has an associated water right number issued by the IDWR and a
corresponding priority date and diversion rate. Priority dates for the hydropower rights
span from April 1900 to April 1980 with diversion rates that range from as low as 48 cubic
feet per second (cfs) to as much as 5,000 cfs. Table 1 contains a list of the City’s existing
hydropower rights along with their pertinent information. Hydropower rights have no
direct or indirect impact on the City’s culinary water system except for budgetary concerns
with regards to power expenditure, therefore this plan will not address them further.
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01-00040 | Snake River | 04/20/1900 140 Central Power Plant
01-00041 | Snake River | 10/22/1904 48 Central Power Plant
01-00281 | Snake River | 12/29/1905 1,500 Lower Power Plant
01-02014 | Snake River | 12/03/1907 485 Central Power Plant
01-04002 | Snake River | 02/05/1915 388 Central Power Plant
01-00360 | Snake River | 07/18/1919 394 Central Power Plant
01-00361 | Snake River | 10/05/1923 485 Central Power Plant
01-02047 | Snake River | 10/28/1927 500 Upper Power Plant
01-04003 | Snake River | 05/03/1930 580 Upper Power Plant
01-02049 | Snake River | 02/14/1936 1,080 Upper Power Plant
01-04001 | Snake River | 10/05/1940 1,240 Lower Power Plant
01-07013 | Snake River | 11/09/1977 260 Upper Power Plant
01-07014 | Snake River | 11/09/1977 4,800 Lower Power Plant
07-07015 | Snake River | 11/09/1977 2,600 Central Power Plant
01-07018 | Snake River | 03/17/1978 5,000 Gem State Plant
01-07023 | Snake River | 02/15/1979 1,240 Upper Power Plant
01-07024 | Snake River | 02/15/1979 1,460 Central Power Plant
01-07051 | Snake River | 04/09/1980 3,000 Gem State Plant
01-07025 | Snake River | 02/15/1979 900 Lower Power Plant
(Relinquished)

Table 1 - City of Idaho Falls Hydropower Rights

2. Municipal Groundwater Rights

Water rights with a municipal use are unique in the fact that they can serve a variety of
uses including domestic, irrigation, commercial, and industrial uses. Municipal
groundwater rights primarily cover the wells drilled by the City for growth and expansion
of the culinary drinking water system, and are therefore the most applicable to this plan.
The City has grown over the years, and to accommodate the water demand generated by
growth, it has filed applications for municipal groundwater rights through the IDWR.
Some existing rights are individual (ie: one right per well), some are joined (multiple rights
for one well), and one is combined (one right for multiple wells). Table 2 identifies each
existing municipal groundwater right along with corresponding information.
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25-02095 #1 02/25/1927 |  5.20; 2,340 3,758;
2502142 | #2, #3, #4, #5, #7, #8

& 35- & 04/08/1963 |  50.20; 22,590 20,200

03020 46
25-02143 #9, #10 11/22/1963 | _ 17.10; 8,019 12,358
35-07001 #11 07/13/1967 | _ 8.90; 4,005 6,432
25-07022 #12 01/18/1972 | 7.35; 3,308 5,312
25-07058 #13, #13-B 08/22/1974 | _ 6.14; 2,763 4,437
35-07841 #14 02/07/1979 | 7.35; 3,308 5,312
2o 01298 415 12/23/1982 |  3.35; 1,503 2,421

o 01/11/1985 1.55; 696 1,120
25'?;)654 #15-B 09/03/1997 |  6.70; 3,015 4,842
35-08682 #16 02/10/1988 | _ 8.02; 3,609 5,796
25-07467 #17 09/09/1988 | 8.02; 3,609 5,796

Table 2 — City of Idaho Falls Municipal Groundwater Rights

3. Miscellaneous Groundwater Rights

Many of the City’s existing groundwater rights have been acquired over time for a variety
of uses, including irrigation, domestic, stock water, etc. These rights are typically used for
specific uses at specific locations such as irrigation of Sand Creek golf course, stock water
at Sandy Downs, dust control at Noise Park, etc. The majority of these rights are currently
being put to beneficial use. Their priority dates vary and diversion rates are typically small,
making them of little use except for their current uses.

4. Surface Water Irrigation Shares

The City of Idaho Falls maintains surface water shares in three local irrigation districts:
Idaho, Progressive, and New Sweden irrigation districts. The City has accumulated
property once irrigated with surface water to provide services (ie: airport, zoo, parks,
cemeteries, etc.). The City pays assessments to the irrigation districts to maintain these
shares, even for properties that are no longer irrigated with surface water. These shares
could still be utilized for surface water irrigation which directly benefits water supply, or
potentially for groundwater recharge projects as indirect benefits. A list of these shares is
indicated in Table 3.
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Snake River
Valley Irrigation 25.00 Gem State Power Plant
District
Idaho Irrigation 777 40 Tautphaus Park, Pinecrest Golf Course, Sandy
District ' Downs, Gem State Power Plant
New Sweden 449 50 Idaho Falls Regional Airport, Ryder Park,
Irrigation District ' West Side Substation
Progressive 19590 | Hatch Pit Landfill, Jenkins Gravel Pit

Irrigation District

Table 3 — City of Idaho Falls Surface Water Irrigation Shares

5. Storage Water Shares

The City of Idaho Falls purchased 1,180 shares of stock in Palisades Water Users, Inc.
This entitles the City to up to 1,180 acre feet of stored water, although the volume available
each year is proportional to the percentage Palisades Reservoir is filled for the upcoming
water season. These shares may be leased, released as mitigation for water calls, or
potentially utilized for groundwater recharge projects which could indirectly boost water

supply.
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SECTION 4 - WATER RIGHT OPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

There have been times during the heat of the summer that the City has approached its maximum
limit for instantaneous flow. This creates an issue for accommodation of new growth. In order
to produce more culinary water for growing the local economy, the City is left with three

options:

1) Acquire additional water rights
2) Use existing rights more efficiently
3) Pursue conservation measures

Each option has a variety of alternatives which will be discussed below. Discussion will
include a description of each alternative along with its pros and cons.

Option 1. ACQUIRE ADDITIONAL WATER RIGHTS

Alternative 1 — Apply for New Groundwater Rights

Description: As in years past, the City could apply for new municipal water rights
through the IDWR. Once the application and fees are paid, IDWR advertises the
application. If no protests occur, the application can be approved allowing IDWR
to grant the City a permit and time frame in which to construct a new well. Once
the well is placed into beneficial use and tested, the permit can become a licensed
water right.

Pros: Under normal circumstances, the process is relatively straightforward and
inexpensive. It requires little personnel involvement and has great, year-round
benefit to the system.

Cons: As mentioned previously, there is a current moratorium on the issuance of
new rights in the ESPA. Until the moratorium is lifted, this alternative is futile.
Additionally, new rights will most certainly be protested by a coalition of water
users near the Twin Falls area, causing increased time duration and funding. They
will also be met with stringent mitigation requirements imposed by IDWR. New
water rights will also have priority dates that are extremely junior to other existing
rights, making them more susceptible to curtailment.

Alternative 2 — Purchase and Transfer Existing Rights

Description: Existing groundwater rights can be purchased from other right
holders. These rights are typically irrigation rights maintained by regional farmers.
The City can purchase these rights when they are placed on the market and have
them transferred for use within the City’s service area.

Pros: When available, this alternative can be a quick solution to increased
production, having a great benefit to the water system when it is most needed: the
irrigation season. Transferring existing rights has less likelihood of being protested
since new rights are not being added, although there is still the possibility.
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Cons: Irrigation rights are not always available and are expensive to purchase.
They have can have use restrictions, varying flow rates, volume limitations, and
junior priority dates. Transfers must be processed through the states ESPA
groundwater model (ESPAM) to determine impacts that the transfer may have on
sections of the river and the flow rates/volumes of the rights may be impacted
negatively.

e Alternative 3 — Apply for Reasonably Anticipated Future Needs Rights

Description: State laws allow for municipalities to apply for water rights in order
to meet growth based on reasonably anticipated future needs (RAFN). The
application must be supported with documentation including growth projections
and water demands. RAFN documentation must also be updated on a regular basis
in order to prove to the IDWR the continuing need for additional water to meet
growth,

Pros: RAFN rights are targeted to help municipalities support future growth. The
IDWR is encouraging municipalities in need of additional water rights to pursue
RAFN applications. Theoretically, obtaining the rights could be inexpensive and
provide great benefit.

Cons:  There is a lot of skepticism regarding RAFN rights despite IDWR
encouragement. To date, no RAFN application has been approved. Previous
applications have been met with legal protests and additional demands, causing
increased financial burden and time delays. New RAFN rights will also have
junior priority dates susceptible to water right calls and curtailment.

e Alternative 4 — Rent Groundwater from the Rental Pool

Description: Existing water right holders have the option of placing water not
being utilized into IDWR’s water bank, allowing it to be rented to other users.
Pros: If water is available in the rental pool, this could be a good, short-term
solution to water supply needs, buying time to find a more reliable solution.
Cons: Rental from the pool is not a guarantee every year and could not be counted
on in years of drought. Costs would be incurred for rental and delivery fees that
would not be incurred if the City owned the water right outright.
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Option 2. USE EXISTING RIGHTS MORE EFFICIENTLY

e Alternative 5 — Build Additional Storage

= Description: Municipal groundwater rights typically do not have an imposed
volume restriction, allowing the right holder to feasibly operate the well 365 days
of the year for 24 hours per day. For this reason, the City only utilizes about 1/3
of its allotted volume due to seasonal shut-down of wells even though the City
nearly maximizes its instantaneous withdrawal rate during peak hours. City peak
production rates occur at night during summertime irrigation. By building larger
storage tanks at existing sites or around town, the City could pump more water into
the system during peak production periods and use existing rights to fill the tanks
during off-peak hours when wells are normally shut down.

= Pros: Additional storage is a guaranteed solution to water right issues that is
completely within the City’s control. Since no new rights are required, there would
be no legal protest. The additional storage could be added as necessary by the City.

= Cons: Additional storage can be an expensive alternative dependent upon
construction costs and property values. Careful engineering will be required to
ensure that storage tanks are capable of being refilled during off-peak hours.
Additional emphasis would be required on preventive maintenance of existing
wells since they would run for longer periods of time.

e Alternative 6 — Convert Parks to Surface Water Irrigation

= Description: Currently, Pinecrest Golf Course and many City parks are irrigated
with water from the culinary water system. The City maintains surface water
shares for many of these sites. City parks with a vicinity near surface water sources
could be converted back to surface water irrigation, taking their load off of peak
production periods for the culinary system.

= Pros: Conversion of parks to surface water irrigation is another guaranteed
alternative requiring no new rights and having no potential for legal protest. Flow
and volume will both be reduced, allowing the City to stretch its existing
groundwater rights into the future. Since the City already pays fees to maintain
the surface water shares, using the water to irrigate keeps those payments from
being wasted.

= Cons: The City will need to work with irrigation companies to verify that existing
canals have the capacity to carry the additional water required to irrigate the parks.
Costs for diversion works and sprinkler head replacements will be incurred. Parks
irrigated with surface water may be exposed to more weed germination than those
on groundwater. During dry years, the water system may still need to provide
irrigation water before water is turned into or after water is removed from the
canals. Parks with surface water irrigation will require labels to indicate that
irrigation water is non potable and additional personnel time would be required to
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clean screens and plugged heads. If used for irrigation, surface water shares would
not be available for other potential uses such as mitigation and groundwater
recharge.

e Alternative 7 — Adjustments to Existing Wells

= Description: Some wells in the center of town can produce more water than is
needed for the surrounding location. Well pumps and motors could be downsized
at these locations to meet the needs of the area. In doing so, the excess water right
no longer being used could be transferred to an additional point of diversion at a
new location.

= Pros: Adjusting existing wells allows the City to more efficiently use those rights.
Rather than forcing too much water into the system and creating artificially high
pressures at these locations, the water would be used where most needed. As with
adding points of diversion, this alternative is within the City’s control and would
avoid many legal challenges.

= Cons: The amount to be transferred would need to be modeled to verify that areas
in the center of town do not get shorted water. The City would incur multiple costs:
those to downsize existing sites and those to construct new sites. Costs incurred
to downgrade existing motors, pumps, and electrical cabinetry could be offset by
completing the project when the existing well site is scheduled for full electrical
replacement.

e Alternative 8 — Add Points of Diversion to Existing Water Rights

= Description: Each municipal groundwater right can have multiple points of
diversion (wells) with the stipulation that only one well can be in operation at any
given time. The City currently a few sites that have two wells each. If each well
has its own water right, an additional point of diversion can be added to one of the
rights in a location more beneficial to the City. The original well whose right was
transferred can then be declared an emergency well which does not require a water
right.

= Pros: This alternative could be a great tool for utilizing water rights in a more
effective manner. New wells can be drilled and added to existing rights. Couple
the new well with a large storage tank and it is easily feasible to double the
production of an existing right so long as both wells do not run simultaneously. It
is completely within the City’s control and would avoid legal challenges from
surface water users.

= Cons: To be effective, the transfer of the water right to drill a well at a new location
should be accompanied by the construction of a large storage tank to maximize the
benefit of the transfer and allow for increased flows during times of peak demand.
This would add additional costs to the transfer.
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Option 3.  WATER CONSERVATION MEASURES

e Alternative 9 — Aquifer Recharge Banking

= Description: Aquifer recharge is currently a hot topic in the state of Idaho. There
are current discussions regarding how to establish a framework that will allow
private sector groups to participate in and help fund an aquifer recharge program.
Water from qualifying rights could be sent to recharge sites as mitigation for new
wells. If legislation is passed, storage water rights and surface water shares
maintained by the City could potentially be used for aquifer recharge in exchange
for drilling future wells.

= Pros: Aquifer recharge would potentially allow the City a direct annual benefit
for storage water rights that are currently held as insurance against potential water
calls. Additional possibility exists to bank surface water shares in the aquifer in
exchange for drilling future irrigation wells for large parks, cemeteries, or golf
courses. The aquifer itself will benefit from any recharge.

= Cons: Establishing the framework for establishing credits through aquifer
recharge banking is in the early stages. Although it was to be presented to the
Idaho legislature for consideration, surface water users near Twin Falls withdrew
their support of the proposed legislation, effectively killing the bill. A renewed
effort is currently underway to bring the legislation before the legislature this year.
This could be a game-changer for water rights and aquifer stabilization if support
IS garnered.

e Alternative 10 — Water Conservation Program

= Description: The City can stretch water rights by implementing a water
conservation program. The conservation program could include subprograms for
watering restrictions, water conservation education for the public and private
entities, indoor water use audits, and outdoor water use audits. Additionally, credit
can be given to residents who change out wasteful appliances for water efficient
ones.

= Pros: Over time, conservation programs can change the mindset people have
regarding water use. Regardless of effectiveness, conservation programs indicate
to the public that the water purveyor is serious about water use, and often public
opinion can make a very big difference.

= Cons: Results of conservation programs are difficult to quantify. Seasonal
fluctuations of temperature and precipitation can impact water use, giving a false
impression that a conservation program is either working well or not working at
all. Overall effectiveness of a water conservation program will be marginal
without the installation of water meters. Good conservation programs are labor
intensive, requiring increased staffing and resources.
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e Alternative 11 — Installation of Water Meters

= Description: Without a doubt, water meters have proven to conserve water and
thus stretch water rights. When users have to pay for the water they consume, the
amount of water used declines. Declines in consumption will allow existing water
rights and infrastructure to supply needs for future growth.

= Pros: Water meters help keep rates equitable with each consumer paying for the
quantity of water used. Leaks are no longer left unattended. An unmetered system
such as Idaho Falls could feasibly reduce annual consumption by up to 40% with
the installation of water meters.

= Cons: The City of Idaho Falls has been largely unmetered throughout its existence.
Political fallout from full meter installation could be huge. The price tag for full
meter installation is a definite hurdle. Until recently, the City did not even install
meter pits. Costs to install pits on existing service lines would be greater than the
cost of the meter itself. Meter installation would also require additional personnel
and equipment to read, maintain, and replace meters.

e Alternative 12 — Install a Secondary Irrigation System

= Description: In certain areas, new development is required to install pressurized
secondary irrigation systems. In this manner, existing surface water rights and
shares continue to be utilized once a property develops, preserving groundwater
rights for interior water use only.

= Pros: Secondary irrigation systems can be effective tools to stretch water rights.
The majority of the City’s water rights are used to supply irrigation in the summer.
A secondary system would reserve City groundwater rights for interior, domestic
uses only, allowing the City’s existing water rights to stretch well into the future.

= Cons: Secondary systems include a host of concerns. Citizens can create cross
connections between potable and non-potable systems, potentially contaminating
the drinking water system. There is also public concern that children will drink
from hoses attached to the secondary system and become ill. Secondary systems
are best as master planned utilities, and established communities such as ldaho
Falls can face major capital costs to install the required infrastructure. 1f not master
planned, individual systems will be installed in newly-developed areas that will
not work well if interconnected. Management of the systems is also cause for
concern. In Utah, irrigation/canal companies have ownership and management of
pressurized irrigation systems, but in Southeast Idaho the canal companies want
management to be assumed by cities. Seasonal work such as this would pose
difficulties for municipalities to keep trained employees during the off-season.
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SECTION 5 - EVALUATION OF OPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

In order to properly evaluate all of the mentioned alternatives, a decision matrix was created.
The decision matrix ranked each of the 12 alternatives on a scale of 1 (best) to 10 (worst) based
on the following categories: Cost, Time, Control, Legal, Personnel, and Effectiveness. The
far right column totals the rating sum of each ranked alternative. The results of the decision
matrix are shown in Table 4.

wv
£ 1) Apply for New 1 10 10 10 1 1 33
e .:_: Groundwater Rights
=R
T8 2) Purchase and Transfer 3 5 4 3 2 4 26
< ‘;“ Existing Rights
g = | 3) Apply for RAFN Water ) 7 5 8 2 4 28
£ § Rights
2 5
o g 4) Rent Groundwater 3 ) 4 2 2 g 18
< from Rental Pool
@ > 5) Build Additional 3 4 1 1 3 3 20
25 Storage
3 a—? 6) Convert Parks to . 3 1 2 6 2 19
§ - Surface Water Irr.
o -
& § 7) Adjustments to 7 4 1 1 4 6 23
S @ Existing Wells
B | 8 AddPOD's to Existing
O = Water Rights 9 2 ! ' ' ' -
§ 9) Aquifer Recharge ) 4 5 5 2 3 21
5z Banking
= (©
S o] 10) Water C ti
g2 ) Water Conservation 4 1 1 1 7 10 24
& S Program
5 = [ 11) Installation of Water 10 9 2 3 8 2 34
g_ 5 Meters
"
£ 12) Ins?tall'a Secondary 10 10 2 3 10 3 38
O Irrigation System

Table 4 — Water Right Alternative Decision Matrix
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SECTION 6 - RECOMMENDATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Based on the results of the completed decision matrix, the best overall alternatives involve
more effectively using existing groundwater rights. None of the alternatives should be
considered a fix-all solution to the City’s water rights. Rather, the City should use the decision
matrix as a tool to build a portfolio of the best alternatives to continue stretching the City’s
existing water rights well into the future.

Currently, a CIP list of proposed future projects should include a mix of the best alternatives.
For instance, additional point of diversion can be added to existing groundwater rights
allowing the City to drill a new well. The future well site should include the installation of a
large storage tank, which can help offset peak demands. The exact water rights to use for
process must be selected carefully and the computerized water model used to simulate the end
product to verify that there are not any adverse effects to the system prior to construction.
Additional projects in following years could include the removal of large irrigated parks from
the culinary system by converting them to surface water or potentially drilling their own wells.
These large-scale projects could be coupled with an annual, comprehensive water conservation
program which is evaluated in a separate section of the facility plan.

As a stop-gap measure, the addition of points of diversion to existing rights is the clearest
alternative. Initially, water rights with senior priority dates should be selected to better protect
the City against future water calls or curtailment orders. Water right numbers 25-02142, 25-
02143, and 35-07001 are the most likely candidates to which new points of diversion can be
added.

As secondary measures, the City should implement a conservation plan (evaluated in a separate
section of the facility plan) and consider new sources of irrigation for parks that are currently
irrigated from the culinary system. Large parks currently irrigated with culinary water include
Pinecrest Golf Course, Tautphaus Park, Freeman Park, Community Park, Sunnyside Park, and
the soccer complex on Old Butte Road. An evaluation should be completed to determine the
feasibility of converting these parks to either surface water irrigation or to separate
groundwater wells through banking via groundwater recharge projects.

All other alternatives should be considered over time. Alternatives that are currently not
recommended in this plan may become more viable over time. For instance, RAFN rights,
although currently a legal hurdle that will potentially take a lot of time and effort to overcome,
can be worthwhile if the current legal environment changes. This holds true for all alternatives
mentioned in this Water Rights plan. Additionally, the matrix should be regularly reevaluated
since the current legal environment is subject to change in the future.
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APPENDIX C
HYDRAULIC MODEL CALIBRATION

Model calibration typically involves adjusting the model parameters to improve the accuracy
in matching field data, such as pressure and flow measurements recorded at system fire
hydrants. The required level of model accuracy can vary according to the intended use of the
model, the type and size of water system, the available data, and the way the system is
controlled and operated.

The model’s accuracy depends on the accuracy of the data, particularly the input data that
describes the pipes, facilities and demand in the system. Accurate system modeling assumes
correct pipe connectivity, diameter, internal roughness and length. Knowing the status of
system facilities, typically obtained from supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA)
information, including pump status and reservoir levels, referred to as “boundary conditions”
is also critically important during calibration.

Fire Flow Testing

The first step in calibrating any system is to match field-measured pressures and fire hydrant
flows with model-simulated system pressures and flows. This calibration process tests the
accuracy of model pipeline friction factors, demand distribution, valve status, network
configuration, and facility parameters such as tank elevations and pump controls and curves.

Fire flow testing consists of recording static pressure at a hydrant and then “stressing” the
system by flowing an adjacent hydrant. While the adjacent hydrant is flowing, residual
pressure is measured at the first hydrant to determine the pressure drop that occurs when the
system is “stressed”. Boundary condition data, such as reservoir levels and pump on/off
status, must also be known to accurately model the system conditions during the time of the
flow test. The recorded time of each fire hydrant flow test was used to collect boundary
condition information from the City’s SCADA system.

Calibration Results

For any system, a portion of the data describing the distribution system will be missing or
inaccurate, and assumptions will be required. This does not necessarily mean that the
accuracy of the hydraulic model will be compromised. Depending on the accuracy and
completeness of the available information, some pressure zones may achieve a higher degree
of calibration than others. Models that do not meet the highest degree of calibration can still
be useful for planning purposes.

Calibration was done as part of the model update completed in 2012, prior to the Water
Facility Plan. Hydrant flow tests were conducted on August 15, 2012. Twenty-four tests were
done throughout the system. The locations and the calibration results are in Figure C-1. Two
measurements are compared between the model and field results as part of the calibration,
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the difference in the static pressure and the difference in the drop in residual pressure when
the hydrant is being flowed. The results in Figure C-1 indicate that the model generally had
higher static pressures and smaller pressure drops compared to the field results. Through
discussion with City staff there are some suspected reasons for these differences that merit
further investigation for future calibration efforts:

e Time stamp differences between SCADA and field tests

e Suspicious SCADA reporting at some facilities, including long periods without
changes in SCADA readings

e Unknown closed valve locations throughout the system
e Demand allocation limitations due to lack of customer metering

Although there are differences in the model and field values, the model is useful for
planning-level analysis to determine general areas of the system with low pressures and
capacity limitations. As the data available to the City improves, the calibration of the model
can continue to improve.
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Pump Station Inspection Tasks

This pump station inspection tasks list is presented to help the City generate their own
inspection checklist. An inspection checklist should allow the operator or electronic
monitoring equipment (SCADA\) to record the operating parameters of the pumps for further
review to allow trends or changes to be identified. Trends and observations may allow the
operator to schedule maintenance tasks to address deterioration. Pump and equipment
manufacturers’ operation and maintenance documents should be reviewed for specific tasks
and included during the generation of the City’s checklist.

The following inspection tasks and recommended frequencies were taken from pages 12.16 —
12.17 of the Pump Handbook, 3" ed. (McGraw-Hill, 2001) and MSA checklist documents.

Daily

Bearing temperature.

Seal leakage.

Pump sound while running.

Pressure gauge values.

Flow meters.

Power consumption.

Vibration.

Check any warning lights or alarms for low pressure, pump failure, intrusion, power
outage, etc.

ONoGR~WNE

Weekly

1. Check motor for unusual pump motor conditions.

2. Check pump house interior and grounds for general cleanliness and condition.

3. Check pumps for leaks or seepage for pumps that are not water-lubricated.

4. Check pump cycle rate — troubleshoot excessive pump cycling (about 6 cycles per
hour).

5. Verify start and stop pressure settings and operability of water pressure gauges —

reference the O&M manual.

Check pump run hours if this information is available.

7. Check condition of the pump house and booster pump stations for damage and
deterioration.

8. Check area around the pump house and booster station for security concerns,
vandalism, or unauthorized access.

o

Monthly

1. Check oil or grease lubricant reservoirs for proper levels and any leakage or unusual
conditions.

2. Measure the pump capacity, compare with the expected output — from performance
records or design parameter.



o

Perform routine operation of emergency generator (diesel, gas or propane) per
manufacturer’s instructions.

Check condition of emergency generator batteries, fuel levels, oil levels, instruments
and controls.

Check that existing pressure gauges, pump run meters and flow meters are
functioning properly.

Check that pump controls are functioning properly — reference the O&M manual.
Check pump house lighting, ventilation, heating and animal proofing (bats, birds,
rodents).

Semiannually

1.

N

For pumps equipped with shaft packing, the free movement of stuffing box gland
should be checked, gland bolts should be cleaned and lubricated and the packing
should be inspected to determine whether it requires replacement.

The pump and driver alignment should be checked and corrected if necessary.
Housings for oil-lubricated bearings should be drained, flushed and refilled with fresh
oil.

4. Grease-lubricated bearings should be checked to see that they contain the correct

amount of grease and that it is still of suitable consistency.
Annually

1. Vibration trends should be reviewed and acted upon if trending towards unacceptable
levels.

2. For pump equipped with shaft packing, the packing should be removed and the shaft
sleeves — or shaft, if no sleeves are used- should be examined for wear.

3. For pumps equipped with mechanical seals, if the seals were indicating signs of
leaking they should be removed and replaced/refurbished.

4. When coupling halves are disconnected for an alignment check, the vertical shaft

movement of a pump with sleeve (journal) bearings should be checked at both ends
with packing seals removed.

All auxiliary piping such as drains and seal water piping should be checked and
flushed.

Pump equipped with stuffing boxes should be repacked, and the pump and driver
should be realigned and reconnected.

All instruments and flow-metering devices should be re-calibrated, when feasible and
whenever possible the pump should be tested to determine whether proper
performance is being obtained.



MSA APPENDIX E

ot e Qperator Facility Assessment Survey, September 2014
Engineers/Planners




WA

Mirray S & Asocdes, Well #1

Engineers/Planners




Idaho Falls Water Faciity Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #1

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 (1 = good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?
2012 Response: Structure is oid, ventilation is two screen doors. 2

Additional Comments: @ )/)2 ;‘ 0
7

2. ‘Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
2012 Response: Lighting is good. 2

Additional Comments: @ Ll svescos)— 17\/)17&7, @

3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
}2012 Response: NA 2 |

EAdditionalComments: AT %w{)éﬂl - G/#/Vm?é/‘[/l/ ‘
S (2

4. Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steel?

‘Additional Comments: ﬂn-%ﬂﬂ//ﬂabr e 010/ o ﬁ“f’ﬁ/%fl?

57 Lver "rvé’a!m»@ : @

!
Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe chases flooded?

AdditionalComments:@ /{ag a?n/@‘zfédr &JM&'/ fdrﬁu/yi

w

\ 7‘/\4%—34"65' ,\,,ﬁ[g- ﬂ?t\/ﬂé G[a,ﬁé,

l |
6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?

Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

surfaces?

@ AN POML bars ow olaawj) (ﬁ,{ [erk/w: oo Aty @
ba_c(\’ Covwer OF éu[(a/;'/uf

10f 56 Well #1



Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan CGperator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Well #1

| Additional Comments:

Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.

!

i2012 Response: The site is on a corner of 2 streets with homes to the east,

!businesses to the south, parking lot to the north. The lot is small compared to out
other well sites with a rise in elevation to the north across the property. It is
attached to a farger building which is our Building Maintenance Shop.

‘Additional Comments: .2, o — a/g (;W

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

Additional Comments: @Mé ﬁ-\.&mf avre CJ&QJ ‘s

5(:'-/"? Mey ,

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

2012 Response: Seems to run strong with minimal breakdowns.

Additional Comments: (7) D‘@fwg// W s ,Oa//ga/n/of"z_dgy? i
Ago . ?

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.

2012 Response: The piping is old but the control valve is about 8 to 10 years old. 2

Additional Comments: : -

; ) Sar'wl<Tor %r)(wm wesw vew b @

: July 2014 '
11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.

2012 Response: The motor has not had anything done to it for at least 12 years, . 1

:Adclitional Comments: O o /0‘,.04 Lo s

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer

reccomended schedules?
@ ow ‘M‘f"’[“r 5@&5/05/ we/[
ﬂm&&wefw JOTOVS™ g g 0&0@/ 74;/%7‘
(o-u.: LL'KJ
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Well #1

Additional Comments;

13.
Describe any concerns regarding the aperation of pumps, valves & piping.
Exampie: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

gAdditionaI Comments:@ Vlﬂ,é\’& ém‘”w S féMYW

OTher Cwtpl valoes wi have /v S sm

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are

there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

/[5 foifﬁo'\*“"ﬁ oul—oF Corcrele Fou
|

;AdditionaIComments:@ Con we a)%rj #%;Me
o/ |
|

@

Chlorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working €l leak detection alarms?

iAdditionaI Comments: ) yes + a[//oa e

0

16.
Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

fAdditionalComments:@ /é /}MCMW w-e//s Qe 7-;[( a?/v% I @

Twe thal weve evey fe7‘u/9 % Ay Hal:

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well,
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

;AdditionalComments:@ bfi?ﬂﬁft{ ’[3 5@, c'd er uqaa?-/fa/vdlf)f'w @

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

‘2012 Comments: Well is seldom run.

-Additional Comments:
@ See LasT Questign

(D

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

@ owe bml@r o Deco el bwwﬁ‘/
HMA Oﬂ@w Gh&a%r o 3 of 56 Bf;bfw/y %V% L{)@QK
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14-1550

20.

Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #1
2012 Comments: Well electrical was upgraded within the last 10 years {2002). } 1
i ;
Additional Comments: : 1
|
Rate existing condition of the electrical system.
2012 Comments: The whole electrical system, MCC, building lights, control | 1

21.

22,

23.

25,

cabinet was upgraded within the last 10 years (2002).

Additional Comments: -]—— .
el ¥ 1 B
ieps Fippy o fower Bubpe < Stens

@

Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operatmnal?

Additional Comments:@ Do T Ruw [as Much
bt whew W ere e Aacﬂ’é“gﬁm/ Ve dovors

Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced

locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

Additional Comments:(f) yes | yes ) yes

L -

Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?
iAdditionaI Comments: fr
* 7 3
|
24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?
Additional Comments: o
e 7
o
‘Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?
‘Additional Comments: U % # yés /1/0 /‘/ﬂ :
4 of 56 Well #1
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Mirray S & Asocdes, Well #2

Engineers/Planners




Idaho Fails Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #2
14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help
establish a baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey
includes the applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD
Instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1 = good or not applicabie, 2 = average, 3 = poor)
describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions
previously asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment
1.

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building

require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

12012 Response: New ventilation fans in 2011 upgrade, . 1 |
|Additional Comments: ) ]
(D e(j-e‘l‘yﬂu",,v? RS /U\é&/ \ (D \
| |

2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
2012 Response: New building in 2011 including lighting. 1

Additional Comments: Q }'/ag 7Zomge,¢7LZ,\?A7‘:‘,uf CMeLdS ! |

4% 3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
2012 Response: New building in 2011 including plumbing. 1

:AdditionaIComments: @ 4// e PME'{M7 @

4.  Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or corroded
structural steel?

,AdditionalComments:@ NOVL ~ g bu-'!a,M? @

5. IDoes the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe chases
flooded? e
'Additional Comments: . 5
; O w0 problames - wew ¢, tog and O

! va S

$# 6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip @

surfaces? @ ANO N MW éu'-d‘(yf
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Well #2

,Uﬁ\dditional Comments:

i

Site Assessment

7.

Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility,

{2012 Response: New building and landscaping, good access.

(%)

!Additional Comments: @ ~ Adew bu.‘td‘h,? ~ 9 74,.«:@ -
|

Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?

Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on access

hatches? N

@ditionalComments:®f”_ AW éu.'if/

: ! -al 04yav‘ M/
HaTtles ave loole, ] 7 ( S

Equipment Assessment

9.

Y

11.

12,

13.

‘ {
N
\\,.ﬁ\ [5{:.‘ 10.

Rate the existing condition of the pumps,

‘2012 Response: Horizontal motor.

{Additional Comments: - Degp well }égf/yay",éagﬁf /4/‘;2«/
i Checl<ad ,'n/?icm Yhaw 20 apeays %
1

Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and

£2012 Response: Upgraded with Magmeter and piping from deepwell.

iAdditionalComments:@ AMew peter and ?uﬂ,@é

Rate the existing condition of the motor.

.2012 Response: The motor has not required any repair from over 10 years (2002).

Additional Comments: @) Dan.?j_[(maw ot W well ov 60&5‘6! (

Horal Beews putled ' a while,

Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

%‘AdditionaIComments:@ Ma.’u‘/?:'n»&o/ ﬂwuyﬂ, ﬁouﬁw
(};C Olwm*;ef and Lu[Jk:'L‘a?(f'dNS-

Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are @o seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

Can)‘fw[ Ua[qﬂ I (‘5 w/ry Zau/
Lile Lol #) wt%/ﬁamﬁ’é our oe, W\a{[;
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ldaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #2
14-1550

!deitional Comments;

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

{Additional Comments:(]) WAL ‘f a) i

Chlorination System Assessment

15.

Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the

outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

(A ; :

|Additional Comments: (7) y‘a; Z ALY | (D

|

| G

| |
16.

Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

|Additional Comments:@ O i @
|

; |
Water Al?sessm ent
17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity
{AdditionalComments:@ Y

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.
2012 Comments: Well is seldom run.

‘AdditionaIComments:@ Aone

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls,
12012 Comments: Well electrical was upgraded within the last 10 years (2002).

‘Additional Comments: @ ,4/[ AW L) Th /l/eu) éu:’[’oﬂ: ‘Pﬂﬂ[
! Ptlftfut? va ' @

i
20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

0) Same a5 glaswe - a,l//ueuj D
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #2
14-1550

w2012 Comments: Upgraded within the last 10 years (2002). _ o 1
IAddltlonal Comments; 5 1

21.
Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?

Additional Comments: @ " ; @
[ !

22.
Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

|Additional Comments: @ ng }/‘giﬁ y@_g @

23. s facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of this
condition via SCADA callout?

AdditionalComments:@ ANO rmO we
/

) @

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneousiy?

Additional Comments: /V%’ | @

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

Additional Comments: @ )/eg})/ef/yf,s @

8 of 56 Well #2
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I[daho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #3
14-1550
Description:

The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help estabiish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1 =good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each guestion. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?
2012 Response: No comments. 3

Additional Comments: U(‘/‘/d"awr vt 04/&7 W/’}T"(df:'an/

2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting,
2012 Response: Lighting is old. 3

Additional Comments: Mas ,'A/Caolé,gqoﬂ/?'_ L'?def
_ » i

3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
[2012 Response: APlumbing is old. | 3
:Additional Comments: ) ol as [efl 3
| itiona s @ o /01‘,(\" M7 Wwas e/“ axced ‘

| 2014 | @

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steel?

Additional Comments: @ cHracture ¢ o gl C oley
Block ~ Sreel Lloor bear JosTse cyve @
g;(fl)&é‘»n?(j “i”!w".rﬁuqf; 'Y Q/L,/(‘V{?\r‘é:.,

o

5. Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

1AdditionalComments: Cg,) Wa‘f\g,, YuAls d‘%dzt/ .{(A/’l;- I

VDI‘/L@ Chase | @ |

6.  Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

5‘@5?‘[’@w Joiqls CaMf‘h’M? Tlmuﬁh ComereYe Llpov - @

_f;ﬁe C_Laﬁe b,\amgyud {P(a te Mo (z/cp e wol
LT cw\/ A ONE
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idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #3
14-1550
‘Additional Comments: i ]
| | |
= i
Site Assessment
7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
I2012 Response: Under water tower. Surrounded by electric division equipment | |
‘and supplies, ‘ .

.Addltlonal Comments: pJew) P p ‘ug{wm well houge “(“a *g Jewer |

| 0‘-{2517P-u\f‘0/\)5§fﬂrj‘e - |
f%wt’o’ S’ouw#\»‘ﬁ(ﬂ PM!{M? 597"&@ v Sure oty

8.  Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

|Additional Comments: @A)a 5" s Sem, -Q,uce/é Twwip

fafls loawc-‘r Pv«a EJ v/eucé‘ awd Locks yard 1

byt daors vess awrd T
ﬁerdf‘?z‘:r Haw’ AT be Re C’wum)tegwaiw

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

2012 Response: The pump has not received or required work for over 10 years

(2012).
Additional Comments: @ P"LM{O (g LT ma GLQ/L q May‘\.e
a,u W Arg \M-@r/"idf‘,O/]/ ep Tj{ |

Lf 1 wile - o 4‘- !
OY‘Typ& 0%:1/\1; 100 C@Lfﬁu P*(&;“Sﬂ-}e Co 1

7T ¥ 10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.

12012 Response: Very old and has not been serviged for a long time.

Additjon Comments (_% /t)?bd ,’OuM d S“C/xaw ,(f’ 7€ | Uy
Rel € 0&4)/‘ Y 1240 ‘\6(?( rond { an/waufum
7{3 m)de 'Nubcr

11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.

‘2012 Response: The pump has not received or required work for over 10 years
1{2002).

!Addltlona!Comments: @ MoTor Has wor— beou M&M
‘*()OY‘O‘U'@L I()),;LOLV‘S e e, |

12.  Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

) htal oilchanpe 710 hganygs

WJNalml A A/L(f/p/

‘Additional Comments:
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'daho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #3
14-1550
g ’3 fo&{ 13.
' Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Exampie: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?
?Additional omments: @ g f rohlems ~ Mu//ﬂ;'[ot’ff/‘y'} Values |
PuM/G \'scha 24 :

W

r; /0} )‘3) 14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.
}

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are

there vaives/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

{Additional Comments:@mgu/@;‘ ,’,V? ] Va lue S Va /M éa)@; ;' @
Vawlr Bex oo wd Lol 1, / / ?

Chlorination System Assessment
15. Is the gas chiorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

1AdditionaIComments:@ }/‘Lf on Q/[ c},ﬁr’s’?‘,‘;;wﬁ" : @

16.
Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

!AdditionalComrTlents:@ NO N has pe it !Jvé’ef”r‘l»-/ Sel up @
Wi it Sytem, T

Water Assessment
17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Exampies: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

Additional Comments:@ fr\)f” L_a;‘ el Leens u(/ep/auﬁ/
Cié.c.LgJ ."N; e v :269){%2_.&?;(,,})5.2,6».(’ Larﬁér.‘o/f;ea/é @

e\/M#
Well wrall ), and 0o’ s ot )

/ _Mow ﬂﬁim L &WA/.O’ > At MU Hpus parcek qﬂj
[ F 18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

12012 Comments: Well discharges to water tower. .

;Edditional Comments: Sec ? wesFigps (7 @ ; @

Electrical Assessment
19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.
%2012 Comments: One of the oldest in operation. Push button START/STOP., _ 3

@ Ao fcﬁa,\,%%/ Srwae 2012 | @
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14-1550

21,

5% 2

23,

24.

25,

Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #3
IAdditional Comments: .
i "
Rate existing condition of the electrical system.
2012 Comments: Has not received upgrade in over 20 years {1992). ' :
:Additional Comments: LJ»L Canne’l £ M@/ w(p,/ Lac? :
“707 ragé g CCure f @
| |
Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operatlonal‘?
| Additional CommentsO ,ua Lt Oﬁéy pedlala’ion Cotps | |
'f»or‘r L Ma(.oaa w7 &fw/@/ @ |
!
!
Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced |
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?
[AddltlonaIComments @ 4@5 Here | § gaf Olé"@fir oS SepSors : ;
| anwounced oca[{r wd Mcores v O Sen e @
J | |
L |
Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?
| - —
!Addltlonal Comments: @NO — N vay.ﬁp (enl 5271." a{_j-ﬁ(‘tj_ | @ %
, Sie
| |
For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?
'Additional Comments: % ' @
Does the well have; wel! water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?
A({ditionalComments@ Has a/(‘fc:j..an% ﬂh\fff%""‘-! Clow : @
buT Mo Watey Qr, ‘H\ QPN;(?Y. ‘ -
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ldaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #4
14-1550
Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.
Instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 (1 = good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012.

Pump House Facility Assessment
1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplementai ventilation to stay cool?

|
.2012 Response: Ventilation is windows and door. Building is cinderblock. 3

|

“Additional Comments:
. Pook Ve €N7L17a,7/‘/ N - | | 3
| | |

2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
2012 Response: Old lighting. j
Additional Comments: |

veeds /?c/o/acca(f 579// j"‘/chﬁfeaﬁnﬂ"— I 3

_J

3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing,

2012 Response: Oid piping. ‘ 3 .
Additional Comments: _ ) |
Pluﬁé'; : 5496‘)//1)- ﬂ,ﬁc - &‘,— /Ofoo/tf f-/!nc IZa) } 3 |

| .
- goed wWoR King  Condibron,

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steel? #O.

Additional Comments:

Bu_:'/c{r;\j SAUC-JI"\j Q,j&. : 2

5. Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe chases flooded? A%y
‘Additional Comments: |

| DRbtng  jofo e € Hase | d
i i

6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

surfaces?  A/p
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #4
14-1550
{Additional Comments: : |
! i
Site Assessment
7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
2012 Response: Site is on the corner of a City park and open around it except for a‘ R
few trees. ‘ i
j —
Additional Comments: , i '
Well site on Nice (Cily PAk . ! |
: | |
8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?
‘Additional Comments: . - ! ‘
weed s /JM on S A 14 meSh pvep pew i
i ¢ M l i
 wwdowss  Sor Ve fatrod. f !
| ;
Equipment Assessment
9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.
2012 Response: The pump requires very little or no repairs over the past 20 years ‘
{1992). It is however old. i |
Additional Comments: if |
P tamp /"["J * beew ft/a/ffa/ /ﬂ the fas t /37
}/caf - 6309 c] ol &'mj Q)NJJ 71101\1 : ‘
10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.
12012 Response: The piping is only and has not required more than painting.
‘Additional Comments: , _
Good wenrk g Comditron .
11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.
|2012 Response: The horizontal pump motor runs strong and required repair in the
ilast 10 years (2012} 1
N \ 1
‘Addltlonal Comments: Boos e P“’“ﬂ Jea /(”?j &1l \
o Rebwit 4 203
|

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

|Aadit|onaIComments yiﬂ a!d C/a/v‘ﬂf/ mrwwa// c:?/.«/ /re,;ga/
; B.La,hﬂ/? 9,( C‘(&(.&eﬂ/ A?rg
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550
13,
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

Well #4

1Addat|onal Comments:

gcraj-;‘(g /ou,,/g /Ca Inj OIZ

L
14, Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

I
‘AddltlonaIComments Lhe é’(»a/ﬂ ,cj v Conerele (fm///r,

f\:’ozp a(w"‘f’ﬂf would be chall é?u«'f

\ '
[— \

Chlorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the

outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms? YC 5
Additional Comments: /

|
i
1

Does the gas chlorine feed automaticaily switch to a full tank when empty? /\fo

'Addltlonal Comments:

!TLaTﬂjydgﬁ ALty  wag l'\-’f\kl/éﬁl

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity ~ A/¢) MNE

Additional Comments:

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.
12012 Comments: Large capacity pump and used only during very high demands.

‘Additional Comments:

| @00(] (A/oﬁk/h C)nclff 10N
: P"W‘f’ Ruug in ﬁz/q// Jdmﬁfn/ moqths,

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

12012 Comments: Controls and electrical were upgraded within the last 15 years.
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idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Well #4

'Additional Comments: i

Gooc/ Wd/(/(ﬁf"j Cbac/f}l/c'tﬂ- |

20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

}2012 Comments: MCC's and control cabinets were upgraded within the last 12-15 !
;years (1990).

iAdditional Comments: i

6:000/ Wor /fl;"'f C&nc//"fzrlo/d

Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational? A

'Additional Comments:aa%;ow/( w‘(eni %eﬂp@mh““ ﬁt'}(pgﬁfé

- H.\:;l\ -;Ca'v Lo (lév,\ﬂalj‘ e '[‘»aw J(cw( hé @}GPM
| Cabwer Dooes! BT AT all The Fopme.

Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout? YC{ .
|

!Additional Comments: A)(ar,f(,'g ,q/wvoup/(ep/ {06% 5 ag;rml
| [ | \ g
30{(\)0! STrobe LOQRTT T comes 1w/ o0 SchAbA Am
CLu alavm o« Cﬂ""/““\’l‘fr'

Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?  /V/)

!Additional Comments: o g,e/w,era\l?/\ a1 O e

i
|
| !
L |

For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simuitaneously? /\/0

Additional Comments:
A

Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor? Ve <.

Additional Comments:
Well z\qg \f_“aﬁs”a/urev Fose roucl Pressure
Trowsr Ve avd Flow Trows kit The
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #5

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan, This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:

Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1 =good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor}
describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?
2012 Response: Ventilation is windows and doors. , , 2
jAdditionaI Comments: CB) All Dopyvs ,Rard b ‘o) s 7‘"A47¢Cdf./
i 6{ L7 Mé&” e cﬁf/ﬂewrd dlwﬁ ‘v? Mmﬁ*‘r‘ﬂ/\y fé.aﬁn/(;“uM ~er
- Kagalths),
2. ‘Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
2012 Response: Lighting is fair. . 2
dditional Comments: 5+, ([ Has, jwcandescenT L .l7 A ',v} aord
as ol beey upfwd.de.op Lo ? Uik Sore' t'mé, @

3. Iate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing. |
2012 Response: Plumbing is semi-old. 2
Ad'ditionaIComments: Mo F— o= }Oium{a nlmcl DY’ -fac,’( ,‘7‘/\,

IS ovigiva L. ) .

4. Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steel?

‘Additional Comments: T, ( ,{ 1,s

|
W Sorw Placces v o 3
- The (..‘s‘? Loy (eroa,‘rf j Va

5. Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe chases flocded?
/Additional Comments: £, ol va

/1/52 f—’?af\'c(:] Yunmsg .\M\'E/’)!ia\o Cl\qsip._i

!
Mo Dratas lM’LZaDV‘S'.

6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip @ @

surfaces? {‘Rpg (et Rﬂ?”la(fﬂl 2073
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan

Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #5
14-1550

!Additional Comments:
f
|

H !
|
Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
|2012 Response: Building is fair, site accessibility is good. 2

{AddltlonaIComments N&{emce Sv 57’& /ucLS‘ G‘/@?ﬂ" ﬂ((@gf'é (J @ |

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?

Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, lacks on
access hatches?

‘AddltlonaICom entss A O - W H nvolewco OAJ% Doov &), k
I \ Bwuto’ru 'f“ﬁ[/,*d PM‘#C’&" DAL ¢ /'/}ﬂ 6‘7”55‘ é&t?—_

| “ﬂerc/
\

;5 foc/(; Ond aov% [«{977./@.;“ N

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.
2012 Response: The pump has been worked on within the last 15 years. 2

|
;Addltlonal Comments: @ 5@%44@ ag ,:20/2. @ ‘
i

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.

52012 Response: Still has old piping and gauges butmsinew—contfbﬁaig- B 2
:Additional Comments: [9 Sasme (1S 2010 /)/“; /U(J . )
C mﬂroE e b, m/ FVRRES %M’ 7 ¢ r“ sl aory Torong,
C)i’t‘wv Gy Lartedace Toyer, Sy /aqu“ /O”‘fé’/u” elc
11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.
12012 Response: The motor has no work done for at least 15 years.

1
|Additional Comments: 5&/1465 2012
: Grea s+ C’vawz// Check Chumect onss ~Fov Mool @

i
|
12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer

reccomended schedules?

Additional Comments: @ yﬁf AS “[;2\(‘ as e kuouw -quj@

- Theyare,

I
\
|
J

13.
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?
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ldaho Falls Water Facility Plan

Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #5
14-1550

iAdditional Comments: |

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

;?Tﬂ\dditional Commepts@hyef 7% o Cgp"fré [ Ua/ue 1\,; r{/\} 77/@ 1 Ctxac“ ‘
| could be Cultbersorme @ |

Chlorination System Assessment

15. s the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?
!?dditional Comments: y-e 9) , / s P S};/ﬂacﬂ?{(’ reg sy é WTA.Qf Al
! \
| ourside Access, @ @

| |
16.

Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

iﬁditionalComments: A)Q) Thatl- [3"{“07 m‘p§y§¥€m L/Qg ALy ﬁ

66&’/‘/

i |
; Tnstatled @ @ |

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well,
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity
Additional Comments: ([ AJonme 7Aa7 WE kwow ofe @

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

2012 Comments: This is the highest producing well and when demand is enough,
it is started and put into '"MANUAL' to keep the well from cycling.

;AdditionalComments: @%Mﬂﬁ}/ ‘s /’463[0}34%7 we lf CD —

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.
%2012 Comments: Electrical MCC cabinets were upgraded within the last 15 years.

1

O Seme af 20/1} oty Mew Confrol Cab,wr cortroll s
l«)r\T!\. Mewy .S’—Ca;[)ﬁ* S;;g*\}'ﬁ«m Yae 2017 CM/::/ 2@;4@
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey well #5
14-1550

‘Additionar Comments:

{ H
[q £ 20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.
' 12012 Comments: MCC's and control cabinets were upgraded within the last 20
ilyears (1994).

/Additional Comments:@ New) Coantvol cabivet I/Jl‘7!"/\ AR ) 0

i Stada Sy $fern w2003 amd 20y |

i
!
I
I
i

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?

}AdditionaICommentS:ONg ON 8, "N (23 {ulcl(a f_u[\am ambes 1- f&yay@&m)’w{-s
Exeeed 100° % Q |

L .
22, Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced

locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA caliout?

1

iAdditionaIComments: @ }/25 A o5 Q/U)Vauﬂ/c-e/ T}(' h /{.’@ 5,'%2#( J‘A)’

The wex - Room [ o but i paw i€ ewabkd, -

; |

L !
23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of

this condition via SCADA callout?

iAdditionaIComments:@ o (7‘9/,/{»_ raTleer ol 7¢~}\(~5- ELVL@_ @

24, lFor generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously? L -

‘Additional Comments: @ /U/_,} @

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

‘Additional Comments: ye g) yes /y.eg' @ @
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey well #6

14-1550

Description: _
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:

Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1 = good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

i2’_012 Response: Upgrade scheduled for 2012. | 2 ﬂ
1AdditionaIComments: @ L?p Graﬂé wWa< clonse b7 £ Larn @ i
i Seersh éé Undlyy siaed Lov T(L:[( vedt laF o - Eufif'f,,?
' a{go\rf S¥ A wee” 4 Le /e.yc?"'a/wm ) v Sunapey | ;
L i i
2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting,
f2012 Response: Upgrade scheduled for 2012, 2
!Additional Comments: @ Ll\?ﬁ?l,'ﬂ’? ;S 7067(} - 7/0Ltr€5”€fn/7"' | 0
Lighs were {wstalled i
| :
] |
3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
'2012 Response: Upgrade scheduled for 2012. ' 2

/Additional Comments: (D leéllM s éu,'(p/.}e,

i g e s
Reclome 0xcep? Bicclay de fjprg: / ? &

=

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural stee|?
Additional Comments:

gr\‘t’.,k’(/aﬁ/fer 5 vacky S ol @
AW Cover o Guld g

i

w

Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

iAdditionaI Comments: 7()(&0\’_ C[wq"/./j— S utle éq_s;mg,ﬂ’@ | @

; P0N00 SSADTT @y STue
i

o

Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

SurfaCES?@ gu{(&“ﬂ? V'S .G“m,[[} Mo 57141.5’{ a/gOYS'“ @
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ldaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #6
14-1550

|Additional Comments: J ]
| i |

| | i
Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
12012 Response: Site is fenced and good access all around pump house, ‘ 1

Additional Comments: <> as 202D i 0
|
|

e _ L

|
f
|

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and

saboteurs?
Examples: Adeguate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

Additi : ' !
jAddltlonaIComments @/\}0 Q?N§§ ;/-’aOlff oy |

e ]

S

I

|

L |
Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.
[ i T
‘2012 Response: Was out of ground within last 5 years (2007) and received service. |
lAdditionaI Comments: @D Was /) uf/(/ Ld[r‘fA_ ; (a, gf“/ﬂ//zfears

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, metersand
other appurtenances.
2012 Response: Some piping will be changed (2012) to accept Magmeter an rest
'is old piping and valves. Pressure gauges will be upgraded in 2012.
Additional Comments: (7) o Fs e tew  Ond Pressare @
s Se T TA r0u7{ ASE ) O/J-{?VQ Yor T ote Lo ce Tevny, s/

11, Rate the existing condition of the motor.
12012 Response: Was checked within the last 5 years (2007). 1

@ditionalComments: @ 7Y /oujfe_/ 04/0’ C"/u?(j‘ ‘Lﬂa/ Lfi;'f;!{.’fu/ @
L@gf /deary

[ ; o

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

]AdditionalCommerEé: ves As rMuch as Lot oy |
| aég%\/: S NI ,‘5 dﬁﬂ/ﬁ' DtNA/iAq[[ OM/O/ (fd'/vdlr')(.'&,x: CD

dieck‘eojm(’@ /
/
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessmient Survey
14-1550

Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Arip_umggals_kﬂa‘ldig/failing,diany valves stick or not operate?

iAdditionalComments:@ uM/O awd broostey cye St ,

Deefo well /‘?u.«uy{?g W 7‘27#)"?" r‘N’NZ‘(/ ‘:y Gl

[—

Well #6

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

%Additional Comments: @ o Coress C‘éa\/‘ [&C /5}

i
i
\

Chlorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

Additional Comments: @ y-e, <

|
|
|

16.
Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

?AdditionalComments:@ fﬂaﬁ;ﬁ{(&ﬂ has wever beew
! I‘A)g?(q/_/gj al Yhis zocdé'ﬂﬂf

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the weli.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

:AdditionaICOmments:@ AIONE

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

12012 Comments: Pump has operated 24hr/day- 7days/week for many years.

AdditionalComments:@ 0/[7 /Q'v*@durCé'ﬁ» /w(r m
. We Cmf[p( usp rove (¥ T Could /3\,,,%/(){(‘9 v,

Q

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

12012 Comments: Upgrades planned for 2012.

e w CONTWD(, C{N‘D'o /\’?(C.ﬁC’/N/E v 2012
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #6
14-1550

'Additional Comments:
|

20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

2012 Comments: Upgrades planned for 2012. _ 2
If’-\ddltionalCr:;mments (D wvew uﬁc“ n?ﬁ(é Wt (v LasT
S ybars | 0 !

| ;
_ i

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?
‘Addltl0n8| Comments: (7) A0  LuT ém, [q’| . dm:ayg !
Prect Lo wpens adl Susercor Loy arfJ{ taraa ( @
}p(‘f{wa Y :

22. Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

‘Additional Comments: @ }’{’q Auwouree d 7/wau?4 .rfm) ‘ ,
Heaw (6 ewalled’ 0

23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?

‘AdditionaIComments: @ Vo Jen'eralpr at VA s Sire | @

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?

‘Additional Comments:@ ﬂ% @

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

Additional Comments: yggj)/eg‘/ f/gg“ @ CD
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idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #8

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well faciiities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study. ‘

Instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1=good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)
describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?
i2012 Response: Building is good it is brick and block. Ventilation is an overhead ; '
'door. :

!Additional Comments: L(N:ic)\;ﬁ\ O s, ?M‘L/ '

i i _

2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
2012 Response: Lights are incandecent. 2
; . s — 1
;Addltional Comments: TJ\P\/ N AN L nmqjeu/‘r
| | z
|
L

3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
12012 Response: Plumbing is old but not in need of repair, some drains were
"replaced in 2011. ) ! ;
Additional Comments:  Buid ) re Sjoet Mernt Yoo shen Yy T

! ‘ U
Yo Vb ripad fan ¥ e Cortda 7 w0t Cora Viopy,
&
T A . . » U
o e Boserien ¥ Loy e s gt iae
AN
bobve S,

4.  Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structurai steel?
Additional Comments: @ }/g§ BricK Yarveer C?/rxd Yoot /\a. Ve
(Srick ﬁv//"mv%v dis, ’/uafm“?‘r'd/u vy I leces, @

5. Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

/Additional Comments: g Meas  ote A Place,  hot
Dty e TR g Beed  Aaememt b losvy My @
Ol{\ﬁ\) d'_( 8

6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip
surfaces?

25 of 56 Well #8



Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #8

14-1550
{Additional Comments: baceme At SIS are 5"""*? .
Site Assessment
7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
12012 Response: Reconstruction onsite to remove a substation has helped greatly 2
|with accesibility and condition. i
[ s .
iAddmonai Comments: f’n}—/ ho aeless | @ :
| | ' ]
8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatchas?
/Additional Comments: ne { xve nd- Uean .‘N} Sl | :
| efl ietivel, Venng o all Sec.,;\.'-!*/. \ @ }
‘ ! ;
| | |
tquipment Assessment
9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.
12012 Response: The pump was rebuilt within the last 10 years (2002). ‘ 1 |
‘Add|t|onar Comments: <3 6?9“%"""3 @thutét’y e N ‘
| | ;
| i i
[ N POR ) ‘
; AR f. ST AG\T‘;:‘ S Lok : L
10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.
5012 Response: Piping is good and does not need any work other than paint. 5 ‘
}Niew Limitourge control valve installed within last 10 years (2002).7Ros_emﬂ1£
‘Additional Comments:  Pietnore el o0 floww  pretet
el e Cesom Acoiteet @
11. Rate the existing condition of the motor. - e
'2012 Response: The motor runs well and has not needed repair. It was replaced 1
inew in 2002, o -
:Additional Comments: Soem o be o) ;{_’.\% Cone . —
- Boilding Foes o wend el Kl b S CD
! % Frobdewn :
12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer

reccomended schedules?

tAdditional Comments: )’€§ as éeg‘r—n{,‘}f Ié’ar/(ﬁu/ (3{ Zu{ c},/ |
G rease ownvally 'loan avd ad ws? as weedes! aa @ :
5 /) o
 Cleck cr!fx/, r:c.((},.ear, :
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey well #8
14-1550
13.
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?
i
Addltlonal Comments: Saw 0/ Volime Soers 75 é&f,v 5/‘74//;;/
C{/va/ Shteller amaz.w?!‘ Downs L}, ?0% ovey Lag7Q0 {
}/ea v, Aurrala¥e 1'ov lese Perveav fa b otiem of 7"6?'///7:
s lont exa>
14. Descrrbe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.
Exampie: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?
}AddltlonaIComments: AUl Soemes _Z: é’e C?_(Ce{s’q,é/p W, 7 /
E M:)"{/’J‘/WHIW’T Mot ’["fef"aﬂf()e Q
. N Lontsin® i
Chlorination System Assessment
15. Is the gas chiorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?
|Additional Comments:
| !
| Te @ |
186.
Does the gas chiorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?
IUi\ddltlonal Comments:  “t/.c s‘TeML Hos wevey had Hat
| K of _ggre/\f( !Ng—ra ; :
i © cw cAaueV : ‘ !
Water Assessment '
17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity
Additional Comments: \
omp S S e St Q
I
bo™ accuraulotes O/V[)/ lege PHans 1 fev year [as éé ffm, (h(fayk S
18. Descrlbe any water quantity concerns.
12012 Comments: Well pumps silty water when cycling. -
iAdditional Comments:
? - A0 (rpra
XJ / (/J = ?l} vt i
_ TIANe Y ey o EF ) “ @
and _Covsictantl,
Electrical Assessment
19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.
12012 Comments: Upgraded in 2000 and 2001. 1
Leff Thlan lbﬁy;,awf old @
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #8
14-1550

Additional Comments:

okl Was pulled avd
d\?f&@ﬁ e ?K. frV (C!S‘? ﬁ\y@a -y ‘ @

20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.,
12012 Comments: Electrical system was upgraded in 2000 and 2001, 1

‘Additional Comments: 1
; Aot h;, vy ;[) Wos u/fl 7ra0/¢c// é CD
‘ Wt fw lasT /5" ydars :

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?
iAdditionar Comments:

N BuT™ Bu ! fw/ o/aavs riva f @
Lf’ /&1(7( afrens -ﬁ;r bemr [/(A/?L /(a7‘ o/

22, Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
Iocally'-‘ Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

Addutlona! Comments:
eS| audible, Yo [ L ?maé[e/ : @
! “um;bl‘}“ /Jv“d?émﬂt ‘

23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?
EAdditionai Comments:

no ., not ! Vrfu - Yo et 20,9 @
)/7{ Has Ao a"‘*"”""’fvfk & ensl va Tov

24, For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simuitaneously?
Additional Comments: /J

2 g

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?
Additicnal Comments:

\/("t:’ . ey, ‘/@“;;. ; @
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idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this guestionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicabie questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:

Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 (1 = good or not applicable, 2

Well #9 & #10

= average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012.

Pump House Facility Assessment

1.

4,

bl

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

!2012 Response: Structure has big ventilation fan that runs continuously with
doors as inlets.

iAdditionaIComments: yef C"aﬁfcw?m Lo ﬁlygﬁ als’ 0 7
d@.ﬁr'ﬁ wgrend | Temﬂemfwmf rus 11.5?/\ e'»/éu{(fof,’,,gl at! |

wmmer {grg e |

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.

2012 Response: Lights are incandecent.

‘ Additional Comments: 8 '(oﬂ'
“l 1

! Kas &ﬂ??ae' lomse covervs

A
o ;'A/Gaoze.s’(‘fw"T“" L.‘? ZT‘,‘M? ‘

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.

2012 Response: Plumbing is old.

Additional Comments:
A Jl)[u!"/b.aa s,

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, ratted timbers or
corroded structural stee|?

Additional Comments:

E\ﬂi(_é Y ;TafY!‘Mf (73 (J/@Nf?w‘@?(@ &l /”Qr?’f C?MO/
/?'grfar 4&0 .

Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

Additional Comments:

bm,ry&}?/ ‘15 )AJ?LO éa?@h'@wjd--7%lf*ol,ry%
: ?&wv fjma fl"‘dgi

@)

Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

surfaces? Mg {9%@59‘ OKSDYS‘ QNJ chkf
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #9 & #10
14-1550

iAdditional Comments:

Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
5012 Response: Brick structure and fair room around building. At dead end of i 1
street. ‘ '
gAdditional Comments:

g‘lr& has /6‘0@&; ce (."z:e%”%f@é,z’-f/ . 0

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?

Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

;Additional Comments: /’/a.g“ {30{0‘7@4‘, é’%;“ CX"/V(‘,')/ [\l’cx,ﬁ"éﬁg an @
i(]da{?‘fg Ao -fkwam“fa( fearc ¢ "“f}g /E).«afaef}‘/u

[ i i

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

2012 Response: Have required no work for over 10 years (2002). 1 |
‘:Additiona!‘ﬁfommwﬁr:ﬂffo Jag P u{/e(j WL (/m, 7 myw}: -
CAnd T i lasy Fyears. Boocter™0 Had i

s BaddeT Boarrings foptaced WA A Qg‘fl&:’z«ea v
10. Rate the existing condition of the p'fping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and

other appurtenances.

32012 Response: Has new Limitorque control valve and Rosemant pressure and

flow transmitters. Seems to work well. 1 .
Additional Comments:
. A Fronmsr, Yrevs §p,up/ ,'/vw(a 7% volg A @
AW CﬂNfY\Ot WUCA gCN?V Jl,'u' 4/@ W (0,4/?'!/'57(
(\Qb«‘d-"et
11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.
12012 Response: Well #9 motor runs well, sounds good, large horizontal Fairbanks 1
'Morse. Well #10 received new bearings in 2011, motor was dipped and baked. o
‘Additional Comments: s . .
| Well = and el *ip aud “1p gapsre, 0
: i’?ﬁfoﬁ AQM tée,m/ fhz!fé/ Lo o Za.g‘?‘" 10 yegrs, |

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules? .
yﬁgj as well as We Kepu)

HNJ’“U@(GI‘( C\[@'V(’ Qﬂ/‘ﬁl d,{ g:kd&l,‘ l AM?/ ol c?
e N@_g{wp. ? e é) (learla a&’g/{«’;
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Well #9 & #10

@ditional Comments:

13.
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, vaives & piping.
Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

.‘AddltlonalCommentSCD All cane WWL(M? 7”00,

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that v would berhrard to replace due tol Iocatlon ) and access?

|Add|tlona| Comments; @ad”/‘/f} 7&&9 f@ra ceess
% purips A rotors

Chlorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

%AdditionaIComments: )/6? <

16.
Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

Additional Comments: 4 Jp  Y/La¥ Ty)ge o€ SygYerm yas
et LT u/f al” This si7e

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well,
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

Additional Comments: . o ~ 7 he {4,’974 /\(4‘..5 vervy

({,jJrf;J juaj{ ?;f QA// a/wa’?F Tesls el

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

12012 Comments: Pump runs in conjunction with Booster 10 in high demand
imonths, the rest of the time it is not needed,

'Additional Comments: 7_/l€ D [g e [ a 4/‘0, Boosters
are Produc 47 They were ecr*f&{fw?a’ o
| ALy wHeal 7%&)4 u»eve O(M: yfweo/'?o,cfa

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

£ 310f 56
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #9 & #10
52012 Comments: Controls are old and outdated. Hard time sourcing parts. i 3 ’
: | -
IAdditional Comments: :
: i
20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.
2012 Comments: Old cabinets, fixtures and wiring . 3 4

/Additional Comments:  (*paif vol ﬁ:réuw"f" A SeADA ;SMPMBJT""

Elocteical 5;?7[64% s Brealang e haard T 1
:/VO/ Fx‘/uv€§ Q—«”@' («Jah#‘q fSN(W@W\aA} l@yggy;

21. Do conf" ol cablnets require open door venting to remain operational?

‘AddltlonaIComments /VOT —For L~ tdia (e éa a}/@/g/ i
Vent?"t"m Wres 51?“/ close G 100°F 7hew wre QF/WM‘
Tlen. {or yedliletion :

22. Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally" Does the alarm notify Yy operators via SCADA callout? -

‘AddltlonaIComments €§ /?M/vow/ceg/ tdf?‘)( fw"ﬂ/ yé"; .
ol Wil Thvowg % seat M e Syalle 7’/«[/‘
lavr ﬁ’ufol.’),a(@f\

23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?

JAdditionaI Comments: )/Pg) y\e < )L/.gg .

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?

Additicnal Comments: .
A0 17_ oy 274 (fﬂ)ly Y LA ’f,{./("//ma.-’(]

, ﬁ&%rf‘{‘ Ci\/ «} “_,7'1':3:-;(3_‘ ,

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

(Additional Comments:

y{"f/ ye 5?} yes
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #11 & #14
14-1550
Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utijize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan This survey includes the

Instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1 =good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

de

scribing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously

asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1.

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

J2012 Response: Good brick and block structure. Very little ventilation with small
vent openings. |

'Additional Comments: yes BT~ pesltt o 'S Suck

i Thal Co‘/m, Tg,.,,},}aa,_m ~ack clyco I 166°F £y ' @
 lorg Perods wehive FPewer clgors  Hel, '

el %mwcfa@
Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
12012 Response: No comment, ‘ |
‘iAddlt!onal Comments: srtf Hos Sar (.‘atés‘(m;ik[,- s ""7 ‘. |

f (C:UQ' ‘pCLCI‘{\'-f\/ HE ;rﬂ/ frf’rfy 790(4" (.'WC?’"}?'&/L/ I @

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.

12012 Response: No comment,
{Additional Comments- P[ufméf

Chlor e w0 ety ¢

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?

Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steel?

Additional Comments: /UO/ /314.'(%,%? ard T a i R
STru tuvall, Sovay/ butr Tavk Has g ! @
CUelow "R aY e have Ay,

*Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

:77 s alf ov'g, nal Excepl 6

‘Additional Comments: D ! f

raS alff Work ‘!Mﬁumﬁ Apuse | @
Does the pump house have any safety concerns?

Examples: Missing handrails, access fadders, access/approach steps, non-siip @

surfaces? -
/‘/IJLS O g?NE‘S“ fﬁ/&éﬂ IVE -3, ﬁ?w\r?/

ovly one gy P
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idaho Fails Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #11 & #14
14-1550
:Additional Comments: !
Site Assessment
7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
12012 Response: Structure is in alleyway with housing in three sides and canal on 5

‘other. Site is small. |

EAdditionalComments: I'S 7[10/‘/(‘90/ éwraa/é T o
Y Afewee - /Lleu}#/uce_ %3 /Olaﬂw/*{brj__@ﬂ/ |

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?

Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

Ea""ﬁl cw/? Yt ence S@Cur:'/v? }O,»gﬁ)grz?. |

|Additional Comments: [ py-c 2 (f Z@c,& éu?"ﬂd e?vy;{(/mrg!
!

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

12012 Response: Pump #11 was removed and rebuilt in April 2012. Pump #14 has |

{not been worked on for over 10 years (2002) and still runs strong. ;

‘fAdditionaIComments: émd?;‘ beéyo u}f(ﬁ el Fus? p,gu//@% o
_! QOI;? QMG’/ Deéowd{‘m/? was Cf-afvg,.e/ﬂfmwt
| Subrersable T aboye qmwvo/ Twking } wdof|

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.

'2012 Response: Piping is good, less than 10 years oid (2002). New Limitorque
control valve and Rosemont pressure and flow transmitters. Seems to work well.

Additional Comments: P;'P.‘N? J!S’ gh\_?‘luq/ Tovk /pw( 000/
Corltvral Ua/“(’? <L g C’a/u‘f‘mled’ éj{ M,‘(_Tvar-}"Cg

| éecauge, Macfd’-’k (= tU“."r‘A«? 'S /'?e?m'vr ?ﬁf("/\aﬁg?fgf‘

11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.

‘2012 Response: Well #11 motor was dipped and baked less than 10 years ago
{2002). Well #14 has older style motor, still operates quietly and has no noticable
.vibration problems.

!KdditionaIComments: Motevy ot Dee “,:g/(t,das“iol.gilﬂf,;/:zg/(_1
g Purip base vedut7 ) bisehavpe fiope,

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintain;? at manufacturer

reccomended schedules? (.25 o, [ CL’/\W O!A//Vutq/%; 7Na§é/
cind & loamed arch/z‘% Lt evg areeoled,
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Idaho Falis Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #11 & #14
14-1550

‘Additional Comments: |

i , i
13,

Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.

Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any vaives stick or not operate?

i . . o | N !
§Addltlona|Comments. P/’/‘/? (S;t e ,f/uq( fxce%?’ @ |
' C/L[W’A/e C.'M 23 Welf 1y eep welf C{Ncﬂ | !
- Bearirrq luwby (e G Well *y Thy ave wet, ; j

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

'Additional Comments: W, fa@aﬂ ACCess G Al :
| @ |

Chlorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?
|Additional Comments:

I yﬁgjyaf wl CD l

Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?
fAdditionaI Comments:

| A)Oj TAQT-TV /l-é ﬁ'f S 5‘7(1"/”] 1\45_ AMCAE i @
beed/ 15 led &'t 7] s ¢ o

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

/Additional Comments: Mo viate, iu.a J(x‘]’), Cornite S

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

‘2012 Comments: Facility has miltronic sensor in tank which does not allow
‘operation in winter, Tank level becomes uncontrollable due to sensor seeing fog. |

3.Additional Comments: SM‘Q waéw@ T D@IQ\ uﬁ'ﬁ“fi\

equwiplmen] LuT e R 15 St X al 7, 9
j,‘m@er T No/droéﬁ,fgﬂ $ S\ MosT- allof [ as |
Electrical Assessment
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #11 & #14
19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.
12012 Comments: Upgraded in 2011. 1

: C . {
‘Addltlonal omments C’ot\ﬂ{wof

: s e tor rwsT ParT
pew excepl (T Ve SEUl coptroled From
Pau)e‘ff Valuve codtvrolle, I Steald of Vew O:D_EW-LFC}W”

20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

12012 Comments: Upgraded in 2011/2012. |

fAdditional Comments: |

vfoy The rMesT far?’" TS a//uéa/

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?

iAc‘fditionaIComments: A 6»7’ W,A}y‘lza){lrmﬂ/ 7, ét.t}zaf:'&/?g
I ' 5 WVV £r'/“‘7,'?“(_

22. Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
tocally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

|Additional Comments: S Blarm }gj,{mw?k @ Sroall
Sivew w Contvol B¢, W/ aam caw P8ty c%zm?‘ws S
! .

[ {(\/QUQG’1

23. s facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?

\Additional Comments:
1 yes, ye_s) yes

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?

Additional Comments: ,\)CD) beelot\}{’-” kUJ Graostey Frus? be
fved
Selected al™ Selecty, - S TTh “ﬁ/ ov |y

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

iAdditional Comments:

)/-{.6‘j Y 5‘) yies
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #12

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:
Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 (1 = good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing conditicn of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?
!2012 Response: Sound brick and block structure, Ventilation is from two small
ifans that are on oppsite walls, both blow out.

iAdditionalCt\:mments: Fow oo South watl Was £, CON"[-‘QuNJ ,
G Daww S0 buildiwg s al e cooler Laraitt €Y,
| Vevy Much T peef! oF pasve vedlilaliom, |
2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
"2012 Response: Lights are poor with incadecent bulbs, ! 3 ]
[Additional Comments:

| The Liglhivg (5 s*U\wcadecos? bullys | @ |
ST yle and bl b mesVl, hapt Lo e X Chopgof ~For |
Aluvescen Lulbs, /
3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
12012 Response: Plumbing is fair. 1 3
iAdditionaI Comments: ;

lemés'/u‘? ;\S‘ 6?/( dY-'7fWQ(. GMTH"U“[Q:VS%’W{_E

4. Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steei?

Additional Comments:

STruchuve Y -@e:W(j afawjf .r,c'l/ 9cvr.?c"/€“‘(f7’e’0

5. Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

;AdditionafComments: J’f/Lag '![Z&Or- afpa,'uj é%Tsz @
| t 70 z_ Q_F{MNCA a{rq,‘/\/ cv 55321{"71\,\/!7( 7/{2} il
 Take Bearirm Lwbr watee Gt (71 ilee

6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?

Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip
surfaces?
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irAdditionaIComments: a,\;L] orme ex 1T and wo {7”;{5{@“5 i

| >
!
L 1 _
Site Assessment
7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
12012 Response: Site is open except for south side that borders street department | 1 ,
office building. ! |
i!Additional Comments: e e 0. Th woLewee avd fac ?g@d ‘| @ :
| aetessab/ y fov rrosTof 3¢ dos | g |
8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?
P - T T
{Addltlonal Comments: Haoteh s éab‘ef @N} {; fm'\"‘*“? ‘o ' i
(Geod Wtk STrec! Soputmed ot ced loks ot 50 & |
j A ey no Egress > oov Loc f“is‘] MO ferre " “ ;
Equipment Assessment
9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps,
QHOH Response: Pump has been good with no problems. I 1 3
ey - . ‘f !
iAd\r/:\l;tnonal Cor??i?ts. lﬁ:ww 15 M geod Cond, Kop awd \ !
i a5 Pulle Wk e lagr /Oyé’aws @ f
| | i
10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances. -

2012 Response: Has good piping and Rosemont pressure and flow transmitters 2
that seems to work well. Tank level does not work in winter.
Additional Comments:

Prescure ¢ Vo “f"'r-cwrm MRS avee @
S/ Sare buT  wovk wiTh wew Scalp- CQu/fmpl
for Reportlvgavd rom, Tovivg

11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.

12012 Response: Motor runs hot all of the time. o - 2
‘Additional Comments: Mol WJag pu[/w[ CM// G/@(@/ !
e wouwd ' T 2014 Dhews ,‘7"'8w,ueJu/o. ) f @

{ Deep well moray) VolTage was /w Creases é\/ Power (o,

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

‘Additional Comments: yes o/ (va;z?o/)' (‘ZQW

([(;f!’d' 1 s‘Mo’ X @
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13,
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

[Additional Comments: Vel (aTlons Slovidalls alloe riafovs
D vun HoT, Valyes a/v/{/”.y)rra/? Xye 9&&/,

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

|Additional Comments: CopTvol pab/mets oFf YFD ave

2

alresT b [a:/ﬁ,f T L4 T4 wau?é dgsvs 14 Eev apodded

|’_[E) 5& /Qeflace .

Chlorination System Assessment

Well #12

&

@

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

ﬁditional Comments: y-€§_} y{, §'/ yes

i %rm Cga)fm[; Qe ACw/

b

16,
Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?
iAdditionai Cormments:
- A, That g, ye¥esy How wever Leea ugta oo
al' Thls g re .

Water Assessment

—

T

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity
Additional Comments:

/\)0/ @Lua/,‘?(/ Coeedrvs

18. Describe any water quantity concerns. L
12012 Comments: VFD controlled with start and stops set to keep running.

iAdditional Comments:

‘ Tak st Hae M (Trorics Sornay [\ w Tak

. That coptvols Gad veads Teme love( , T veade

! ‘FB? and Camver e wge, dov e ) afer,
Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

12012 Comments: Motor controlls are new, about 10-12 yeas old (2000).

ConFrols \yere Pul Va rvew abeut 12 "“/}é’a rs
90 (Whew \JFN wag T wtectlad
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|Additional Comments:

/ !
)C] £ Rate existing condition of the electrical system.
/

}2012 Comments: All new with VFD and electrical upgrades in 1999, ; 1 ;

3!/ﬂ\dditional Comments: ElecTrltcal I ;,4,/,,7 Weag ,*,,«;7‘4/&/ | 0,
} 12-1Y4  years wgd Whew V#-Zb wWas ‘wstalled. :

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?
jAdditional Comments:

yes, This year whw ‘/&t—%ma/a res nleavey :
2 \ . - i
{00 Artbient e Oﬂfle/"‘eo( Cad. wet— Dopys 1o Neéa WiTh yedT- @
. ' (a‘;l‘!aﬂl ) :
i i
22. Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA caliout?

EAdditionalComments: }’-65—] /«/éu)QM;‘am’, 4[arm 5},5)@1«4 {tg | |
dmeﬂce/ Thveug h o Siven 'ny Conllvol box and ‘ @ .

| , \
| (7w A)o?‘,‘-fy ofam?‘aw 'C epabled ‘o Srada [rogram.

23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?

Additional C ts: .
‘ itional Comments MO wo o |

| fo 3@

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?
‘Additional Comments: /‘)ﬁ

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

Additional Comments: ), Trenvsd,cce /’/r”_@ $ommeTh ,'/‘/‘q A,

177& well w/u?n/ ,‘,\/é@vﬁf.‘\m‘c T e
the ‘schavpe. J
' p}"\f;{,ﬂl"e ;;/VS'OV;, / 'L{ a's \a}y‘e .anu @ @
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idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #13 & #138
14-1550

Description:

The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operatar knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:

Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 (1 = good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)

describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the respanse, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012.

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?
|2012 Response: Brick and block building. Ventilation is better than most of the |

‘other wells, ! !

\ . _ P \ —

iAdd{ltlonal Comments: Lt éa?d?ﬁ-/ (et féc{/;kijﬂ/ wiTA |
j GUVEYS gn) pori wia { q,w/ {reat (a,‘r',‘g,v' M‘Cf::uu e @ ;

 Clelivg om wesT ewd of Reot- o qowloov's Roguiwd

2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting,
2012 Response: Lighting was upgraded about 10 years ago (2002). | 1 !

Additional Comments: é.’ﬂ»?".'zu'? . féuwesawT_Tuée_

3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.

12012 Response: Plumbing was upgraded about 10 years ago (2002), 1
Additional Comments: P,’ﬂo,u’;ﬂ;'f (] r‘.‘?,‘/VC{/ ,f}c_g/of'“\ﬁm,w |

| 3Deerwtll G Purp T ionste b 'ch Wag mew wlew @
BB was added" G Ths < e

ol

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
correded structural steel?

Additional Comments: Yoo Spes s Sourl oF )\%‘ﬂa _
Aye §Agwf‘ur¢ Some break "‘f” @

wn

Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

At - FE -
'Additional Comments: o -p{c?O‘f Ava,me G{Va S (2 T

| coulho Site, jm“/ ave Cleamed wlewarecd - ®

t !
6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

i;r{faces? Doovs Quve ma?”g,gg; lock ﬁéavg/ WEY.Y 2% [r'/OKurwfa(( @
o0y§
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Operator Facility Assessment Sy rvey

Well #13 & #138

fAdditional Comments:

Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.

iLOlZ Response: Good

access. Site is very open all around.

}Additiona! Comments:

Has (wrm/ Aces all apour 6u,'£r/{:'~ps'

1 Avd Site b SLence Witk . precess P aits

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and

saboteurs?

Exampies: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on

access hatches?

!Additional Comments:

L

y&g) édm (PN(‘QJ QN’/ [qf)Ck{-“; ool

; doovs.awml ?cbla{} O g;mgfg/mwéc@*

1 1
T

o
!

@ |

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing cond

ition of the pumps.

12012 Response: Booster 1 and 2 have not needed work for over 10 years {2002).

Booster 3 is about 10 years old.

iAdditional Comments:

w201 -2012

! y@as’S Q{Jn

#y

beef Wﬁ[/ﬂaM wﬂ? w//‘a[ ano/c?-/u/é/
. g Deafwell*19p < ﬂ”’«; aboul 17

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and

other appurtenances.

2012 Response: Most everything was updated when Well #13B and Booster 3 was

added.

‘Additional Comments:

T/mﬁuﬂ e

Prtssi e ¥ o anetiry Qoo }%m{a/
Scacla Toucl. s veon,

11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.

12012 Response: All three booster motors work fine.

iAdditional Comments:

Deepwel * 3 pmoTor as cheked 2012

Lamd boeficw/( 13 R wec ,ou?L ‘A adoutR002.

12, Are pump, valving and

motor components maintained at manufacturer

reccomended schedules?

lAdditional Comments:

CINJGC %{"uﬂlﬂﬂf

yes) oil c/\cwgz)f/ 7%@9@6/} ileaped
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13.
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?
‘Additional Comments: 1/ ¢ Cerns Al ot §oad _‘
Cawmd Show o Problers ; )

|
14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?
‘Additional Comments:

| Good fcess 3 4y D

Chlorination System Assessment
15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Ci leak detection afarms? ]
|Additional Comments: - T ' :
| ) 3 ! |
| Ves, yes, yes | 0 ‘

— T e ee— e

L i

16.

Does the gas chlotine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?
‘Additional Comments:

| NG TMr_f7ﬁf o fyﬁ(&m has weve,- ' @

| beed ivbraited ar v '$Site

Water Assessment
17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

:Additional Comments; /UO CON((?V‘/‘/)’ @

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.
12012 Comments: Booster 1 runs steady untill demand starts to cycle Booster 2. ‘
‘Then Booster 2 runs steady and Booster 1 jocky's to meet demand. When Booster
.1 and 2 are running constantly, Booster 3 is turned on and 1 or 2 are used as
ljocky's.
‘Additional Comments: ﬂ)

| uvS  @s  a 2012 gqad gives us (P
| O Concevas, |

[

Electrical Assessment
19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.
%12 Comments: Motor controlls are about 10 years old {2002). ' 1

The Larme as 2 r
, (PR IJJ, 'fl\ ’f{’l.t/ Co,u{ Jal\ﬂﬂ)f R\F (.a ‘f-
- : R fpafl S
e Mool vers, it veakmf) Hectlerss 43 of 56 r A “ Well #13 & #138




Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

Well #13 & #13B
\Additional Comments:

20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

.2012 Comments: New MCC's, control cabinet and generator controls were _ 1
‘installed. :
[ . —_
‘Additional Commaents: ! ’
! 0/ n/ew Clocte! Cal Syfxf’/n( Wu} Y , O :
- aveund 2002, S7U 90cd Cord, 1 on

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?

iﬂditionaIComments: ,Ja‘f*‘/wamvm// .
Nerpperdluves Ruach jp0°

ol whley 4prh sl
oo !\/ea?/. | w

i
22,

Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced

locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?
‘![Edditional Commaents:

‘ 85, VEeW Semspv- 5 0 pndvol q.fz/a/w.‘w'zv;f!
 Alaym (s avmurced Thetugh Gren Yo ot ol B, Alarn) @
: [,J;ﬁ, "ddf"[;‘/ Cﬁ’/@mrﬂYS-l a '\;{”aékd”'/‘/-sé‘dzi’{& qurai”‘
Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of

this condition via SCADA callout?
|Additional Comments:
|

23.

VeS| yes ) yes D |
|

!
24,

For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?

‘Additional Comments:

| O
[30v 138, Coosters¥q

gm@@w‘*‘ E M

y !56’\%0 W?;;%ZSQ /95748/ o .

” wll Run w, H Lel{ %13 and @
[ Run T (35,

Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

Additional Comments:

25.

65 yes, pes
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idaho Falls Water Facility Plan

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:

Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1 =good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)
describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012,

Pump House Facility Assessment

Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #15 & #158B

1.

Additional Comments: O d?ﬂ{Ca'evc,‘tS) Lu,'(o/r',u? e fk_‘)qu&”

Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

12012 Response: Good brick and biock building. Ventilation is good with big fouvers: ;
‘on both ends of building and big ventilation fan. ! ‘

i 1

'Additional Commaents:

t

; e &5 Ao Chonyé ‘ i
| Sanrt s WI20/2 ) g | D |
| | |
Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
2012 Response: Lighting is flouressent, } 1
Additional Comments: . » |

Same A5 v ROI% w0 chavy oD
|
i |
Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
2012 Response: Plumbing is good. 1

Additional Comments:

Same a5 M Ror2—

Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or biock walls, rotted timbers or

corroded structural steel?

@

5. Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe

chases flooded?

\Additional Comments:
i

Ao proklerss Draws dRa, s good D
i lg ﬂwa’ W the Aol of Prdperty

Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-ship

surfaces?  J, €?re$fdoa~r Jack;‘

N{> ot enromte
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|Additional Comments: |
|
L

Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.
! i

|
‘ ) . . ! 1
12012 Response: Large fenced site with good distance to structures all around.

|Additional Comments: !
| 4 ! *{e)uceo’ S te AUa’c]ooad aceess ¢y (D
| (5 on Z Sicles, Gemeva Yoy S ls o/ ‘{T-é L fﬁ/~e
| 5B Has Good Adtess n A S, des . H SToven o
8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

[Addit : T T
‘!Addltlonal Comrr};nt?s.% Ve é%rb@”&é@r locls wo Ladder .
"G T\Gr/a/k) Aalel has fhd(o(_l_(f . OM{ CESE Cf/@aV (73 i @ I
Lbu,lc/fg_y - | |
Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

@12 Response: Well #15 has not needed work for over 5 years (2007). ; 1 |
. . ‘___ [ B

JAddltlonaI Commaents: u/{’[/ 1;;:/j b@e/a W// Was [_)“ //00/0,00/ | @ ‘ i
ICXQC[Q/) éem,‘»yf r?e/(czfep" ele v 203 | {
| |
| |

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances. - : o
52012 Respanse: The three control valves all need to be rebuilt. They are Cla-val 3

‘style valves and leak 90-95% of the time. Rosemont pressure and flow meters,
they have required work. The flow meter has problems cafibrating,
‘Additional Comments:
1 | )
Q@w Meter ¢ cal, 65«7%0” ‘:;'a/(}( 'S GJov """"f"l{f’W’.

11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.
f’?OlZ Response: All three booster mators work fine. _ 1

iAddltlonal Comments: beeﬁtdf?// A Z}ﬁﬁd’% N rf“(,‘;"/fau.ﬂ{%&f (M'xif | @
P doare o 20;3’) BoosYers Ja e mot Been chectnd '

~Afor aver 10 yoavg,
12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer

reccomended schedu;es? )/45', ol CAaﬂ/fe/J ?P@QS‘{?/
C,eﬂflﬂf’{};’l (o f}l(ﬁ C;((é' u()’?‘f’d‘ﬁ .
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14-1550
‘Additional Comments: | |

s | f

Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.

Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?
Additional Comments: : X :

L OCV Valves have ovidd Covvectly yery ;
C UTTle S)wte wed nleed Replaced, *

i | i
14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are

there vaives/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

|Additional Comments: Access 's dood & ' e |
I t W/ Mo, n/ QA CE

| O OV Valves fy 7 e | ;

| $been o WIGAT mave, G)
‘ |

Chlorination System Assessment

15. 1Is the gas chiorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?
|Additionai Comments:

:‘ yéS} yf’f) Yes | @

Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

|Additional Comments: e N ‘
! l /VO) T/\.a- £ y{,f‘/@iﬂ A(@t}’ MO e é(@fﬁ/ §af ;."??( ,//é-'{_/ @
w s €Y

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity
Additional Comments: N0 pe

|
18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

12012 Comments: Booster 1 runs steady untilt demand starts to ¢ycle Booster 2.

'Then Booster 2 runs steady and Booster 1 jocky's to meet demand. When Booster |

{1and 2 are running constantly, Booster 3 is turned on and 1 or 2 are used as :

jocky's.

;AdditionalCommentsi ‘Hg 5ﬁﬂ%r MO, @/QL,T‘TA@ N

aroul] 7'/?7 ane Sumaoser/ To, They Should putout beTwoew
Fand § Thousand Ensy i @l P vec. Vo' ol Y- Y5y,
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #15 & #15B

14-1550

Electrical Assessment

19.

20,

21,

22,

23,

24.

25,

Rate existing condition of motor controls.

j2012 Comments: Have had a hard time replacing breakers. A few components are§

\new from the additon of the generator. ! ’
3’Additional Comments: 5

| Same as 20]2 oﬂL; 2 yeavs older | @
|

| Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

i2012 Comments: The electrical system is getting close to 30+ years old with no : 5
‘upgrades. !

|Additional Comments: S AS 2012 | j

Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?

éAdditionalCommentSZ ol (Mmafﬁ ée_ca«se éu,ZJ,*U? /(;;. | @
Bty Good vedlation BT wﬁm Ard re T urs |
Exceed 190°F e havie Sentd auh el doors 'y T e fus 4

Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

iAdditional Comments: )/f'; The alavrm s aﬂﬂfﬁuﬁ’(@g/“f“/\pﬂou?[,,i
: a ‘{:‘Vfaﬁj " m?fW'CQ/Wrﬁ[)gc)xr 6’57’/‘8 a(a rmai/ A)g')‘;‘..,{} I @
' The f?/,"&’la’b"fﬁvnny( The SZpdd L Eval fodf /' The program,

Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?

| Additional Comments: , red

D
For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneousiy?
Additional Comments: f_)(,)/ Lot (/:'é virtpee Ty |5 g8 ¢ ok
’

Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?

{Additional Comments:
| yes, yes, yes
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #16

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knawledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:
Please provide cormments and a rating between 1 and 3 (1 = good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)
describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questfons previously
asked in 2012.

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

|Additional Comments: ‘ ;
! \ Plusaoirag s i 704‘)&/ (63/\/47/ cHlons D
’4 - 7@ e [( 1S One c’-f Sty Rl Iu{’,lls"

12012 Response: Ventilation is good with good air exchange, 1 !
i‘AdditionaI Comments: Ve lation Or /tmf/ -ﬂbr v .‘ '
O The Fime Joxe el When Arly jentYerperalures | O |
I i _
2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting.
12012 Response: Lights are flourescent. J 1 j
[Additional Comments: | |
Sarme as 20/ 0 |
e |
L _
3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
12012 Response: Plumbing is fairly new. ! 1 :
i

4. Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corroded structural steel?

Additional Comments: A

Ll

Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?

‘Additional Comments: /\)0) 7{&;)*’ 0/:“5?,';1,/5}' Ll el |
A P , e deges @

6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Examples: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

surfaces? s f rollerag @
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Well #16

Additional Comments: |

Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.

i2012 Response: Site is fenced and at least 50 yards from nearest structure.

lAdditionai Comments: .
! Site to rery Access e

i
|
|
!
i

8. Does the pump house and site provide protection from trespassers, vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

! P .
iAdd|t|0naICOmments- ye,S/ Jo E?,»ggfg{aor (oa/<_§) all

| /fﬁ*c’@s Eve l,oc.(wceJ

_

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

2012 Response: They have both been checked within the last 15 years.

Additional Comments:

Dee vuﬂ“ wa.§ J’-’»’%er’ oo 2012

a~vd Al f?e.av'n/a(s‘ ;\ge/aéz,cgc/ (2l Columms, Resr
wias ¢ hecl<ed,

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.

12012 Response: All piping and valving are fairly new. Rosemont pressure and flow
transmitters, seem to be fine,

‘Additional Comments: .
Gt g R AL

@

11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.

:2012 Response: Have not had any problems.

iAdditionafComments:/?éy}{ é/?‘ },04 Y 2072
‘ ahi L 1 T L -

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

EAdditional Comments:’ }/Lé’fg; PN (‘,!{\{__,_,,,Fg;/] (_?L,@ﬁg:pgf;
ot / £t j Ot eyl Jug ‘gﬂcﬁ

«
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ldaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

13.
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
_Example: Are pump seals leaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

Well #16

!Additional Comments:
i L WMo pulfras

L

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns,

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are

there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

ideiticma! Comments;
| é@o”ﬂi @ CCess
|

Chiorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

}Kdditional Comments: 0
% ) E‘;/ yee

|
f

16.
Does the gas chiorine feed automaticaily switch to a full tank when empty?

Additional Comments: -
J» ,c/(’.)) Fhir? 7},//’JC @(g},ﬁ"}{ﬂz@;f boy

| wever beew ‘s P fled

|
\
—

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well,
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

‘Additional Comments:
‘Additional Comments W

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.

12012 Comments: Well #16 is main well, runs most of the time with booster 1,
‘When larger demand is required booster 2 runs steady and booster 1 jocky's.

%Additional Comments: .
’ used SAMNE CL ad 2e0r R

|
Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

12012 Comments: Function well.

5\61 Pyl g a; ;? 0/.?_. ) Ll/i’;j I ?"{'\’: ’,l."- {}, {_{f{o "{
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #16
14-1550

i‘Additional Comments: D I

: I

| ]

| |

{ i y
20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

5012 Comments: Function well. | 1

5Add|t|onal Comments; il &am/oanr{a/?{‘s‘ Wov i< we ll | @

|

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?

lAdditionafComments: Mot uSaall - ol MQN | @ i
iqméakfw‘f Te "“}f‘?‘eyﬂ?{pl res @x e e'e) 100° Cov a |
- peviod of e,
[

22. Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced

locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

| .
}A d i IC M ., Fead T, 1 H
| dditional Comments Yo s, New ¢onvol g gf;‘ﬁ,ﬂ,gmy-) 74e | |

|ff?(’ g Qubuge ) & Yy o Serem tal eoddRat £, , }‘ ‘
Sage -, B Tl M ; | H
‘ The @ davm 184 rUci;ﬁ'vf)’ e et Tsvs / ’;'“"“"t'? henip i{ caah MIJ |

23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?

T i

|Additional Comments: Ao é;&?aff'p’ff\{'t?y oyt 7%’.5“ S";?-f‘*

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power all wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?
'Additional Comments: f-\-}#-

25. Does the well have: well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?
:Additional Comments: e ;r} L 51 e

i - _
o ‘ (1)
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ldaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #17

14-1550

Description:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to utilize operator knowledge about the well facilities to help establish a
baseline condition assesment of each facility for the Water Facility Master Plan. This survey includes the
applicable questions and anwers recieved from the opearations staff during a 2012 VFD study.

Instructions:

Please provide comments and a rating between 1 and 3 {1=good or not applicable, 2 = average, 3 = poor)
describing the condition in each question. Please confirm the response, or re-rate the questions previously
asked in 2012.

Pump House Facility Assessment

1. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure ventilation. Does building
require open doors or supplemental ventilation to stay cool?

2012 Response: Brick & block structure. Ventilation is good with good air 1 ‘
exchange, |
Additional Comments: . . :

Same as (w2012 o |
| |

2. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure lighting,
2012 Response: Lights are flourescent. 1 a
Additional Comments:
Same as (v 202 0,

L

3. Rate the existing condition of the facility structure plumbing.
i2012 Response: Plumbing is new. ! 1
‘Additional Comments:

| Seveng &5 a0 DR | &

4. Are there any structural deficiencies apparent at the pump house?
Examples: Cracked concrete, cracked brick or block walls, rotted timbers or
corraded structural steel?

‘Additional Comments:  _ )0,0¢

«

Does the pump house need floor drains, is ponding water an issue, are pipe
chases flooded?
1Additional Comments:

s 4 I r -
KPMJ f/ f/g?éy-" eif‘/uﬁj :ff’-"‘iv"f'f’ $ALG J ‘ @
L0 tatey Jﬁ')r:;_fvf&f’ if""? ) MO g‘;f' LWL haee ‘ ’

6. Does the pump house have any safety concerns?
Exampies: Missing handrails, access ladders, access/approach steps, non-slip

surfaces? / @

d@ov&‘ Qs AL gt Ao s
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Ptan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #17

14-1550
iAdditional Comments: | T
. ! |
| i [
! | ;
| | _

Site Assessment

7. Rate the existing condition of the site and site accessibility.

'2012 Response: Site is fenced prperly and at least 100 vards from nearest 1
'structure. _i
JAddltlonaI Comments: :

' J/(E’Mlé‘ as 2012 ﬂ'ﬂi’/ Aeas O m',uf/ ek,

- Pollem Thiewgh $i7e. BTl ts Laview Than Tie
;F*M ity loverar B Ted au?s'!ffp O Frpferty .,

8. Doesthe pump house and site provide protection from trespasseré vandals and
saboteurs?
Examples: Adequate exterior lighting, egress door locks, site fencing, locks on
access hatches?

iAdditionalComments: Dpovs Ave Ndfg?“,;; fgk?ﬁec}( !
i

|

L

Equipment Assessment

9. Rate the existing condition of the pumps.

2012 Response: All pumps are new, less than 15 years old {1999),

Additional Comments:

faﬁ-ﬂ.{, as 01

10. Rate the existing condition of the piping, valving, pressure gauges, meters and
other appurtenances.

12012 Response: All piping and valving are fairly new. Rosemont pressure and flow 1
‘transmitters, work well. Both boosters have limitorque control valves.
Additional Comments:
11. Rate the existing condition of the motor.
2012 Response: Both motors are in good condition and run with no problems. 1 B

Addltronal Comments:
| Sarmg (¢ 2012 ﬁM/[ lyﬂav‘ Q{offw
[

12. Are pump, valving and motor components maintained at manufacturer
reccomended schedules?

Addltlonal Comments: Yép(’ il (‘Aﬁ/,,/g‘go 7 v ?'3“4’(/ P fé&rm’a“‘_{;’!:
e z*j(ﬁ {j(’("i gt pf g aeered,
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Idaho Falis Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey
14-1550

13.
Describe any concerns regarding the operation of pumps, valves & piping.
Example: Are pump seals teaking/failing, do any valves stick or not operate?

Well #17

iAdditionalComments: MO Conv ece ers ,/}// wovl el

14. Describe any equipment access or maintenance concerns.

Example: Are there any pumps that cannot be removed due to interference, are
there valves/pipes that would be hard to replace due to location and access?

‘ iti - b !
3.ﬁxddltlonalComments. A0 f’ow(‘.fé [6'/‘*’?5; fyﬁ@ﬁﬁ aecose i

L i

Chlorination System Assessment

15. Is the gas chlorination equipment located in a separate room, vented to the
outside, and provided with working Cl leak detection alarms?

Additional Comments:
yeb"y s, yes

16.
Does the gas chlorine feed automatically switch to a full tank when empty?

Additional Comments: 6’5" Tha‘ff" ffor Was ,u{rq/fle/ﬁﬁ s
L BTe CW'/&":LJA/ bel Ko yried, Thde don? use 17 enwy move,

Water Assessment

17. Describe any water quality issues associated with the well.
Examples: Sand production, e-coli, turbidity

Additional Comments:  spasp -~ Gop A oeete,

@

18. Describe any water quantity concerns.
;2012 Comments: Well #17 and the 2 booster pumps are generally not needed in
‘winter months. o

| Additional Comments: - oo
Sarme s v 2002

Electrical Assessment

19. Rate existing condition of motor controls.

:2012 Comments: Good condition, function well.

NS / 4
MeTey Condrols etve GFAR & o 4 1 A 106 4
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Idaho Falls Water Facility Plan Operator Facility Assessment Survey Well #17
14-1550

‘Additional Comments:
i \

\ : ‘
: i

20. Rate existing condition of the electrical system.

j2012 Comments: Good condition, function well. | 1
'Additional Comments: p |
</ efc:."/"r.'m/ s::l/ stem !ff:;f: :;;':'w,«f e 55’;%?&“ Sevilege @

21. Do control cabinets require open door venting to remain operational?
‘Additional Comments:

Zutel, ey fmaé well vedl sl ed

9

22. Does chlorine room have gas detection sensors? How is the alarm announced
locally? Does the alarm notify operators via SCADA callout?

Additionall Comments: Zyes‘ Alanm (6 @ Aol r\/gﬁf;;/ 7/\Vou?4 |
Sirem i/ . («{9:‘47( e fja:f)’ , Hia OTINN PN TR T 4 Sm,?éz 4 s’ﬂ&n/? @ |

& o o - < ‘:‘_ . : !
awd g0 7o grecdlocs € Euabfel 'n Prograrieniig. |

23. Is facility generator backed? Is switchover sutomatic? Are operators notified of
this condition via SCADA callout?
;Additional Comments: A0 Q-»E’Nﬁk’??f Tor al 1 h A 3

24. For generator backed facilities; is the generator/ATS able to power al!l wells and
booster pumps simultaneously?
|Additional Comments: ,L’{/fl

25. Does the well have; well water depth sensor?, discharge pressure sensor?,
discharge flow sensor?
:Additional Comments: [

B ed Les
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IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #1

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 2 3

YES MAYBE (NO)

COMMENT: ;
e oul” avound 3500 4,0/)7 and o ﬂyé ey

- bt SN e 3 1 g ! > ."(,.—1 $ I’
10 Garareer pronlhs Lales WaTCr QLo v G fughs

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 2 3

ALWAYS (SOMETIMES ) NEVER

COMMENT:
W?’ZQI.!W Conse f""/‘f?}' oA A cle or Requves 2/{ o

- Eay -ﬁu[( C'—R/Oa(‘r'?;‘/ C{zu-dffﬁab(é'f Fuuw/af Ccxn/ ﬁla’ojuff
DQM/?MO/ eas; ey,

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

1 2 3
GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: )
This omé. Seérng ’é Foatl §"7“*W/? Tk vl

B r@a/(’ c{om_w £,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #1

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 @ ;

GOCD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ' | ‘
T/\P, P,‘{Qr’ﬁf7 ety vy 0(0/ éf&—f—l}ﬁlﬂé ‘erN?('VO& Uadg,ug
;9 a bout~ 457’6_/@ yLo rs  old ;

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

(1) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: T heaand” /,a,y/ 'é /LOVKAI' tb«m./(« ‘/"/u.'my elovie T 07
‘(:;V“ at leacT | Lyeavs

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: TLC ot [l Lle«c%ru'Ca[ W ¢ M/ofmy‘ea’ Wi Fh W +1q lasT

e yiavf




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #1

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: )
7”({ u)[\d)la e Pt‘/v‘.(’a( 5,\/‘3‘ JIV A /"’/("fn/} [_‘)u (p{ﬂ nogy C‘(]'

Cyptrol cab m!l™ weve 4?9 racled 1y, f/mu the las? /O/cmy‘i

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 @ 3.

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ‘ t \
e STrach upe ¢ @[J) “the W’M/'@fa%r w08 2 Seveen (-'-(f’t‘-‘”’?

J)uT‘ ‘f"'/\,g__ L:9L+,’M7 ¥ 57&06).

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 2 3)

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: —

T/\Q gy e :. S Op Covmér o of 2 g y«egﬂ/(j, () vh Homes

Yo The {acf Bulewes T Spult vk wg Utk wocth, The Lot is 52»7@//

Co N;//"NWJKJ ’2‘5 Ouy 07/\{’,:’ L{;‘{’//,;, S)M.TA, f?fe ,C;(// [/pﬁ?‘zug_émj}f‘;/;" a:C%l;?Ff
profleff/ \L%&.?M}W}QC/“?%”% b layger by, m// r

e (O ffx(iﬂ




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #2

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 @ 3

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT: . g
I f&‘/- riove  wSe oul d"(" //r

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 2 3

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: TS 5:'(,?_(’(,“;5,‘5;“&.. Ko Bé’f‘a TR 0*1"/" Etleyr welle haue
byew able T Take cave of The Aer#uJ,

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

e 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: /el P2oTor




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #2

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

€Y 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: up Gwa_dﬂg{ W Fh MAq Merv  pud PiP"M-? Ny 57’4.’.4{?\?5:,/{/']

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@a) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Hr‘?() At ﬁ.')iéj W e ,'}

/ & vy hl’ ¢ }J{)) R ‘}/ .{,'J"f LR T lfﬁ{?gzﬂ'(y‘c

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT; =
LL!G Gragls g o wWith e V@R




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #2

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM
@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ! j/' o . -
b g vaGEer  WHL e L e

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

a 2 3

GOCD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:  ple,: Véwialnt /oo ganl ) VA u./’J(_? raple L 209
A)ewBu.'lcf'M? Lo Rot - el {igh f’fw; @ rol ;owa;L,‘M; @ wd
Ve T Lect, onte

S. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

\ 7 T
COMMENT: ey bu,( @{,{;M? ansof C,afw:-{‘?c“}njﬁm'}? - /(ﬁf&f?e”"ﬁf.‘?'fﬂs

B



IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: WELL #3

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 2 <3
YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT: -
u)g u 70 ,?;\‘/ )j} &‘q‘éﬂ o {),J.j I ‘{ﬁ_ b “fa\.ge Vv '-fu { {

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 2 €)

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT:
Mﬂ-‘f T»O L A {?*f-«f LU'!‘@-"\!" Lh}ak'ﬁjﬁv k‘f‘éﬁld{’, Y ;\ 51 “‘__‘{-‘:4 /(

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

1 @) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
IT hes el f«—ao'/ o g 3 ur‘vfo/ Wy |« pas ,cmm/;f) Lo Spev &
\igavs




FACILITY NAME: WELL #3

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 2 €%

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ‘ ‘
vevy aLJ a/\»p/ hag /\/f)\/‘L berw outof Sersice

Loy very Coyg? Forae,

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: H,’} v et !J v LoV /‘%{J dad oo ch W W"J idavis

Lo over O et v's”

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

1 2 €

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ) .
ove of our 01-5{35’7‘ A, CQK-«@VCIT;'QAJ ane

The @N'?t),? Qere LT K st LuPTtoas § QVTA,,«/OJ ;7%{)/(),




FACILITY NAME: WELL #3

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

: : 0,

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 2 @

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ﬂ((. Fi,c!"eﬁf‘/ﬁg('/ Q,//J Lr?hfll”? oLt (9(5#

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

)

1

3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
/\)OK\’L ‘@- UMﬁlerT@ wcﬂ@w Tawev, Su \/rouwoféfj é)/ 54257(\,11‘(_

ol s dnm Efa u,'ﬂ“r‘“??nff" and gu,f/ﬂ(}&S




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #4

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 2 3

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT.:
g'T u\S’ < Cavyﬁ G%OQ(:‘,’?‘«/ f‘\ﬁ“mﬁo oa,\// “—5360/ O/L/A? O{uw,’,\/?

UGVY h "ok demﬁﬂd«

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY {NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS}

1 2) 3

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: 4/, o othJran /8 #/,’7/\ buT Ketiw 97}9N’25 Oir\ﬂ/ﬂ afe./wa,uc/
Sz,f?f-d'lj Q,oubt?a'n/? i P C\/cje.

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

1 @) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: . ;
The [O“Mfo %el"[? h&) Q{ g U(?U"r/ L.‘TTQ Ov O

QapaTrS at lesst €o ouel qo }/etarf-S“, T s ol h e ey,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #4

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 @ 3
GOOD FAIR POOR
COMMENT: The f; e g 15 @ld aw/ Aa s f?e? wire

Move Thon @ Ll h-v..~7

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ ) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: v o 4 orvizomal rroTov amd vine sTvong .

[

Ao Repal o ff?“f‘"{ra( v at leas? 10 yeurs

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Contvols  pvd Sloctrical weve up tfrcw(e&/ w M
(asT™ (5 yeavs,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #4

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

1 (2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: s e ord Comtenl Cobrmte wees up gradded y, v foo
.._(057" j2- 4 yedrs.

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 2. @

GOOD _ FAIR POOR

COMMENT: @M

va(d L\ 171\4/ r y{_/‘/‘?{‘ det /l/{
W molows Q‘Ma( dcpz«. ey o s

B Lo/ﬂ/f s Liniter b locle

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 o ,

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
SV s on The CoRuyer of o c,'?‘/ /&)cw/ﬁ“ a/uf c;owl

Ckv\mwﬁ/,' r (E?p:;ffg)“f@ye aLow Tees




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #5

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VED?

1 2 @

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT i-T |.'§' Oy /“7/1‘ Aé-ff/‘wrf‘al"ﬂﬁ’il@f?;'ﬂf LU‘{?// a ,;/9/ W’&Af

GJE.MQM-J ]r$ sﬂOL&g!ﬂ!i) ot ;,5 5 v-‘i-td ':',(Nd /:)\ﬁ“ APV JVIOWL-LQ/ Ty Keg,o
clep watt £vo M cyelivg,

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 (2) 3

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: ‘
owly Ao, ~g Surirrer Hogh d@ﬁftawd(~ﬁafaifxs

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

1 @ 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 177 has leew woriced ow Wil iw The lasT 15" yedtrs




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #5

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 O 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 5?\,‘{’( han +le O(J’ofﬂ.‘my a\,m(ﬁ( ?ﬂ'c‘”fég ‘4,,?"4_45‘

New toatel yalve

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: . . .
T has L/af Jo Wl dowms or The frolsy Lov

al” leas ¥+ 10 YRty

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
v Z[écfv,‘caé "M Cf,caé,‘we,\f‘{ e e u,/o (Z wqaézg[ wﬁ[« Ry,

The LasT 20 \yRars




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #5

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

1 ©) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: T],\e M. C'WUO’ C@N?k"ﬁ)é Ct:t,é,'m\;.g A«'CVL’L@ é?ﬂ{ffl/
e 7fc£de.éJ withiw Fhe dag? 20 veavs

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 @ 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Lighting 1s _fq‘va) veatoLeYion 15 Wadows avd chor
Plu;\'i épi Mj} : 5 Serm) o ZJ'

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 ) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

Bu.'i,o?n,u\? ¢ -_fa(r) S e QCCF‘ET‘AZI\/‘/ i¢ /oan




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: WELL #6

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 @ 3

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT: 1t Las  hoew vawv 24-7 fov Mowy yesrs and

"g, L P’“é’gg of &lec! ol cal t.c/f'bffv‘*c‘{é‘?,ﬁ’.,

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 z o,
ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER
COMMENT: /
Lot 520 po ‘ts ave Sefl” go /7 Muws cg,uﬁ‘a/uﬂ\/

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
was oyl of gmﬂowc/ WA lagh 5\/{,@@ awd

Wewt theough,




FACILITY NAME: WELL #6

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 @ 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT 5 rrg ot f)“‘),/\/(j Ll e (/\u/z fr/"@ E{(c‘é}m?

/‘f?;‘iL f\’?m‘w’ C?N(fj M;T‘ i £ atg’ ? a are) u«,ggws*,
Presse nt guages wi be new ag ,' ,5 wp o veeled |
2002

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR
D 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ,
Wa s tockey wyivh tai Lag? 57 Hars

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

1 2 (3)

GOOD FAIR POOR

MM Ty ave wader codvact T e w0 gradhd 2012,




FACILITY NAME: WELL #6

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

1 2 Q)

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

8 5(-‘/@5/«4&!/% be. u/aqmcfe/ 20) 2.

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 @) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

) 7 - _
COMMENT: el batie () g /z7% th_)ﬁ{f AL f“‘ﬁ{t“;:ft-’" J;‘)du wrd, wg v 5¢ /\s&'f; ’/m/
¥ f

e i)
1;3 !)«t Y Q’#"‘Cxﬁ"‘f’d NPT VN

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

L 2 3

GOOCD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

wc»ucegﬂ aﬂ,@ d/v'a/ ?M’oﬁ QESE 4?// Qr()UN(J/()u/‘"fp

ApuSeE




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: WELL #7

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT:
[T does  wol Ruw v Sfjﬂﬁéyfﬂy&?f

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY {NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 2 (3)

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT:
& Q0" dras dowel Creilispiti, aller, Sp we o wl Ruw ;7
LT 5 twepecable ot ths Time

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Uss w57 Rew mach af all  Siuge [F wag oul”

of The C{roqrwd’ £ wil (“/«érﬁ%ﬂ




FACILITY NAME: WELL #7

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 2 @

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ,
el hos begw Camniboal med simce we donl vu /T

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

€ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: , o
IT von 70(QJ lac? Tirre we Raw T

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

1 2 e}

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: _ﬁv‘i‘/ ave  old CM/J [\“W ol loee U"fo‘]’\aﬁ[éj

i) Over 20 yeavs




FACILITY NAME: WELL #7

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

1 2 G

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

j—f-.lﬁ' 0((/ aﬂla! /krzf 451,/ A0 gj/a?;_i:;mdffg

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 ) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Bul(o‘ﬁmfl < yﬁapﬁ LW /\ac; ofu[y o/cﬁav -fov

\Mlﬁ\" ‘_od‘rld(",

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 2 €)

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ‘T STy }sac!\’ ! ée/\f'd/lo/ f?@)’.’déﬂna( /kDWf mu/
5;7?, LS Sl w;?‘/\. cwé A payvey) 0/1».'@4. "pdv QACCess




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #8

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 | 2 €))

vis 'MAYBE NO

COMMENT: : k ‘
Hd@ & //mf'}meqL Molov ctwd we. T w a

J D Would Cauie Degl well T Cyc/e, 7' wg///muﬂ/ﬁf
ST whew c‘yc :M/

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY {NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

(1) 2 3

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: /e stavt f we PTdin Mowial auy

leaw (7T To vuw ff‘eao’/ft [ Fall, Fhew e cow Shit~ )T o€
and Clay Tavk,

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

0, 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 1= was  Rebu (T withiv The las7™ 10 yeovs
Oln!(‘b Mew rel ov Q[OLLT“ o,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #8

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 @ 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: lo,f,} -/'§l ?aﬁcﬁ';};? CL-N/ rrs /E}‘é??f;([f(,/ an/y wevik o7
i€ Cﬂ/\f?.fdé l‘/fl‘[fﬁf I‘MJ’?{M{/L‘?/ &é‘f'.ﬁ'{;ﬂ

e ! o , WEN{A
7 é{ﬂm’ jﬁﬁ’f w7 sl L. To )ngg'(“c,u\e Trawsra, 7%ers,

Las7 @ veavs, TT has RosemounT” Flow o

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ., rov raffs fﬂeﬁJ and hes wil" weeded fesiv i
Fhal— T was wew w'Th W lagl fﬁfyeﬂsff

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

63 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ‘
uf Wawle(/ ' 2000 avd 200]




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #8

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

{écf“"C «( 575’&/«, uﬂj‘mo@/,}y Zp09 awol 200

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 @ 3

GOOD FAIR | POOR

COMMENT: R o .
bu-(J,'«uf ‘s 5/‘&690{; (05 Brich and Qhck, VenT (a ¥ aal

1
(s Oll/\{’f ["{’.Cldﬁ" fﬁ@igr) 2,'\70{; Are ;'a/cwég{e.u?“ leﬂ'!é;‘/u? 1 OZC/\/;)MMM
Aol i weed ot e paic, Cyrme of vhe clrajus Lieve Re plusrded w200

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 @) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:  Re comstruclion on S¥e to Repaqup @ Sul, s¥al ow
hag Aefﬁ@ov ?v\eafé, L{):“M QCCKS’:’@;’[{;?ANJrd”"d!"ﬂ/‘f‘ﬁﬂ’




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #9

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 2 3)

YES : MAYBE NO

COMMENT: ‘
MoTey ’3 [avré //dﬂ MMZ Fai'vh \'c?w&.g Favee O’«M/ Yun S

0 Cauguucl ion W Th Boosier 70 i Kigh Slempnm podFhs RosT™
ot yeay Le Wt weeded.

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)
1 2 @

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT:

Cores o Ld‘w‘e@/ Jul, amd d,wuq'?" al” /d.?&f Whw
§pw W Kie v Pr"?ﬂﬁ/d )IJ MO(‘T"/}\ ?/‘. g‘;\f "Za (f@;f{l:p ant @“A)Ly 'F‘
Boester 10 cowwol™ Keep up,

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

a) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
ho it l?¢?uf'r€9’ NO wor fovr Ve /C)'/éavs




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #9

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

0 ; 3

GOCD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: _
/w; pew Z:’M,’fwﬁut lowlrol Valwe | PrefSuve ¥ {lony

FranSMiThers cive fosertgun] a vd Seert D wovikK fﬂﬂﬁf

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
Yung ﬁa@d faum/; 7060]

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
vl oLJ ok s d’ oul da‘f-ﬂf)’l o hoe MV\J T paa

‘p ) N’J )OC’-"”T? ’




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #9

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

1 2 G)

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ) 1 Cad et _f,ﬂumgjwfg/ W/ i arg

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

: © ;

GOOD FAIR POOR

. ' , - . . e . .
COMMENT: ho s !] Lo et g Aan ({f) I vuag PasT T ConTiauous

W, Th okJL’ degvs "as /iwlels, [_:?ﬁg Ave f‘ﬂ/(faaﬁzaﬂmfcw/ /’lwzul;«?
(s old

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

@a 2 3

GOOD FAIR , POOR

COMMENT:

Bv.'ck s“fvi,arf?!'fme C?/Ual fa,‘V' Y00/ ayau,v/ g;;/d{;?
ﬁpd G~ Dead emd of STreel”




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #10

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 2 )

“YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT: ,
l"/aYr'%mTM. Mtﬁ{vﬂ/ CZNO/ vy E U/:ﬁé’, %A/ whoat (,c,;:;_a(/

//;;,»A Lapaz, Ty and tons From tate Tawe G Soplerrber,

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY {NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 ) | 3

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: Mogf(y vad AT uhes dzmamg ye.ac/\eg et pvtau Zeu&(

Yhew vuws a5 clpse.Tg Cot'wuous 45 @057

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 2. Luil | v 2010 ov2007




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #10

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: has wew (, /‘-'?/’76'”7 W Cyalvol {/e.’({//{) RoSorpurd ™ Fressunt,

o1¢] How T Tris, 7%6/ e oyl g f ol

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

Q) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

MNew Baa?v-.‘u?s’ ) 2017, D,Wej y’ﬁq&éf

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

1 2 Y,

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ; : . .
wrl o tel a'ﬂ&( ou’ "c"{a%/ , d«/f’ /w:?. e Aaﬂ/ Vi1 gy

r

//’\76/?(0,{\;;'.-'13;4»57 P““’Tf, Caﬂf A e,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #10

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

1 2 ),
GOOD FAIR POOR
COMMENT:
f?:?z & ‘Jc:'/ﬁ Ot (?{5 ~(lf'}<:?r.‘t wes A i), v 'ﬂff r

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

. B ;

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 4, fow vewlala . gy e U omly Jpars Lar oale s
v, ’Z fos (a,,% & am,’u’f ‘/'[If?.f’! 0/:47" /?)’rj"‘{t”ﬂﬂl‘f‘{ ,‘?,‘r,’ﬁ[@u/ -

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

() 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

gp'\_ck IOL}M/J AODL% O'IN(J -fa,'r ACegf', i 2\?\?, apouﬂ./
-{)M:CO(I‘/"?




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #11

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 2 )

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT:

has Miltromic Sovar (o Tonk wWhich cloes wol
allows  opera¥ ow o Widter Modlhs, (uch, Tavk lovel )¢ uw controladl,

e b 1iilTronics fealmy fog i w Touk:

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

, @ ;

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: (\) Swrdre v /‘ftaﬂ}f/'" LJ‘/‘G’/‘J g{g/t’(aﬁ/nﬁ v\p@,f[ws' L‘. A

ewough TS Tavaed ov omd pur'w mavel, T7 }S“
a[:g;._») CE. /\u}u{, C,,c?;ﬁac_,f/ /;)Whjf/‘d'

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

@) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 0. {le led Qg Relow (T Ape( 2012




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #11

4, RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

@ - 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: P'WW' Seerns b be }éﬁg)gj W, Th logs Thaw /&)eaf otd

Lt Tovgue Conl ol value, Fosermiout Pressue Aud £lovs
Trﬂ”ﬁM,'?’)‘éﬂ 7LAQ r@&M ’é éte wo'\/k‘;'ﬂ/{(? /T”fv

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ 2 .3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: )¢ j),'ﬁ;ﬂg-,} Har j ./,,-c-g.,/q'-{;f less Thaw 10 yoaws @ 2

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: wﬂqm;@/ L 2011




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #11

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

@ 2. 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 41( a5 wogwudid w207/

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE {INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 (2) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Becl c-}f,..g;{@(r/( ;3(/,;(,0/,/\)7 b ot Very (Y e Yewst @ i0ns

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: LT 5T W) q//e}, wa/y W Th Aauﬁ,’uy on % S’pc/e?j’

owd Caval on Otler,




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #12

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

@ z ;

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT:

l(lY\ a,&weaJ/ 1\S‘I/FD

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 | 2 3)

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT: C o |
STayts © ,\/d 5“‘7@!{;39 <ty Sp 7 {f /Lc’(‘ #/0 )7"{ YL pr 7

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

o, 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Purap has Lo j02) WTh wo JwaL/wu,;_




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #12

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

1 @ 3
GOOD FAIR POOR
COMMENT: has good P 0wy an d Foseraunt pressure and £lou

FrowsaPers Tha! oou % wovic wbll, Towis level oloes vd?™ wovls w uute)

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

1 G) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

ey
!

;7““ Yuw 6 A_Cj T a/{/ ’/\,p P A

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

< 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMI:;ENT: pMotor Cordfrols aw mew) W TA abou?™ /O-I2years
old,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #12

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

A 2 3

GOOD FAIR : POOR

COMMENT:  p) Wew with  yrd omd Clectrcal Lyﬂ?m”[f
w1999 |

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE {INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 2 @

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: o Lo Toon (5 From 25al 4aws That™ a ve ow cpfils
wWalls Lotk Blywivg 0w STvucture /S Soumd Lights are pPoor
w,‘?‘/"l__ /o ﬁaa.fﬁfl?f‘;ﬁéuzésa P[u/"l éﬂn/? l!f ')QLI‘I/‘;

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: S s Boer &x (\@07 Fpr “oul Sicle Hha? boors
oot Qﬂwﬁrm‘;f‘gggl@; éu;(alm?’ Grick and Block STruclare




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #13

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TQ VFD?

1 Q) 3

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT: a
/baf; s 5&9 sl ers — Ol C,a'actpf é-e_ YED

a/uoﬂ Fuw The oThers 5*7}34[5‘//

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 2 3)

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT:

/ Bopcler one  Yuws sread, camol s fwci,o/v@/ w14 2 u}){e/u
Hepmand Reacles poist wlend 2 cTarts 4 Cyche, 2 Thew yun's
Mastavd | pleles . Slack . whwv |awd 2 yuv présl” »

fp\f vhe Tiong "T‘/wug s br'd%??j o) and Sp Tt vud Cready Wi VA & T

fWﬂAzo’,

on) r\f'e.a-d{,, Ov- QN/ AL c?a/@’ & AE b,@,\c/ﬂ‘,'av? b}p{t’acK G’ﬂemﬁlr'/vlq @N&lé‘

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

() 2 3

GO0D FAIR POOR

COMMENT: o ter 2 o aboul 10 vears old
Boosters | amd 2 hawe wor weeddy ok on Them ~for puee [0
Veays




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #13

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

(D 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 1,7~ am/«,fx,.’u/ was wp dafef whew 158 andd Losor 3
Lyts Added,

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Ul Theee Motovs worls Lime w7k ?.ép,w? al g7
10 ecre ol

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ﬁ[( W Pud‘.‘r\/ Meu) a,lm'w-fm lﬁy,éarf g




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #13

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: )
el Mee . | Gpdleol <y

blwe T a *"”/ /ﬁ Eagnn oy
Codtvols eve V' w o Tp /é/

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

(1) 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: / « ?kf ‘e ol IO(_\,U"Ié).'IN‘? Wras u/O?maf;J alowl” /[Jyearjapc)
Q‘Na’ V{’A}*‘; La%;‘ﬂﬁl ) N é.@ TRy Thaw sl (g# the ollpy w(—‘!ff;'

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: QMO’ access  auwgd br:&kﬂ?(ﬂk’ éu,'(p/.'fw/(“
§,'7_5 V\CV‘/ Oﬁt?/\} d/( QPOHMJ r'-rr




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #14

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 Q). 3

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT: _
Pdg{/}é/l W’Z?W ‘#’H Yur$ 5‘7@5{0’;/ L{)-ém/ ()/e.ﬁl;gyé:/

a-certal'v level Thow *)y 1,400 er/' w57 1L rove lersgand
(’ddg pé;{ («hll'\{p/,

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 2 @

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT:
B g s wsed whow elo rans Suwev [Poers W hail " #E)) Caar

P\roojuh‘?. 7[@ PQYI‘QJ Mfu-a!ﬁ Z.qs’/;' q—,-{é&} }xaurs“ Th PAJﬂ/:L/ u}ouial
ShT Clows w [ea(”‘r‘“‘? E) /Qe/o \fwwv,'@’

3. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PUMPS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:
has wol™ boew uovked an | over 10 yasvs and 51U vaws
§waz~3,




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #14

4. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE PIPING, VALVING, PRESSURE GAUGES, METERS
AND OTHER APPURTENANCES

Co 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: Loy Cim Tomwe valves weve Pul” ‘W abou?” [0 years
v3 anrd Fv‘f—ﬁffuhe,,-awdﬁéaw Trawsts 77ers @ve RpserapunT,

T g23’”1‘7&; he MVK.'MWQMQI

5. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR

& 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

olden 1o tor Shle bu? )¢ STV BuiTe awdfusin
/t)m‘,'(m\,/e L/llém%f'aﬂl/ﬂa’? Mé’/“?g',

6. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE MOTOR CONTROLS

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ;
McCC ¢ (peve ufogmafac/,'a/;it?”




FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #14

7. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

@ 2 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT:

uﬁ 7y‘np/gé/ [ 2] 2

8. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE FACILITY STRUCTURE (INCLUDING VENTILATION
LIGHTS, PLUMBING)

1 2) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: 5‘%/ B@k/g’. kb, (/M/ V(’A/% lali o/ s 9A v Th

Small vewt e i oog S, Lig ATy /s

9. RATE THE EXISTING CONDITION OF THE SITE AND SITE ACCESSIBILITY

1 (2) 3

GOOD FAIR POOR

COMMENT: ”{0"6"‘/? Ond 5" S r[os L T anza[ o © T e v WRY,

la/ Wy Aaccesg  Cire e cpagll




IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #15

1. SHOULD THIS FACILITY BE CONVERTED TO VFD?

1 ) 3

YES MAYBE NO

COMMENT:

Mi¢ 3 BoocYen P

qu. I’ﬂa)/ég_ ol Cou(a/
660/*2) W Yh oThe 2, wav.’/v7 §>‘ecw//

2. HOW OFTEN IS FACILITY RUN MANUALLY (NOT USING AUTOMATIC SETPOINTS)

1 (2) 3

ALWAYS SOMETIMES NEVER

COMMENT:

ParTLj éec.auie_ @@@5‘){@]/ [,‘g Ros/ 2({ ,r7 ,i(\l qu/uq/
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IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #16
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IDAHO FALLS VFD CONVERSION
FACILITY NAME: BOOSTER #17
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APPENDIX G
METER PROGRAM COST ESTIMATING METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This appendix summarizes the approach used in development of conceptual costs used in the
City of Idaho Falls (City) water service meter budget analysis.

Cost Estimating

The probable costs estimated for the addition of meters to water services is based on average
costs from City input and information provided by local suppliers. All costs identified in this
section reference U.S. dollars. The Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR
CCI) basis is 9846 (20-City Average, August 2014).

Project cost estimates were prepared in accordance with the guidelines of AACE
International, formerly the Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering
International. (AACE International Recommended Practice No. 56R-08 Cost Estimate
Classification System - As Applied For The Building and General Construction Industries -
TCM Framework: 7.3 - Cost Estimating and Budgeting Rev. December 31, 2011). The
project cost estimates are categorized Class 5, as defined by AACE International:

Class 5 estimates are generally prepared based on very limited information,
and subsequently have wide accuracy ranges. As such, some companies and
organizations have elected to determine that due to the inherent inaccuracies,
such estimates cannot be classified in a conventional and systemic manner.

Class 5 estimates are prepared for any number of strategic business planning
purposes, such as but not limited to market studies, assessment of initial
viability, evaluation of alternate schemes, project screening, project location
studies, evaluation of resource needs and budgeting, long-range capital
planning, etc.

Typical accuracy ranges for Class 5 estimates are -20% to -30% on the low
side, and +30% to +50% on the high side, depending on the construction
complexity of the project, appropriate reference information and other risks
(after inclusion of an appropriate contingency determination). Ranges could
exceed those shown if there are unusual risks.

The cost estimates in this write-up represent planning-level accuracy and opinions of costs
(+50%, -30%). Specifics of design including project definition, scope and specific
information (e.g., meter size) should be verified during detailed design. The final cost will
depend on actual labor and material costs, site conditions, competitive market conditions,
regulatory requirements, project schedule and other factors. Because of these factors, project
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feasibility and risks must be carefully reviewed prior to making specific financial decisions
or establishing project budgets to help ensure proper project evaluation and adequate
funding.

The project costs presented in this write-up include estimated construction costs. A
contingency factor is also added to each cost to help account for any unanticipated
components of the project costs. Construction costs are based on the preliminary concepts of
the system components.

Total estimated construction project costs were developed through a progression of steps and
multiple methodologies. The steps included development of component unit costs and then
construction project costs. The component unit cost includes the sum of materials, labor and
equipment of the project’s basic features. The construction cost is the sum of component
costs and mark-ups to determine the probable cost of construction (i.e., the contractor bid
price).

Component Unit Costs
Water Meter and Pit — Material and Installation

A specific cost has been identified for each service diameter. For all pipe installations, the
cost is assumed to include:

Excavation

Native backfill

Imported bedding and zone material
Waste of the material associated with trenching (which includes haul, load and dump
fees)

Testing

Curb stop

Curb box

Coupling

Pit

Lockable pit lid

Pit insulation

Couplings

Grip Joint

Meter

AMI Endpoint
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Surface Restoration

Surface restoration of construction sites is required based on the existing surface condition of
the project area. All installations will be required to repair the surface back to original
conditions.

Construction Cost Allowances

The construction cost is the sum of materials, labor, equipment, mobilization, contractor’s
overhead and profit, and contingency for each project. Table G-1 presents the additional
allowances associated with the construction costs.

Traffic Control

Minor traffic control will be required from time to time while installing water meters. The
cost and level of traffic control should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis for each meter
installation. For planning purposes, the cost of traffic control is estimated at 0.1% for all
installation. Traffic control mark-up accounts for the cost of signage, flagging and temporary
barriers, pavement markings, lane delineators and lighting at flagging locations.

Erosion Control

While each water meter installation is small in area, the combined excavation area for all
locations will be a significant area. Depending on the way the project is phased, Erosion a
Sediment Control Plans may be adequate or Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan may
necessary. For planning purposes, erosion control is estimated at 1% of the construction
costs. Erosion control mark-up accounts for materials and practices to protect adjacent
property, stormwater systems, and surface water in accordance with regulatory requirements.
Construction Contractor Overhead and Profit

This 10% mark-up accounts for the contractor’s indirect project costs and anticipated profit.

Construction Mobilization

A 10% mobilization mark-up accounts for the cost of the contractor’s administrative and
direct expenses to mobilize equipment, materials and labor to the work site.

Construction Contingency
A 30% increase was added in each project’s construction cost to account for a contingency
factor to cover the uncertainties inherent to planning-level development. The contingency is

provided to account for factors such as:

e Unanticipated landscaping and surface features;
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e Relocation and connection to existing infrastructure;

e Minor elements of work not addressed in component unit cost development;
e Details of construction;

e Changes in site conditions;

e Variability in construction bid climate.

The contingency excludes:

e Major scope changes such as end product specification, capacities and location of
project;

e Extraordinary events such as strikes or natural disasters;

e Management reserves;

e Escalation and currency effects;

e Valves and stems on main not working or breaking during isolation of pipelines;

e Surface Restoration and Landscaping beyond simple landscape;

e Repair of service lines due to poor condition (i.e. connection cannot be made due
condition);

e Rock excavation;

e Exploratory digging (assumes City knows alignment of each service line).

A summary of construction mark-ups is provided in Table G-1.

Table G-1
Additional Construction Costs
Additional Cost Factor Percent

Traffic Control 0.1%
Erosion Control 1%
Contractor Overhead and Profit 10%
Mobilization 10%
Contingency 30%

Cost Summary

Based on the methodology described above, total cost estimates were developed for
installation of 1-inch and 2-inch meters. The cost of each meter installation was applied to
the number of unmetered customers within each class. The majority of residential customers,
located both inside and outside the City, are serviced with a 1-inch line and will require
installation of a 1-inch meter. The costs for meter pit development were tracked separately
for this service line size, since a small number of residential customers already have a meter
pit. The cost for those without meter pits is approximately $3,000, while the cost to install a
meter if the customer already has a meter pit is $450. These costs are for the conversion of
existing customers and do not include any costs for new customers.

14-1550 Appendix G- 4 City of Idaho Falls
June 2015 Meter Program Cost Estimating Methodology Water Facility Plan



Most commercial customers, as well as residential apartments (assumed to serve
approximately 4 units), will require a 2-inch meter. The approximate cost for installation is
$8,500. Table G-2 summarizes the cost of meter installation by customer class, including a
total conceptual cost estimate of $77.68 million in current dollars.

Table G-2
Water Metering Project Summary
Number | Meters Service | Unit Total
Water Account of Billed to be Size Cost Construction

Accounts | Installed Cost
Residential House 17,374 - - -
(with meter pit already installed) (575) 575 l-inch | $450 $258,750
(without meter pit) (16,799) | 16,799 $3,000 | $50,397,000
Residential Apartments 4,137 1,035 2-inch | $8,500 | $8,797,500
Commercial 2,079 2,079 2-inch | $8,500 | $17,671,500
Outside City Limits 185 185 1-inch | $3,000 $555,000
Metered Accounts 247 0 2-inch - -
Total 24,022 20,673 - - $77,680,000
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APPENDIX H
CIP COST ESTIMATING METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This appendix summarizes the approach used to develop unit costs and project costs used in
the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the City of Idaho Falls’ (City’s) Water Facility
Plan (WFP).

Cost Estimating

The probable costs estimated for each improvement are based on average costs from the
2014 RS Means Heavy Construction Cost Data (RSMeans), City input, construction costs for
similar projects in the City and across the Northwest, and information provided by local
suppliers. All costs identified in this section reference 2014 U.S. dollars. The Engineering
News Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI) basis is 9870 (20-city average, November
2014).

Project cost estimates were prepared in accordance with the guidelines of AACE
International, formerly the Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering
International. (AACE International Recommended Practice No. 56R-08 Cost Estimate
Classification System - As Applied for the Building and General Construction Industries -
TCM Framework: 7.3 - Cost Estimating and Budgeting Rev. December 31, 2011). The
project cost estimates in this WFP are categorized Class 5, as defined by AACE
International:

Class 5 estimates are generally prepared based on very limited information,
and subsequently have wide accuracy ranges. As such, some companies and
organizations have elected to determine that due to the inherent inaccuracies,
such estimates cannot be classified in a conventional and systemic manner.

Class 5 estimates are prepared for any number of strategic business planning
purposes, such as but not limited to market studies, assessment of initial
viability, evaluation of alternate schemes, project screening, project location
studies, evaluation of resource needs and budgeting, long-range capital
planning, etc.

Typical accuracy ranges for Class 5 estimates are -20% to -30% on the low
side, and +30% to +50% on the high side, depending on the construction
complexity of the project, appropriate reference information and other risks
(after inclusion of an appropriate contingency determination). Ranges could
exceed those shown if there are unusual risks.
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All project descriptions and cost estimates in this WFP represent planning-level accuracy and
opinions of costs (+50%, -30%). During the design phase of each improvement project,
project definition, scope, and specific information (e.g., pipe diameter and length) should be
verified. The final cost of individual projects will depend on actual labor and material costs,
site conditions, competitive market conditions, regulatory requirements, project schedule,
and other factors. Because of these factors, project feasibility and risks must be carefully
reviewed prior to making specific financial decisions or establishing project budgets to help
ensure proper project evaluation and adequate funding.

The project costs presented in this WFP include estimated construction costs, and allowances
for permitting, legal, administrative, and engineering fees. A contingency factor is also added
in anticipation of any unforeseen project costs. Construction costs are based on the
preliminary concepts and layouts of the system components developed during the system
analysis.

Total estimated project costs were determined through a progression of steps and multiple
methodologies, which included development of:

e component unit costs (includes the sum of materials, labor, and equipment of a
project’s basic features);

e construction costs (the sum of component costs and markups such as the contractor’s
bid price to determine the probable cost of construction); and

e project costs (the sum of construction costs plus additional cost allowances for
engineering, legal, and administrative fees to determine the total project cost to the
City).

The following costs are not included:

e Land or right-of-way acquisition, unless directed by the City.
e Water system studies, planning, or modeling.
e Borrowing or finance charges during the planning, design, or construction of assets.

e Improvements to distribution or treatment facilities in response to changes in
regulatory standards or rules.

e Remediation or fines associated with system violations.
e Water right acquisition or transfers.

Component Unit Costs
Pipelines
The estimates for water system piping include the costs for pipe, fittings, valves, and water

service connections. The pipe material assumed for new waterlines was CL 50 ductile iron
for 6- to 24-inch pipes.
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For all pipeline installations including new and replacement projects, the cost is based on a
cover depth of six feet, and includes:

e [Excavation.

e Waste of the material associated with the trenching (which includes haul, load and
dump fees).

e Imported bedding and zone material.

o Native backfill (which includes minimal haul and compaction of material).
e Fittings and valves (accounts for 30% of pipe costs).

e Testing and disinfection (as a percentage of total cost).

For replacement of existing waterlines, additional costs include replacing water service lines
(10% of pipe costs), which includes excavation, construction materials, backfill, and surface
restoration to the right-of-way.

As the diameter of pipe and the trench width increase, the costs also increase. Therefore, a
specific cost has been identified for each pipe diameter. Table H-1 presents pipeline
construction costs.

Table H-1
Water Pipeline Costs per Linear Foot
DiaPrIﬁ:ter DuctiI?$I/Irfo)n Pipe
(inch)
6 $39
8 $52
10 $59
12 $67
14 $80
16 $94
18 $104
20 $114
24 $135

Bedrock

There is typically rock in the project areas. Excavation costs were calculated for each pipe
size, reflecting an 85% increase in pipeline unit cost due to rock excavation. For planning
purposes, rock excavation cost has been applied to projects as 5% of the project length.
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Special Pipe Crossings

Special pipe crossings are required for crossing rivers, canals, railroads and highways, or
areas where traditional open-cut construction is not possible. An additional 100% is applied
to pipeline costs for any projects with these conditions. The special pipe crossing factor was
also applied for projects within the airport security fence.

Surface Restoration

Surface restoration of construction sites is required to complete every project. As with the
pipe installation costs, these restoration costs increase with the size of the pipe due to the
larger trench that will need to be dug. Therefore, a unit surface restoration cost has been
developed for each pipe diameter. Table H-2 tabulates costs associated with residential and
commercial asphalt roadways, and unpaved surfaces, as developed from local supplier costs
and RSMeans.

Table H-2
Surface Restoration Costs per Linear Foot

_ : Surface Condition Cost
Pipe I_I)lameter ($/1f)
e Residentialt Commercial® Unpaved?
6 $11 $16 $3
8 $12 $17 $3
10 $12 $17 $3
12 $12 $18 $3
14 $13 $18 $3
16 $13 $19 $3
18 $13 $19 $3
20 $14 $20 $3
24 $14 $21 $3
! Rqad repair and replacement along trench. 2-inch asphalt, 6 inches of base course (3-inch
2 I?(;gl(ﬁépair and replacement along trench. 4-inch asphalt and 10 inches of base course (¥-inch
3 I?«;B;isz.and replacement of trench using rock backfill to ground surface along trench cross-
country.

Facility Improvements

Improvement project costs were developed for each facility, as identified in Section 5—
System Condition and Code Evaluation. Specific facility improvements were developed
based on facility conditions related issues identified during the Section 5 analysis.
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Facility improvements were developed to meet current Idaho Rules for Public Drinking
Water Systems standards; costs vary between each facility based on its condition, age, and
operation. Component upgrades included pumps and motors, mechanical piping and valves,
HVAC, general electrical, service electrical, and building and storage tank access/structural
improvements.

Estimated project costs were developed from RS Means, equipment suppliers, and specific
price quotes supplied by the City.

New Water Supply Wells

Costs for water supply wells are based on recent City construction experience, and include
drilling a test well and a production well, basic site civil, mechanical, building, electrical,
backup power, and instrumentation and control facilities. A cost curve has been developed
based on a well capacity and total project cost, and is summarized in the following equation:

New Water Supply Well Total Project Cost = 8601*gpm”0.6221
Storage Facilities

Proposed storage facility project costs were prepared for AWWA D110 — Type 1
pre-stressed concrete tanks based on recent City construction experience. It was assumed that
proposed reservoirs will be circular, at-grade structures with an exterior wall height between
25 and 35 feet. Project cost estimates for pre-stressed concrete construction were based on a
base cost of $1,000,000 per million gallons of storage volume.

New Booster Pump Station

Costs for new booster pump stations are based on recent City construction experience, and
include drilling basic site civil, mechanical, building, electrical, backup power, and

instrumentation and control facilities. A cost curve has been developed based on a booster
pump station capacity and total project cost, and is summarized in the following equation:

New Booster Pump Station Total Project Cost = 11503*gpm”0.6
Increases in Booster Pump Station Capacity

Increasing booster pump station capacity will require replacement of pumps with larger
pumps or, if space permits, increasing the number of pumps at a facility. A cost curve for
total project costs has been developed based on horsepower for a replacement pump or new
pump. The construction cost accounts for demolition and removal of the existing pump,
addition of new pump, motor, and VFD, and modifications to pipes and valves. The
following equation summarizes the total cost of increasing booster pump station capacity:

Increases in Booster Pump Station Capacity Total Project Cost = 153,894+306.9*HP
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When the number of pumps increases (where there are no available pump cans), the “new”
booster station cost will be used.

Construction Cost Allowances

The construction cost is the sum of materials, labor, equipment, mobilization, contractor’s
overhead and profit, and contingency for each project. Tables H-3 and H-4 present the
additional allowances associated with the construction costs and project costs, respectively.

Traffic Control

Traffic control will be required for all projects that occur on roadways. Its cost should be
evaluated based on the scope and size of each project, and as local conditions at the time of
construction dictate. For planning purposes, the cost of traffic control is estimated at 0.5%
for residential roads and 2% for commercial roads. Traffic control markup includes the cost
of signage, flagging, temporary barriers, street widening, pavement markings, lane
delineators, and lighting at flagging locations.

Erosion Control

Erosion control will be required for all projects, and is estimated at 1% of the construction
costs. Erosion control markup includes materials and practices to protect adjacent property,
storm water systems, and surface water in accordance with regulatory requirements. The
level of effort and cost for erosion control depends on the size and scope of a project, and the
local conditions at the time of construction.

Dewatering

Dewatering groundwater will likely be necessary when construction is near water drainage
areas as identified by the City, and is estimated at 1% of the construction costs for projects
located in these areas.

Construction Contractor Overhead and Profit

A 10% markup accounts for the contractor’s indirect project costs and anticipated profit.
Construction Mobilization

Mobilization markup covers the contractor’s administrative and direct expenses to mobilize
equipment, materials, and labor to the worksite. The cost allowance of mobilization is 10%

for pipeline projects and new facilities, and 15% for specialized construction and equipment
needed for repair and rehabilitation projects.
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Construction Contingency

A 30% increase was added to each project’s construction contingency cost in anticipation of
uncertainties inherent in planning-level development. Contingency costs include:

e Unanticipated utilities.

¢ Relocation and connection to existing infrastructure.

e Minor elements of work not addressed in component unit cost development.
e Details of construction.

e Changes in site conditions.

e Variability in construction bid climate.

The contingency excludes:

e Major scope changes such as end-product specification, capacities, and location of
project.

e Extraordinary events such as strikes or natural disasters.
e Management reserves.
e Escalation and currency effects.

A summary of construction markups is provided in Table H-3.

Table H-3
Additional Construction Costs

Additional Cost Factor Percent
Low Traffic Control 0.5%
High Traffic Control 2%
Erosion Control 1%
Dewatering 1%
Contractor Overhead and Profit 10%
Mobilization — Pipeline Project 10%
Moblllzgt_lon_— Repa_lr and 15%
Rehabilitation Projects
Contingency 30%

Total Project Cost

The total project cost is the sum of construction costs with additional cost allowances for
engineering, legal, and administrative fees, as presented in Table H-4. Engineering costs
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include design and surveying; construction administration is the cost associated with
managing the construction of the project; and the administrative and legal costs are those

associated with the City’s financial and legal oversight of the contract.

Table H-4

Summary of Additional Costs

Additional Cost Factor Percent
Construction Administration 5%
Engineering 15%
Legal and Administrative 10%
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APPENDIX |
CIP PIPELINE SUMMARY

This appendix presents the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) pipeline project summary,
and provides additional detail for each proposed pipeline project identified in Section 7—
Capital Improvement Program. The location of each project can be seen in Figure 7-1 of
Section 7.

As applicable, each project summary includes the following information:

e Project ID: Unique identification number designated for the project.

e Approximate Location: Nearest intersection or reach of road (provided to aid in

locating projects in Figure 7-1).

Implementation Timeframe: When the project is recommended to be carried out.

Whether the pipeline is new or upgraded.

Condition Assessment Replacement Priority.

Deficiency: Classification or reason for project (e.g., existing fire flow).

Diameter: Pipe size in inches.

Length: Pipeline project’s total linear feet (If).

Crossing Type: Crossings of atypical features that are significant and specific to the

project (e.g., canal).

Crossing Length: Length of crossing in linear feet.

e Total Project Cost: The opinion of project costs based on planning-level preliminary
estimates for the year 2014.
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Table I-1
Pipe Projects

Pipeline - . - . Total | Crossing . Total
Project ID Approximate Location [?I?ifrlr::glei?liy Im_f_):fnrgsp;%téon NG g.r Lélpi)ggaded gzn?;f::]gisgsrsig?? t Deficiency Dlagr:le)zter Length | Length C[I_ossgng Project
Number b b y (If) (If) yp Cost
NE of Russet St, along Tendoy 2020
P-101 Dr, Holbrook Dr, and Lincoln Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded High Existing Fire Flow 8 6,174 - - $1,111,000
Dr
High L .
Along E 2" St, E 3" St, and E - 2020 New and Upgraded Existing Fire Flow
P-102 4™ st Existing (0 to 5-Year) Portions Low 2020 Peak Hour Demand 8 3,306 i i $578,000
New Improvement
Along E 11" St, E 12" St, and E 2020 High
P-103 13" St, intersecting with S Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded LOE\]N Existing Fire Flow 8 5,194 - - $947,000
Holmes Ave
Along E 12" St and E 13™" St, High
P-104 intersecting with June Ave and Existing © tozg-z\?ear) New %r;c:ti%r;gsraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 7,339 - - $1,306,000
Cranmer Ave New Improvement
Along E 22" St, intersecting . 2020 High o
P-105 With S Emerson Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 1,865 - - $336,000
Along Calkins Ave and High
P-106 neighborhood of W 16" St Existing © tozg—z\?ear) New e;)r;drt%?graded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 4,232 - - $694,000
through 20" St New Improvement
Gladstone St & N Emerson .
P-107 Ave; N Emerson Ave N of Existing 2020 New and Upgraded High Existing Fire Flow 8,10 | 1,181 i i $218,000
. (0 to 5-Year) Portions New Improvement
Northgate Mile
. High
Neighborhood of J St and L St, ?
P-108 intersecting with Shipp Ave and Existing © tozg-z\?ear) New %r;c:t%%gsjraded Mﬁgwm Existing Fire Flow 8 2,698 - - $473,000
Willow Ave New Improvement
Along N Saturn Ave, Mountain . 2020 Medium . .
P-109 View Ln. and N Colorado Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 10 2,559 - - $505,000
P-110 Along Riverside Dr Existing © tozg—z\?ear) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 1,187 - - $208,000
Loops south of N Morningside - 2020 High - i
P-111 Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 4,016 - - $704,000
P-112 Along James Pl Bxising | tozg_zgear) Upgraded High Existing Fire Flow 8 257 i i $45,000
North of John Adams Pkwy, 2020 Hiah
P-113 along Ronglyn Ave, Majacq Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Lo%v Existing Fire Flow 8 4,040 - - $693,000
Ave, and Chatham Ave
Between S Lee Ave and S 2020 High
P-114 Holmes Ave, along E 7" St, E Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 4,820 - - $875,000
8" St, and E 9" St Low
P-115 Along Juniper Dr Existing © tozg-z\?ear) Upgraded High Existing Fire Flow 8 1,642 - - $296,000
South of EIm St, along N - 2020 . . . ) ]
P-116 Corner Ave and S Placer Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded High Existing Fire Flow 8 1,659 $296,000
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Pipeline . . " . Total | Crossing . Total
Project ID | Approximate Location | Deficiency | Implementation | New or Upgraded | - Condition Assessment Deficiency DIaMELEr | Length | Length | CTPSM | project
Number P P y (If) (If) yp Cost
Intersection of E 16" Stand S L 2020 High L
P-117 Lee Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 1,764 - - $314,000
P-118 Along E 19" St Existing © tozg-zgear) Upgraded '::)%C Existing Fire Flow 8 1,306 - - $235,000
NE of W Elva St, in the - 2020 High . . ) )
P-119 neighborhood of Sunset Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 5,176 $923,000
South of E Anderson St, along - 2020 High T
P-120 Wadsworth Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 1,214 - - $214,000
Along Westland Ave, east of - 2020 . - .
P-121 Claire View Ln Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded High Existing Fire Flow 8 928 - - $167,000
i Along S Higbee Ave, north of E - 2020 High - . i i
P-123 291 St intersection Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 500 $89,000
Loop north of W 25" S, .
P-125 | completed by Gallatin Aveand | Existing 0 tozg_zgear) New %r;‘:tﬁzgraded New 'Ivr'T?dr'(‘)‘\r/T;mem Existing Fire Flow 10,12 | 2,461 - - $501,000
Leslie Ave p
East of S Yellowstone Ave and - 2020 - )
P-126 south of W 251 St Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 2,302 - - $334,000
South of Pop Kroll Wy, west of - 2020 Medium L .
p-127 Well 12 Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 10 334 - - $67,000
Vassar Wy north to the 2020
P-128 intersection with (including) Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 697 - - $126,000
Tulane St
Medium
i Evergeen Dr, north of - 2020 New and Upgraded - . ) )
P-130 intersection with Redwood St Existing (0 to 5-Year) Portions New Irrl;;rvc\)lvement Existing Fire Flow 8 435 $73,000
S Saturn Ave, including 2020
P-131 intersections with Dartmouth Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 1,900 - - $311,000
and Albany St
On Whittier Cir, south of E Elva - 2020 . _ .
P-132 St Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Medium Existing Fire Flow 8 342 - - $62,000
P-133 Crane Drive Existing © tozg-z\?ear) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 853 - - $150,000
North of W Broadway, east of . 2020 . .
P-134 Trolley Wy Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 435 - - $72,000
Along Stanley St, to intersect . 2020 . )
P-135 with N Holmes Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 12 1,637 - - $359,000
Along Stosich Ln, east of - 2020 - i
P-136 Grizzly Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 888 - - $146,000
i Area between Rogers St and N - 2020 New and Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow i i
P-138 Park Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) Portions New Improvement 2035 Peak Hour Demand 8 4,910 $824,000
South of area between E 1% St - 2020 Existing Fire Flow and
P-139 and Meppen Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Peak Hour Demand 10 273 - - $50,000
Intersection of N Yellowstone - 2020 . )
P-141 Hwy and N Woodruff Ave Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8, 12 2,477 - - $529,000
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Pipeline . . " . Total | Crossing . Total
Project ID | Approximate Location | Deficiency | Implementation | New or Upgraded | - Condition Assessment Deficiency DIaMELEr | Length | Length | CTPSM | project
Number P P y (If) (If) yp Cost
Vicinity of Well 17, north of - 2020 L .
P-142 Science Center Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 1,053 - - $167,000
Bennet Ave and Lincoln Rd - 2020 - .
P-143 intersection Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 346 - - $57,000
Northeast of Mesa St and N 25™ s 2020 e
P-144 East (Hiitt Rd) intersection Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 874 - - $127,000
West of S Yellowstone Ave, - 2020 New and Upgraded Low - .
P-145 north of W Sunnyside Rd Existing (0 to 5-Year) Portions New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 730 ) ) $121,000
East of Ashment Ave, west of - 2020 - .
P-146 van Cir Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 6 97 - - $11,000
Southwest of Hollipark Dr and - 2020 - .
P-149 Lincoln Rd intersection Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 498 - - $88,000
South of Ashment Ave and E - 2020 - )
P-151 12" St junction Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 326 - - $57,000
East of Hoopes Ave and Van . 2020 . i
P-152 Cir intersection Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 492 - - $87,000
Between Irene Ln and - 2020 L .
P-154 Lexington Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 1,222 - - $178,000
P-156 Along Elizabeth Circle Existing © tozg—z\?ear) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 416 - - $73,000
Northeast of Borah Ave and - 2020 . i .
P-158 International Wy intersection Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 1,055 1,055 Airport $291,000
East of N Skyline Dr and north . 2020 - .
P-159 along Foote Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 12 3,369 - - $721,000
P-160 Woodbridge Circle Bxising | tozg_zgear) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8 199 i i $35,000
Intersection of Bombardier Ave - 2020 - )
P-161 and Pedersen St Existing (0 to 5-Year) Upgraded Low Existing Fire Flow 8, 12 1,768 - - $375,000
Along W 49" South (Township
Rd), southeast of intersection 2020
P-165 with S 15" West (Jameston Rd), Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 12 5,278 50 Canal $1,081,000
north intersection with S 5™
West (Park Rd)
Southwest of University Blvd, . 2020 . . .
P-167 Crosses Science Center Dr Existing (0 to 5-Year) New New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 940 170 Railroad $154,000
- . 2035 High .
P-201 Riviera Cir 2020 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Medium 2020 Fire Flow 8 206 - - $36,000
Intersection of Hemmert Ave 2035 . .
P-202 and Browning St 2020 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Medium 2020 Fire Flow 8 469 - - $82,000
Intersection of Lincoln Rd and 2035 .
P-203 N 25 East (Hitt Rd) 2020 (6 t0 20-Year) New New Improvement 2020 Operating Pressure 12,16 3,803 - - $1,033,000
Intersection of Hartert Dr and 2035 .
P-204 Springwood Ln 2020 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Low 2020 Fire Flow 8 789 - - $138,000
14-1550 Appendix | - 4 City of Idaho Falls
June 2015 CIP Pipeline Summary Water Facility Plan



Pipeline . . " . Total | Crossing . Total
Project ID | Approximate Location | Deficiency | Implementation | New or Upgraded | - Condition Assessment Deficiency DIaMELEr | Length | Length | CTPSM | project
Number P P y (If) (If) yp Cost
Junction of Springwood Ln and 2035 .
P-205 Homestead Ln 2020 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Low 2020 Fire Flow 8 65 - - $12,000
i Springwood Ln, south of Lariat 2035 . i i
P-206 Ln 2020 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Low 2020 Fire Flow 8 63 $11,000
Included in
W 65" South (York Rd), east 2035 -~
P-207 from Tank W18 2020 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2020 New Supply 24 3,450 - - prl;e}cé::ltltl):/_l
Along Kearney St to 2035 Hidh Included in
P-208 intersection with N Woodruff 2020 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Me dgi]um 2020 New Supply 18 3,988 - - facility
Ave project F-2
Between S Boulevard and W 2035
P-301 18M St and W 19 St 2035 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Low 2035 Peak Hour Demand 6 381 - - $46,000
Intersection of Waterford Ln 2035
P-302 and E 251 St 2035 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Low 2035 Peak Hour Demand 8 572 - - $100,000
Off Meadow St and Stanger Dr 2035
P-304 (separate locations) 2035 (6 to 20-Year) Upgraded Low 2035 Peak Hour Demand 6 117 - - $16,000
Intersection of E 65" South 2035 .
P-305 (York Rd) and S Holmes Ave 2035 (6 t0 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12,16 4,897 75 Canal $1,253,000
Intersection of E 49" North 2035
P-306 (Telford Rd) and N 25" East 2035 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12,16 22,249 1,900 Railroad $6,746,000
(Hitt Rd)
N 5" West (East River Rd) Included in
north to W 65" North (Tower 2035 ~
P-307 Rd) east to N 5" East 2035 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 New Supply 16 14,635 - - r (Iaecc:tlllt:)il8
(Lewisville Hwy) proJ
P-308 E 49" South (Township Rd) 2035 6 tozzoogii(ear) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12 5,329 170 Canal $1,191,000
Calkins Ave, between W 15" St 2035
P-309 and W 16" St 2035 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Peak Hour Demand 8 513 - - $75,000
South of intersection of E 49" 2035
P-310 South (Township Rd) and S 9™ 2035 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12 4,609 - - $946,000
East
Intersection of S Holmes Way 2035 .
P-311 and Castlerock Ln 2035 (6 t0 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12 2,295 - - $504,000
Intersection of S 15" East (St 2035
P-312 Clair Rd) and E 49" South 2035 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12 4,691 60 Canal $1,037,000
(Township Rd)
Intersection of S 15" East (St 2035 .
P-313 Clair Rd) and Prairie Ln 2035 (6 to 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 Operating Pressure 12 1,462 - - $274,000
South of intersection between S 2035
P-314 oOld Butte Rd and Pancheri Dr 2035 (6 t0 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 New Supply 16 2,692 - - $698,000
Between W 33" South (Pioneer 2035
P-315 Rd) and Pancheri Dr 2035 (6 t0 20-Year) New New Improvement 2035 New Supply 16 8,854 185 Canal $2,362,000
Blue Sky Dr, west of S Skyline - 2055 . L . .
P-129P Dr Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 8 740 - - $134,000
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Pipeline . . " . Total | Crossing . Total
Project ID | Approximate Location | Deficiency | Implementation | New or Upgraded | - Condition Assessment Deficiency DIaMELEr | Length | Length | CTPSM | project
Number P P y (If) (If) yp Cost
Northeast of intersection of E . 2055 New and Upgraded Private and New . i
P-137P 21°% St and Jennie Lee Dr Existing (21 to 40-Year) Portions Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 418 ] ] $74,000
Southeast of Environmental Wy - 2055 . - - .
P-140P and Hemmert Ave Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 10 151 - - $26,000
Hemmert Ave, north of Cottle - 2055 Private and New - .
P-147P Dr intersection Existing (21 to 40-Year) New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 146 - - $26,000
Northeast of Lindsay Blvd and - 2055 Private and New L .
P-148P Burgess St intersection Existing (21 to 40-Year) New Improvement Existing Fire Flow 8 416 ) ) $68,000
Along Woodruff Park, east of 2055
P-150P intersection with N Woodruff Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 8 415 - - $73,000
Ave
Northwest of Environmental 2055
P-153P Wy and Hemmert Ave Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 12 329 - - $72,000
intersection
Northeast of Coronado St and - 2055 . L - i
P-155P Channing Wy Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 8 1,995 - - $348,000
Northeast of W Anderson St and - 2055 . o . .
P-157P Bannock Ave intersection Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 8 332 - - $58,000
Loop south of W Sunnyside Rd, - 2055 . o . .
P-162P east of S Yellowstone Ave Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 10 3,644 - - $732,000
Between Ashment Ave and S - 2055 . o - i
P-163P 25 East (Hitt Rd) Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 12 2,473 - - $549,000
S 25" East (Hitt Rd), south of . 2055 . . o
P-164P Jafer Ct Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 8 1,052 - - $169,000
Southwest of S Saturn Ave and . 2055 . o . .
P-166P Teton View Ln intersection Existing (21 to 40-Year) Upgraded Privately Owned Pipelines Existing Fire Flow 8 438 - - $77,000
H H 2! 4! 6! 8!
Not Pipeline Replacement Program None - Upgraded City and P_rlvqtely Owned Condition 10, 12, - - $3,140,000
Defined Pipelines 14 16
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APPENDIX J
CIP DETAILED COST SHEETS

This appendix presents cost sheets that provide the estimated cost and pertinent information
of each proposed facility project identified in Section 7—Capital Improvement Program.
These CIP cost sheets provide additional detail and context for each project as they progress
from planning stage to actual construction.

As applicable, every cost sheet includes a project ID number, project name, and total project
cost based on planning-level preliminary estimates for the year 2014,

The cost sheets also break project costs into the following general categories, with line items
for every task occurring under each category:

Upgrade projects recommended due to condition assessment:

e Site improvements

e Building improvements

e Reservoir improvements

e Pumping and piping improvements.
e Electrical improvements

e Safety improvements

Projects recommended due to hydraulic analysis:

o Well.
e Storage.

e Booster station (new booster station facility or pump upgrade).
e Supply piping (if new dedicated supply piping is included in project).
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Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-1: New 65th Well (Project 1)

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al Well - 4,500 gpm 1|EA $794,850.00 $794,850
Al
Subtotal: $794,850
Storage
Bl
B2
Subtotal: $0
Booster Station
Cl
C2
Subtotal: $0
Supply Piping
D1 Supply Piping P-207: 24-in 3,450 If 1|{EA $709,025.00 $709,025
D2
Subtotal: $709,025
Material & Labor Total: $1,503,875
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $150,388
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $150,388
Subtotal $1,804,650
Contingency: 30% $541,395
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $2,346,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $234,600
Engineering: 15% $351,900
Construction Admin: 5% $117,300

Estimated Project Cost

$3,050,000




Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction

F-2 : New Well Facility at Well 13 and 13B Facility

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al Well - 3,000 gpm 1{[EA $617,800.00 $617,300
Al
Subtotal: $617,800
Storage
Bl Storage - 1.25 MG 1[EA $616,340.00 $616,340
B2 $3.00
Subtotal: $616,340
Booster Station
Cl Booster Station - 3,000 gpm 1{[EA $692,300.00 $692,300
C2
Subtotal: $692,300
Supply Piping
D1 Supply Piping P-208: 18-in 4,000 If 1[EA $655,300.00 $655,300
D2
Subtotal: $655,300
Material & Labor Total: $2,581,740
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $258,174
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $258,174
Subtotal $3,098,088
Contingency: 30% $929,426
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $4,028,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $402,800
Engineering: 15% $604,200
Construction Admin: 5% $201,400
[Estimated Project Cost $5,236,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-3 : Well 9 and 10 Upgrades

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
. Labor/Equipment
Material (I_(JlE)p Total
Site Improvements
Al Security fencing, 8ft high 43|LF $31.00 $6.51 $37.51 $1,613
A2 Double swing gate, 8ft high, 12ft opening 1|EA $460.00 $960.00 $1,420.00 $1,420
Subtotal: $3,033
Building Improvement;
Bl Exterior brick repair 1[EA $2,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
B2 Brick pump house, 10ft x 12 ft (Well 10) 120{SF $30.75 $9.23 $39.98 $4,797
B3 Motorized damper, 6ft x 6ft 1|EA $1,600.00 $1,600.00 $3,200.00 $3,200
B4 Ventilation fan, 48in, 3/4Hp, 16,000cfm 1|EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
B5 Electric heater (50 MBH) 1{EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
Subtotal: $16,997
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1[EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
C3 Overflow air-gap improvements 1|EA $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,000
C4 Submersible level transmitter, display & power 1[EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
C5
Subtotal: $15,616
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Replace Well #10 Submersible with vertical turbine 1[EA $135,000.00 $20,000.00 $155,000.00 $155,000
D2 Control valve sequencing programming 1{EA $0.00 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $10,000
D3 Pump to waste, 14in DI piping (pump 9 & 10) 60| LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $6,989
D4 Pump to waste, 14" DI Tee (pump 9 & 10) 2| EA $2,600.00 $352.00 $2,952.00 $5,904
D5 Pump to waste, 14in DI 90deg (pump 9 & 10) 4| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $5,742
D6 Pump to waste, 14in 45deg (pump 9 & 10) 2| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $2,871
D7 Pump to waste, 14" butterfly valve 2| EA $3,075.00 $674.00 $3,749.00 $7,498
D8 Pump to waste roadway repair 16| SY $18.00 $7.00 $25.00 $400
D9 Pump to waste pipe trenching, 3ft deep 35|CY $0.00 $11.90 $11.90 $417
D10 Extend well casing & pedestal 24in above floor 1| EA $2,000.00 $7,000.00 $9,000.00 $9,000
DI1 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00 $10,400.00 $10,400
DI1
Subtotal: $214,221
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC. 1|EA $105,000.00 $15,000.00 $120,000.00 $120,000
E2 Conductor and service equipment 1|EA $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $20,000.00 $20,000
E3 Generator, 750 kW 1|EA $200,000.00 $28,000.00 $228,000.00 $228,000
E4 Automatic transfer switch 1|EA $50,000.00 $20,000.00 $70,000.00 $70,000
E5
Subtotal: $438,000
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1|[EA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160




Material & Labor Total: $691,027
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $103,654
Material Sales Tax: 6% $33,424
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $69,103
Subtotal $897,208
Contingency: 30% $269,162
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $1,166,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $116,600
Engineering: 15% $174,900
Construction Admin: 5% $58,300
Estimated Project Cost $1,516,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 13, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-4.1 : Well 3 Upgrades (Project 1)

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(E]j;l)pment Total
Building Improvements
B1 Chlorine room exterior access door 1|EA $1,300.00 $470.00 $1,770.00 $1,770
B2 Replace building windows 3|EA $1,225.00 $84.00 $1,309.00 $3,927
B3 Lighting 4|EA $50.00 $82.50 $132.50 $530
B4 Motorized damper, 5ft x 5ft 1[EA $900.00 $900.00 $1,800.00 $1,800
B5 Ventilation fan, 36in, 1/2Hp, 9,000cfm 1|EA $1,200.00 $1,200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
B6 Wired door alarm 2|EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
B7 Wired motion sensor 2|EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
Subtotal: $12,827
Well Improvements
Cl Sanitary seal 1|EA $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $400,000.00 $400,000
C2 Well casing replacement, 24in 6090|Lb $1.21 $1.23 $2.44 $14,860
C3 Well water level sensor 1[EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
C4
C5
Subtotal: $418,476
Pumping and Piping Improvements
DI Pump to waste, 14in DI piping 100( LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $11,649
D2 Pump to waste, 14" DI Tee 1| EA $2,600.00 $352.00 $2,952.00 $2,952
D3 Pump to waste, 14in DI 90deg 1| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $1,436
D4 Pump to waste, 14" butterfly valve 1| EA $3,075.00 $674.00 $3,749.00 $3,749
D5
Subtotal: $19,786
Electrical Improvements
El  |Pump MCP, 400 Hp 1JEA | $30,000.00] $7,500.00]  $37,500.00] $37,500
Subtotal: $37,500
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1|lEA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160
Material & Labor Total: $491,748
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $73,762
Material Sales Tax: 6% $15,995
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $49,175
Subtotal $630,680
Contingency: 30% $189,204
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $820,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $82,000
Engineering: 15% $123,000
Construction Admin: 5% $41,000
Estimated Project Cost $1,066,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 13, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-4.2 : Replacement of Well 3 Reservoir (Project 2)

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
p Labor/Equipment
Material Total
(L/E)
Elevated Reservoir
Al 1 MG Multi-Column Elevated Tank 1|LS $2,500,000.00 $0.00| $2,500,000.00 $2,500,000
A2 Tank Foundation 1{EA $200,000.00 $60,000.00[  $260,000.00 $260,000
A3 Supply & outfall piping, 14in DI 900|LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $104,841
Subtotal: $2,864,841
Building Improvements
Bl | [ ] | | |
Subtotal: $0
Well Improvements
c | [ | | |
Subtotal: $0
Pumping and Piping Improvements
DI | [ ] | | |
Subtotal: $0
Electrical Improvements
Bl [ ] | | |
Subtotal: $0
Safety Improvements
FI [ ] | | |
Subtotal: $0
Assumption: Reservoir demolition cost is offset by the contractor salvaging and selling the steel from the old reservoir.
Material & Labor Total: $2,864,841
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $429,726
Material Sales Tax: 6% $167,022
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $286,484
Subtotal $3,748,073
Contingency: 30% $1,124,422
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $4,872,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $487,200
Engineering: 15% $730,800
Construction Admin: 5% $243,600
Estimated Project Cost $6,334,000




Probable Cost of Construction
F-5 : Well 1 Upgrades

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Iﬁbor/(E]j;l)pment Total
Site Improvements
Al Chlorine room egress grading & tree removal | 1|EA | $500.00| $1,500.00| $2,000.00| $2,000
Subtotal: $2,000
Building Improvements
Bl Chlorine room egress door 1[EA $1,300.00 $470.00 $1,770.00 $1,770
B2 Replace building windows 4|EA $1,225.00 $84.00 $1,309.00 $5,236
B3 Aluminum grating on pipe chases. 140(SF $45.00 $3.07 $48.07 $6,730
B4 Motorized damper, 4ft x 4ft 1|lEA $800.00 $800.00 $1,600.00 $1,600
B5 Ventilation fan, 30in, 1/3Hp, 6,000cfm 1[EA $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,000.00 $2,000
B6 Wired door alarm 2|EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
B7 Wired motion sensor 2|EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
B8
Subtotal: $19,736
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1[EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1|lEA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
C3 Overflow, 12in pipe through side of tank 1|EA $1,000.00 $4,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
Cc4 Overflow, 12in DI 90 deg 3|EA $880.00 $223.00 $1,103.00 $3,309
C5  |overflow, 12in DI piping 40[LF $79.00 $22.35 $101.35 $4,054
C6 Overflow, 12in butterfly valve for drain 1|[EA $1,600.00 $450.00 $2,050.00 $2,050
Cc7 Manhole access to creek discharge, 6' Diam, 8' dee 1|EA $2,400.00 $903.00 $3,303.00 $3,303
C8 Street and wall repair for manhole replacement 1|[EA $3,000.00 $3,000.00 $6,000.00 $6,000
C9 Submersible level transmitter, display & power 1[EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
C10 Membrane roofing 22(SQ $125.00 $64.00 $189.00 $4,158
Subtotal: $39,490
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Replace submersible with vertical turbine 1|{EA $135,000.00 $20,000.00] $155,000.00 $155,000
D2 Pump to waste, 14in DI piping 70| LF $93.00 $24.00 $117.00 $8,190
D3 Pump to waste, 14" DI Tee 1| EA $2,600.00 $352.00 $2,952.00 $2,952
D4 Pump to waste, 14in DI 90deg 1| EA $1,200.00 $234.00 $1,434.00 $1,434
D5 Pump to waste, 14" butterfly valve 1| EA $3,075.00 $674.00 $3,749.00 $3,749
D6 Extend well casing & pedestal 24in above floor 1| EA $2,000.00 $7,000.00 $9,000.00 $9,000
D7 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00]  $10,400.00 $10,400
D8 Move pump 14in discharge piping above floor. 50[LF $93.00 $24.00 $117.00 $5,850
Subtotal: $196,575
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1|EA $45,000.00 $10,000.00]  $55,000.00 $55,000
E2 Conductors & service equipment 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
E3
Subtotal: $60,000
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1[EA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160




Material & Labor Total: $320,961
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $48,144
Material Sales Tax: 6% $15,099
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $32,096
Subtotal $416,300
Contingency: 30% $124,890
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $541,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $54,100
Engineering: 15% $81,150
Construction Admin: 5% $27,050

Estimated Project Cost

$703,000




Probable Cost or Construction

F-6 : Well 4
Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015
Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Iﬁbor/(E]j;l)pment Total
Site Improvements
Al Security fencing, 8ft high 400[LF $31.00 $6.51 $37.51 $15,004
A2 Double swing gate, 8ft high, 12ft opening 1[EA $460.00 $960.00 $1,420.00 $1,420
A3 Exterior lighting (Outdoor 110W LED) 1[EA $765.00 $44.00 $809.00 $809
A4
SubTotal: $17,233
Building Improvements
Bl New chlorine room building, 10ft x 12ft. 120(SF $30.75 $9.23 $39.98 $4,798
B2 Skylight replacement. 1[EA $445.00 $249.00 $694.00 $694
B3 Interior lighting. 6|EA $50.00 $82.50 $132.50 $795
B4 Aluminum grating on pipe chases. 100{SF $45.00 $3.07 $48.07 $4,807
BS Motorized damper, 7ft x 7ft 1|lEA $1,600.00 $1,600.00 $3,200.00 $3,200
B6 Ventilation fan, 48in, 1Hp, 20,000cfm 1[EA $1,600.00 $1,600.00 $3,200.00 $3,200
B7 Wired door alarm. 2|EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
B3 Wired motion sensor. 1[EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $600
B9 Building structural inspection. 1|EA $0.00 $10,000.00]  $10,000.00 $10,000
B10
SubTotal: $29,294
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1|lEA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1[EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000.00
C3 Submersible level transmitter, display & power 1|EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616.00
C4 Overflow air-gap dissipation pad. 1|EA $1,000.00 $2,000.00 $3,000.00 $3,000.00
C5 Overflow, 12in pipe through side of tank 1|EA $1,000.00 $4,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
C6 Overflow, 12in DI 90 deg 1|EA $880.00 $223.00 $1,103.00 $1,103.00
C7 Overflow, 12in DI piping 60|LF $79.00 $22.35 $101.35 $6,081.00
C8 Membrane roofing 20{SQ $125.00 $63.45 $188.45 $3,769.00
SubTotal: $30,569
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Pump to waste, 18in DI piping 20| LF $126.00 $33.85 $159.85 $3,197.00
D2 Pump to waste, 18in DI Tee 1| EA $3,900.00 $513.00 $4,413.00 $4,413.00
D3 Pump to waste, 18in DI 90deg 1| EA $2,125.00 $340.50 $2,465.50 $2,465.50
D4 Pump to waste, 16in butterfly valve 1| EA $4,700.00 $674.00 $5,374.00 $5,374.00
D5 Extend well casing 24in above floor 1| EA $400.00 $7,000.00 $7,400.00 $7,400.00
D6 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00]  $10,400.00 $10,400.00
D7 Discharge piping above floor, 16in DI 10|LF $126.00 $33.85 $159.85 $1,599
D3 Replace submersible pump with vertical turbine. 1{[EA $135,000.00 $20,000.00{ $155,000.00 $155,000
SubTotal: $189,848
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1|EA $55,000.00 $10,000.00f  $65,000.00 $65,000.00
E2 Conductor & service equipment 1|[EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00
E3 Generator, 650 kW 1|EA $140,000.00 $15,000.00( $155,000.00 $155,000.00
E4 Automatic transfer switch L|EA $15,000.00 $8,000.00[  $23,000.00 $23,000.00
Subtotal: $248,000




Safety Improvements

F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760.00
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1[EA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400.00
F3
Subtotal: $3,160
Material & Labor Total: $518,104
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $77,716
Material Sales Tax: 6% $24,945
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $51,810
Subtotal $672,575
Contingency: 30% $201,772.40
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $874,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $87,400
Engineering: 15% $131,100
Construction Admin: 5% $43,700

[Estimated Project Cost

$1,136,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-7 : Well 8 Upgrades

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Site Improvements
Al Exterior lighting (Outdoor 110W LED) 2[EA $765.00 $44.00 $809.00 $1,618
A2 Sump pump discharge, 2in piping, trench, asphalt 80|LF $12.88 $14.79 $27.67 $2,214
Subtotal: $3,832
Building Improvements
Bl Exterior brick repair 1|lEA $2,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
B2 Building structural inspection. 1[EA $0.00 $10,000.00(  $10,000.00 $10,000
B3 Motorized damper, 4ft x 4ft 1|lEA $800.00 $800.00 $1,600.00 $1,600
B4 Ventilation fan, 24in, 1/3Hp, 5,000cfm 1[EA $800.00 $800.00 $1,600.00 $1,600
B5 Replace building windows 4[EA $1,225.00 $84.00 $1,309.00 $5,236
B6 Aluminum grating on pipe chases. 60[SF $45.00 $3.07 $48.07 $2,884
B7 Interior lighting 4|EA $50.00 $82.50 $132.50 $530
Subtotal: $24,850
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1[EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1|lEA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
C3 Overflow air-gap improvements 1[EA $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,000
C4
Subtotal: $12,000
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Booster pump balance and inspect. 1[EA $0.00 $3,500.00 $3,500.00 $3,500
D2 Discharge piping above floor, 14in DI. 10| LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $1,165
D3 Discharge piping above floor, 14in 90deg 2| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $2,871
D4 Extend well casing & pedestal 24in above floor 1| EA $2,000.00 $7,000.00 $9,000.00 $9,000
D5 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.001  $10,400.00 $10,400
D6
Subtotal: $26,936
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1|[EA $40,000.00 $10,000.00f  $50,000.00 $50,000
E3 Conductor & service equipment L|[EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00[  $10,000.00 $10,000
E6
Subtotal: $60,000
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1|lEA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160




Material & Labor Total:

$130,778

Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $19,617
Material Sales Tax: 6% $4,863
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $13,078
Subtotal $168,335
Contingency: 30% $50,501
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $219,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $21,900
Engineering: 15% $32,850
Construction Admin: 5% $10,950

[Estimated Project Cost

$285,000




Probable Cost of Construction
F-8 : Well 13 and 13B VFD Installation (Project 1)

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material I;lbor/(El_%l)pment Total
Site Improvements
Al
A2
Subtotal: $0
Building Improvements
Bl
B2
Subtotal: $0
Reservoir Improvements
Cl1
C2
Subtotal: $0
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Replace booster motor & pump 13-1 & 13-2, 75 Hp 1| EA $35,075.00 $10,000.00|  $45,075.00 $45,075
D2
Subtotal: $45,075
Electrical Improvements
El Booster 13-1, 13-2 VFED with line reactor, 75 Hp 2|EA $11,800.00 $5,000.00|  $16,800.00 $33,600
E2 Sine wave filter 1|EA $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,000
E3 Breakers and enclosures 1|EA $4,000.00 $2,000.00 $6,000.00 $6,000
E4 Generator, 750 kW 1|EA $200,000.00 $28,000.00( $228,000.00 $228,000
E5 Automatic transfer switch 1|[EA $50,000.00 $20,000.00(  $70,000.00 $70,000
E5 Remaining electrical gear, MCC 1|EA $65,000.00 $10,000.00|  $75,000.00 $75,000
E6 Conductor & service equipment 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
E7
Subtotal: $421,600
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1[EA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160
Material & Labor Total: $469,835
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $70,475
Material Sales Tax: 6% $23,096
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $46,984
Subtotal $610,390
Contingency: 30% $183,117
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $794,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $79,400
Engineering: 15% $119,100
Construction Admin: 5% $39,700

[Estimated Project Cost $1,032,000




Probable Cost of Construction
F-9 : Well 16 VFD Installation (Project 1)

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Submittal: Capital Improvement Program

Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Site Improvements
NI I I I
Subtotal: $0
Building Improvements
Bl
B2
Subtotal: $0
Reservoir Improvements
c [Ex | |
Subtotal: $0
Pumping and Piping Improvements
Dl Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00[  $10,400.00 $10,400
D2 Replace booster pump 16-1 seals and bearings 1| EA $5,000.00 $11,000.00f  $16,000.00 $16,000
D3
Subtotal: $26,400
Electrical Improvements
El
Booster 16-1, 16-2 VFD with line reactor, 75 Hp, 150Hp 2|EA $15,000.00 $5,000.00|  $20,000.00 $40,000
E2 Booster 16-1, 16-2 motor rewind 2|EA $0.00 $3,800.00 $3,800.00 $7,600
E3 Sine wave filter 1|[EA $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,000
E4 Breakers and enclosures 2|EA $3,000.00 $2,000.00 $5,000.00 $10,000
E6 Remaining electrical gear, MCC 1|[EA $30,000.00 $10,000.00(  $40,000.00 $40,000
E7 Conductor & service equipment 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
Subtotal: $106,600
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1[EA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160
Material & Labor Total: $136,160
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $20,424
Material Sales Tax: 6% $5,176
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $13,616
Subtotal $175,376
Contingency: 30% $52,613
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $228,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $22,800
Engineering: 15% $34,200
Construction Admin: 5% $11,400
Estimated Project Cost $296,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-10 : All Facilities : Door Replacement

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Door Replacement
Al Door Replacement - Year 1 1|LS $75,000.00 $75,000
Al Door Replacement - Year 2 1|LS $75,000.00 $75,000
Al Door Replacement - Year 3 1|LS $75,000.00 $75,000
Subtotal: $225,000
Material & Labor Total: $225,000
Bonds and Insurance: Not included - City Performing Work
Mobilization: Not included - City Performing Work
Material Sales Tax: Not included - City Performing Work
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: Not included - City Performing Work
Subtotal $225,000
Contingency: Not included - City Performing Work
Environmental Mitigation Not included - City Performing Work
Right of Way Acquisition Not included - City Performing Work
Estimated Construction Cost $225,000
Admin and Legal: Not included - City Performing Work
Engineering: Not included - City Performing Work
Construction Admin: Not included - City Performing Work
[Estimated Project Cost $225,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-11 : All Facilities : SCADA Upgrade

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Laborl(El%l)p ment Total
SCADA Upgrade
Al Conversion from Radio SCADA to Fiber SCADA - Year
1 1[LS $40,000.00 $40,000
Al Conversion from Radio SCADA to Fiber SCADA - Year
2 1[LS $40,000.00 $40,000
Al Conversion from Radio SCADA to Fiber SCADA - Year
3 1[LS $40,000.00 $40,000
Subtotal: $120,000
Material & Labor Total: $120,000
Bonds and Insurance: Not included - City Performing Work
Mobilization: Not included - City Performing Work
Material Sales Tax: Not included - City Performing Work
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: Not included - City Performing Work
Subtotal $120,000
Contingency: Not included - City Performing Work
Environmental Mitigation Not included - City Performing Work
Right of Way Acquisition Not included - City Performing Work
[Estimated Construction Cost $120,000
Admin and Legal: Not included - City Performing Work
Engineering: Not included - City Performing Work
Construction Admin: Not included - City Performing Work
[Estimated Project Cost $120,000




Probable Cost of Construction

F-12 : All Facilities : Concrete Maintenance

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Concrete Maintenance
Al Concrete Maintenance - Year 1 1|LS $10,000.00 $10,000
Al Concrete Maintenance - Year 2 1|LS $10,000.00 $10,000
Al Concrete Maintenance - Year 3 1|LS $10,000.00 $10,000
Al Concrete Maintenance - Year 4 1|LS $10,000.00 $10,000
Al Concrete Maintenance - Year 5 1|LS $10,000.00 $10,000
Subtotal: $50,000
Material & Labor Total: $50,000
Bonds and Insurance: Not included - City Performing Work
Mobilization: Not included - City Performing Work
Material Sales Tax: Not included - City Performing Work
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: Not included - City Performing Work
Subtotal $50,000
Contingency: Not included - City Performing Work
Environmental Mitigation Not included - City Performing Work
Right of Way Acquisition Not included - City Performing Work
Estimated Construction Cost $50,000
Admin and Legal: Not included - City Performing Work
Engineering: Not included - City Performing Work
Construction Admin: Not included - City Performing Work
Estimated Project Cost $50,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-13 : Upgrade Well 16 (Project 2)

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al Well - 3,600 gpm 1|EA $691,775.00 $691,775
Al
Subtotal: $691,775
Storage
Bl Storage - 1.25 MG 1|{EA $616,350.00 $616,350
B2
Subtotal: $616,350
Booster Station
Cl Booster Station - 7,200 gpm 1|EA $1,170,050.00 $1,170,050
C2
Subtotal: $1,170,050
Material & Labor Total: $2,478,175
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $247,818
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $247,818
Subtotal $2,973,810
Contingency: 30% $892,143
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $3,866,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $386,600
Engineering: 15% $579,900
Construction Admin: 5% $193,300

[Estimated Project Cost

$5,026,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-14 : New Well Facility Near Well 6

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al Well - 1,500 gpm 1|EA $401,350.00 $401,350
Al
Subtotal: $401,350
Storage
Bl Storage - 0.1 MG 1|lEA $49,350.00 $49,350
B2
Subtotal: $49,350
Booster Station
Cl Booster Station - 1,500 gpm 1|EA $456,575.00 $456,575
C2
Subtotal: $456,575
Material & Labor Total: $907,275
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $90,728
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $90,728
Subtotal $1,088,730
Contingency: 30% $326,619
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $1,415,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $141,500
Engineering: 15% $212,250
Construction Admin: 5% $70,750

[Estimated Project Cost

$1,840,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction

F-15 : 65th Street Booster Station Upgrades (Project 2)

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al
Al
Subtotal: $0
Storage
Bl
B2
Subtotal: $0
Booster Station
Cl1 Booster Station - Replace existing pumps (900, 2000,
2000 gpm) and add fourth (2,500 gpm) 1|{EA $389,712.00 $389,712
Cc2
Subtotal: $389,712
Material & Labor Total: $389,712
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $38,971
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $38,971
Subtotal $467,654
Contingency: 30% $140,296
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $608,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $60,800
Engineering: 15% $91,200
Construction Admin: 5% $30,400

Estimated Project Cost

$790,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-16 : Well 5 Booster Station Replacement

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al
Al
Subtotal: $0
Storage
Bl
B2
Subtotal: $0
Booster Station
Cl Booster Station - 6,000 gpm 1|EA $1,048,691.00 $1,048,691
C2
Subtotal: $1,048,691
Material & Labor Total: $1,048,691
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $104,869
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $104,869
Subtotal $1,258,429
Contingency: 30% $377,529
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $1,636,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $163,600
Engineering: 15% $245,400
Construction Admin: 5% $81,800

[Estimated Project Cost

$2,127,000




Probable Cost of Construction

F-17 : New Booster Pump at New Well Facility at Well 13 and 13B (Project 2)
Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al
Al
Subtotal: $0
Storage
Bl
B2
Subtotal: $0
Booster Station
Cl Booster Station - Pump Upgrade 1,500 gpm 1{[EA $88,547.82 $88,548
C2
Subtotal: $88,548
Material & Labor Total: $88,548
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $8,855
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $8,855
Subtotal $106,257
Contingency: 30% $31,877
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $138,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $13,800
Engineering: 15% $20,700
Construction Admin: 5% $6,900

[Estimated Project Cost $180,000




Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction

F-18 : New Well Facillty Near East River Road and Tower Road

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/Equipment Total
= (L/E)
Well
Al Well - 3,000 gpm 1|EA $617,850.00 $617,850
Al
Subtotal: $617,850
Storage
Bl Storage - IMG 1|lEA $493,100.00 $493,100
B2
Subtotal: $493,100
Booster Station
Cl Booster Station - 3,000 gpm 1{[EA $692,300.00 $692,300
C2
Subtotal: $692,300
Supply Piping
D1 Supply Piping P-307: 16-in 14,650 If 1|{EA $2,124,650.00 $2,124,650
D2
Subtotal: $2,124,650
Material & Labor Total: $3,927,900
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 10% $392,790
Material Sales Tax: 6% $0
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $392,790
Subtotal $4,713,480
Contingency: 30% $1,414,044
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $6,128,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $612,800
Engineering: 15% $919,200
Construction Admin: 5% $306,400
[Estimated Project Cost $7,966,000




Probable Cost of Construction

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

F-19 : Well 12 Upgrades

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material I;lbor/(El_%l)pment Total
Site Improvements
Al Security fencing, 8ft high 600|LF $31.00 $6.51 $37.51 $22,506
A2 Double swing gate, 8ft high, 12ft opening 1|{EA $460.00 $960.00 $1,420.00 $1,420
A3
SubTotal: $23,926
Building Improvements
Bl Motorized damper, 5ft x 5ft 1[EA $1,600.00 $1,600.00 $3,200.00 $3,200
B2 Ventilation fan, 36in, 1/2Hp, 10,000cfm 1|lEA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
B3 Wired door alarm. 2[EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
B5 Wired motion sensor. 2|EA $300.00 $300.00 $600.00 $1,200
B6
SubTotal: $8,600
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Aluminum geodesic dome. 1|lEA $150,000.00 $75,000.00{ $225,000.00 $225,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 2[EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $6,000
C3 Submersible level transmitter, display & power 1|EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
C4 Overflow, 12in pipe through side of tank 1|EA $1,000.00 $4,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C5 Overflow, 12in DI 90 deg 2|EA $880.00 $223.00 $1,103.00 $2,206
C6  |overflow, 12in DI piping 20[LF $79.00 $22.35 $101.35 $2,027
C7 Overflow air-gap dissipation pad 1|LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,000.00 $2,000
C8
c9
SubTotal: $245,849
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.001  $10,400.00 $10,400
D2 Pump to waste, 14in DI piping 60| LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $6,989
D3 Pump to waste, 14" DI Tee 1| EA $2,600.00 $352.00 $2,952.00 $2,952
D4 Pump to waste, 14in DI 90deg 7| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $10,049
D5 Pump to waste, 14" butterfly valve 1| EA $3,075.00 $674.00 $3,749.00 $3,749
D6 Rotate pump 90deg to accommodate pump to wast] 1| EA $500.00 $2,000.00 $2,500.00 $2,500
D7 Repair deep well stilling well 1| LS $500.00 $3,000.00 $3,500.00 $3,500
D8 Submersible level transmitter, display & power 1| EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
D9 $0.00 $0.00
SubTotal: $43,755
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1{EA $60,000.00 $10,000.00(  $70,000.00 $70,000
E2 Conductor & service equipment 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
E3
E4
Subtotal: $75,000
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1|lEA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160




Material & Labor Total: $400,290
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $60,043
Material Sales Tax: 6% $16,754
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $40,029
Subtotal $517,116
Contingency: 30% $155,135
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $672,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $67,200
Engineering: 15% $100,800
Construction Admin: 5% $33,600

Estimated Project Cost

$874,000




Probable Cost of Construction
F-20 : Well 11 & 14 Upgrades

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Iﬁbor/(E]j;l)pment Total
Site Improvements
Al Security fencing, 8ft high 800|LF $31.00 $6.51 $37.51 $30,008
A2 Double swing gate, 8ft high, 12ft opening 1[EA $460.00 $960.00 $1,420.00 $1,420
A3
SubTotal: $31,428
Building Improvements
Bl Motorized damper, 6ft x 6ft 1|EA $1,600.00 $1,600.00 $3,200.00 $3,200
B2 Ventilation fan, 48in, 3/4Hp, 15,000cfm 1|lEA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
B3
BS
B6
SubTotal: $6,200
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Aluminum geodesic dome. 1|lEA $150,000.00 $75,000.00{ $225,000.00 $225,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 2|EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $6,000
C3 Submersible level transmitter, display & power 1|EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
C4 Overflow, 12in pipe through side of tank 1|EA $1,000.00 $4,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C5 Overflow, 12in DI 90 deg 2|EA $880.00 $223.00 $1,103.00 $2,206
c6 Overflow, 12in DI piping 80|LF $79.00 $22.35 $101.35 $8,108
C7 V-Ditch grading to canal 10[cy $0.00 $16.05 $16.05 $161
C8 Grouted rip-rap for v-ditch 25|SY $40.00 $75.00 $115.00 $2,875
9 $0.00
SubTotal: $252,966
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00]  $10,400.00 $10,400
D2 Pump to waste, 14in DI piping (pump 11) 35| LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $4,077
D3 Pump to waste, 14" DI Tee (pump 11) 1| EA $2,600.00 $352.00 $2,952.00 $2,952
D4 Pump to waste, 14in DI 90deg (pump 11) 4| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $5,742
D5 Pump to waste, 14" butterfly valve (pump 11) 1| EA $3,075.00 $674.00 $3,749.00 $3,749
D6 Pump to waste, 14in DI piping (pump 14) 180| LF $93.00 $23.49 $116.49 $20,968
D7 Pump to waste, 14" DI Tee (pump 14) 1| EA $2,600.00 $352.00 $2,952.00 $2,952
D8 Pump to waste, 14in DI 90deg (pump 14) 3| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $4,307
D9 Pump to waste, 14in 45deg (pump 14) 3| EA $1,200.00 $235.50 $1,435.50 $4,307
D10 Pump to waste, 14" butterfly valve (pump 14) 1| EA $3,075.00 $674.00 $3,749.00 $3,749
D11 $0.00 $0.00
SubTotal: $63,202
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1|EA $105,000.00 $15,000.00( $120,000.00 $120,000
E2 Conductor & service equipment 1|[EA $10,000.00 $10,000.00]  $20,000.00 $20,000
E3 Generator, 750 kW 1|EA $200,000.00 $28,000.00( $228,000.00 $228,000
E4 Automatic transfer switch 1|[EA $50,000.00 $20,000.00f  $70,000.00 $70,000
Subtotal: $438,000
Safety Improvements
F1
F2
F3
Subtotal: $0




Material & Labor Total: $791,796
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $118,769
Material Sales Tax: 6% $36,576
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $79,180
Subtotal $1,026,320
Contingency: 30% $307,896
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $1,334,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $133,400
Engineering: 15% $200,100
Construction Admin: 5% $66,700

[Estimated Project Cost

$1,734,000




Opinion of Probable Construction Cost
F-21 : Well 13 and 13B Upgrades (Project 2)

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Site Improvements
Al Exterior lighting (Outdoor 110W LED) 4|EA $765.00 $44.00 $809.00 $3,236
A2
Subtotal: $3,236
Building Improvements
Bl Booster Building, motorized damper, 5ft x 5ft 1|EA $900.00 $900.00 $1,800.00 $1,800
B2 Booster Building, ventilation fan, 36in, 3/4Hp,
11,000cfm 1|lEA $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,000.00 $2,000
B3
Subtotal: $3,800
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Aluminum Geodesic Dome 1|lEA $150,000.00 $75,000.00 $225,000.00 $225,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 2|EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $6,000
C3 Raise overflow pipe for proper air-gap. 1|LS $1,000.00 $3,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,000
C4
Subtotal: $235,000
Pumping and Piping Improvements
Dl Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00[  $10,400.00 $10,400
D4
D5
Subtotal: $10,400
Electrical Improvements
El
E2
Subtotal: $0
Safety Improvements
F1
F2
Subtotal: $0
Material & Labor Total: $252,436
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $37,865
Material Sales Tax: 6% $10,018
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $25,244
Subtotal $325,563
Contingency: 30% $97,669
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $423,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $42,300
Engineering: 15% $63,450
Construction Admin: 5% $21,150
Estimated Project Cost $550,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost of Construction
F-22 : Well 6 Upgrades

Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Site Improvements
Al Security fencing, 8ft high 700|LF $31.00 $6.51 $37.51 $26,257
A2 Double swing gate, 8ft high, 12ft opening 1[EA $460.00 $960.00 $1,420.00 $1,420
A3 Exterior lighting (outdoor 110W LED) 3|EA $765.00 $44.00 $809.00 $2,427
A4
SubTotal: $30,104
Building Improvements
Bl Motorized damper, 3ft x 3ft 1|lEA $600.00 $600.00 $1,200.00 $1,200
B2 Ventilation fan, 24in, 1/3Hp, 4,000cfm 1[EA $800.00 $800.00 $1,600.00 $1,600
B3 Structural inspection 1|{LS $0.00 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $10,000
B4 Interior lighting 4|EA $50.00 $82.50 $132.50 $530
B5 Enlarge building (12' x 8'), move flow meter AFF 96[SF $30.75 $9.23 $39.98 $3,838
B6 Aluminum grating on pipe chase. 18[SF $45.00 $3.07 $48.07 $865
SubTotal: $18,033
Reservoir Improvements
c $0.00
2 $0.00
SubTotal: $0
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Well water level sensor 1[EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
D2 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00[  $10,400.00 $10,400
D3 Pump to waste, 8in DI piping 120]| LF $44.50 $17.60 $62.10 $7,452
D4 Pump to waste, 8in DI Tee 1| EA $850.00 $206.00 $1,056.00 $1,056
D5 Pump to waste, 8in DI 90deg 1| EA $450.00 $137.00 $587.00 $587
D6 Pump to waste, 8in butterfly valve 1| EA $835.00 $339.50 $1,174.50 $1,175
D7 Move discharge piping above ground 20| LF $44.50 $17.60 $62.10 $1,242
D8
SubTotal: $25,528
Electrical Improvements
El Pump MCP, 150HP 1|[EA $12,000.00 $4,000.00[  $16,000.00 $16,000
E2
Subtotal: $16,000
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1|lEA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160




Material & Labor Total:

$92,825

Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $13,924
Material Sales Tax: 6% $3,765
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $9,282
Subtotal $119,796
Contingency: 30% $35,939
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $156,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $15,600
Engineering: 15% $23,400
Construction Admin: 5% $7,800

[Estimated Project Cost

$203,000




Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Probable Cost or Construction
F-23 : Well 17 Upgrades

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Site Improvements
AL | | [ | I I
SubTotal: $0
Building Improvements
Bl | I [ | [ [
SubTotal: $0
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1|EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
c3 Overflow, 12in DI piping 2|LF $79.00 $22.35 $101.35 $203
C4 Membrane roofing 22(SQ $125.00 $63.45 $188.45 $4,146
SubTotal: $12,349
Pumping and Piping Improvements
Dl Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.00[  $10,400.00 $10,400
D2
SubTotal: $10,400
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1|EA $75,000.00 $12,000.00|  $87,000.00 $87,000
E2 Conductor & service equipment 1|EA $3,000.00 $2,500.00 $5,500.00 $5,500
E3
Subtotal: $92,500
Safety Improvements
FL_ | [ 1 [
Subtotal: $0
Material & Labor Total: $115,249
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $17,287
Material Sales Tax: 6% $5,574
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $11,525
Subtotal $149,635
Contingency: 30% $44,891
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $195,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $19,500
Engineering: 15% $29,250
Construction Admin: 5% $9,750
[Estimated Project Cost $254,000




Probable Cost or Construction
F-24 : Well 2 Upgrades

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015
Item No.
Unit Costs
Ttem Quantity Total Cost
Material Labor/(EL%;p ment Total
Site Improvements
Al Security fencing, 8ft high 600|LF $31.00 $6.51 $37.51 $22,506
A2 Double swing gate, 8ft high, 12ft opening 1|{EA $460.00 $960.00 $1,420.00 $1,420
A3
A4
SubTotal: $23,926
Building Improvements
Bl Motorized damper, 5ft x 5ft 1|lEA $900.00 $900.00 $1,800.00 $1,800
B2 Ventilation fan, 36in, 1/2Hp, 9,000cfm 1|EA $1,200.00 $1,200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
B3
SubTotal: $4,200
Reservoir Improvements
Cl Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1|lEA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
C3 Overflow air-gap dissipation pad. 1|[EA $1,000.00 $2,000.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
C4 Overflow, 12in pipe through side of tank 1|EA $1,000.00 $4,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C5 Overflow, 12in DI 90 deg 2|EA $880.00 $223.00 $1,103.00 $2,206
C6 Overflow, 12in DI piping under roadway 100|LF $79.00 $22.35 $101.35 $10,135
C7 Roadway repair 150{SQ $25.00 $63.45 $88.45 $13,268
SubTotal: $41,609
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Extend well casing 24in above floor 1| EA $400.00 $7,000.00 $7,400.00 $7,400
D2 Insertion Flow Sensor 1| EA $8,000.00 $2,400.001  $10,400.00 $10,400
D3 Well water level sensor 1|EA $1,808.00 $1,808.00 $3,616.00 $3,616
D4
SubTotal: $21,416
Electrical Improvements
El Complete electrical gear, MCC 1|[EA $45,000.00 $10,000.00f  $55,000.00 $55,000
E2 Conductor & service equipment 1|EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
E3
Subtotal: $60,000
Safety Improvements
F1 Emergency eye wash, self-contained unit 1[EA $560.00 $200.00 $760.00 $760
F2 SCBA Equipment, wall mount 1|lEA $2,200.00 $200.00 $2,400.00 $2,400
F3
Subtotal: $3,160




Material & Labor Total: $154,311
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $23,147
Material Sales Tax: 6% $6,062
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $15,431
Subtotal $198,950
Contingency: 30% $59,685
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
[Estimated Construction Cost $259,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $25,900
Engineering: 15% $38,850
Construction Admin: 5% $12,950

[Estimated Project Cost

$337,000




Probable Cost of Construction
F-25 : Well 15 and 15B Reservoir Upgrades

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan
Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015
Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
. Labor/Equipment
Material (]jE)p Total
Site Improvements
Al
A2
Subtotal: $0
Building Improvement;
B1 Exterior lighting (outdoor 110W LED) 3[EA $765.00 $44.00 $809.00 $2,427
B2
Subtotal: $2,427
Reservoir Improvements
C1 Access hatch, 36in x 36in 1{EA $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00 $5,000
C2 Stainless steel tank ladder, 10ft high 1{EA $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $3,000.00 $3,000
C3
Subtotal: $8,000
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1
D2
Subtotal: $0
Electrical Improvements
El
E2
Subtotal: $0
Safety Improvements
F1
F2
F3
Subtotal: $0
Material & Labor Total: $10,427
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $1,564
Material Sales Tax: 6% $378
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $1,043
Subtotal $13,411
Contingency: 30% $4,023
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $17,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $1,700
Engineering: 15% $2,550
Construction Admin: 5% $850
Estimated Project Cost $22,000




Probable Cost or Construction
F-26 : Abandon Well 7

Project: City Idaho Falls, Water Facility Plan

Submittal: Capital Improvement Program
Owner: City of Idaho Falls
Project No.: 14-1550
Date: February 5, 2015

Item No.
Unit Costs
Item Quantity Total Cost
Material Laborl(El%l)p ment Total
Site Improvements
Al Remove 30k gal buried tank 1{LS $2,000.00 $10,000.00 $12,000.00 $12,000
A2
SubTotal: $12,000
Building Improvements
Bl | I [ 1 [
SubTotal: $0
Reservoir Improvements
ct | [ | I
SubTotal: $0
Pumping and Piping Improvements
D1 Abandon existing well. 1| EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00]  $30,000.00 $30,000
D2
SubTotal: $30,000
Electrical Improvements
I | [ | I
Subtotal: $0
Safety Improvements
FL_ | I [ 1 [
Subtotal: $0
Material & Labor Total: $42,000
Bonds and Insurance: 0% $0
Mobilization: 15% $6,300
Material Sales Tax: 6% $1,020
Contractor's Overhead & Profit: 10% $4,200
Subtotal $53,520
Contingency: 30% $16,056
Environmental Mitigation Not included
Right of Way Acquisition Not included
Estimated Construction Cost $70,000
Admin and Legal: 10% $7,000
Engineering: 15% $10,500
Construction Admin: 5% $3,500
[Estimated Project Cost $91,000
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Evaluation of Rate Options based on Policy Objectives
Residential Indoor Rates

Matrix of Raw Scores (1-10) Weighted Scores

. .. . Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate

Policy Objectives Weight Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #1 Option #2 Option #3
TOTAL: 100.0% 45.9 57.0 52.4 5.791 7.127 6.596

Equitable - Rate structure reflects average cost of providing
service to different groups based on area, function, customer

vice to ditterent groups bas unction, ¢t 14.7% 3.6 6.4 8.1 0.525 0.946 1.198
class, and service characteristics-- to the extent data allows
Understandable - Rates and fees are transparent and easy for
general public to understand and calculate based on information 16.6% 7.9 7.4 5.9 1.306 1.235 0.974
provided
Implementable - Rates can be implemented without significant
resources to develop or assign characteristics (such as square
footage or number of plumbing fixtures, for example) to each 9.8% 8.4 7.9 4.0 0.822 0.766 0.390
customer account
Administrative Ease - Rate or fee structure can be updated and

0,

maintained for each customer with little effort 13.8% 84 8.0 56 1159 1.100 0.766
Affordable - Rates are affordable to community, or if not
affordable to a segment of the community, a program is in place 11.5% 4.9 7.0 7.9 0.559 0.805 0.904
to provide relief or assistance
Defensible - Rate development process reflects attempt to
identify water usage differences among various customer 11.8% 34 6.6 8.0 0.404 0.775 0.943
categories with limited data available
Public Acceptance - Recommended alternative is perceived as fair
and generally equitable by diverse customer groups 10.9% 4.4 6.7 6.4 0.482 0.730 0.699
Political Support - Rate development process and recommended
alternative represents a solution that will be supported by Mayor 11.0% 49 7.0 6.6 0.534 0.770 0.723
and Council




Evaluation of Rate Options based on Policy Objectives
Residential Outdoor Rates

Matrix of Raw Scores (1-10) Weighted Scores
Policv Obiectives Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
Yy ©b) €8 Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4 Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4
TOTAL: | 100.0% 44.3 52.6 55.9 55.7 5.593 6.600 6.995 6.971
1 |Equitable - Rate structure reflects average cost of providing
ice to different based , function, cust
service to di e'ren groups 'aée on area, function, customer 14.7% 3.4 6.3 71 8.6 0.504 0.925 1.051 1.261
class, and service characteristics-- to the extent data allows
2 [Understandable - Rates and fees are transparent and easy for
general public to understand and calculate based on information 16.6% 7.7 7.1 7.3 6.4 1.283 1.188 1.211 1.069
provided
3 [Implementable - Rates can be implemented without significant
resources to develop or assign characteristics (such as square
0,
footage or number of plumbing fixtures, for example) to each 9.8% 8.0 6.6 6.9 53 0.780 0.641 0.669 0.515
customer account
4 |Administrative Ease - Rate or fee structure can be updated and
13.8% 7.6 6.9 6.4 4.9 1.041 0.943 0.884 0.668

maintained for each customer with little effort

5 |Affordable - Rates are affordable to community, or if not
affordable to a segment of the community, a program is in place 11.5% 5.0 7.0 7.6 8.3 0.575 0.805 0.871 0.953
to provide relief or assistance

6 |Defensible - Rate development process reflects attempt to
identify water usage differences among various customer 11.8% 4.0 6.1 7.0 8.0 0.472 0.724 0.825 0.943
categories with limited data available

7 [Public Acceptance - Recommended alternative is perceived as fair

and generally equitable by diverse customer groups 10.9% 3.9 6.3 6.7 7.4 0.419 0.684 0.730 0.808

8 [Political Support - Rate development process and recommended
alternative represents a solution that will be supported by Mayor 11.0% 4.7 6.3 6.9 6.9 0.519 0.691 0.754 0.754
and Council




Evaluation of Rate Options based on Policy Objectives
Non-Residential Indoor Rates

Matrix of Raw Scores (1-10) Weighted Scores
Policv Objectives Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
Yy Ob) g Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4 Option #5 Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4 Option #5
TOTAL: 100.0% 43.1 48.0 53.4 55.4 52.4 5.408 6.003 6.685 6.930 6.583
1 |Equitable - Rate structure reflects average cost of providing
ice to diff t based , function, cust
service to di gren groups .aﬁe on area, function, customer 14.7% 37 5.4 6.9 76 8.3 0.546 0.798 1.009 1114 1.219
class, and service characteristics-- to the extent data allows
2 |Understandable - Rates and fees are transparent and easy for
general public to understand and calculate based on information 16.6% 6.7 6.7 7.0 7.0 6.4 1.116 1.116 1.164 1.164 1.069
provided
3 |Implementable - Rates can be implemented without significant
resources to develop or assign characteristics (such as square
footage or number of plumbing fixtures, for example) to each 9.8% 8.1 74 74 6.9 6.0 0.794 0.724 0.724 0.669 0.585
customer account
4 |Administrative Ease - Rate or fee structure can be updated and
13.8% 7.1 6.1 6.4 5.7 5.1 0.982 0.845 0.884 0.786 0.707

maintained for each customer with little effort

5 |Affordable - Rates are affordable to community, or if not
affordable to a segment of the community, a program is in place 11.5% 4.3 5.7 6.4 7.3 7.4 0.493 0.657 0.739 0.838 0.854
to provide relief or assistance

6 |Defensible - Rate development process reflects attempt to
identify water usage differences among various customer 11.8% 4.6 5.9 6.6 7.4 6.6 0.539 0.691 0.775 0.876 0.775
categories with limited data available

7 |Public Acceptance - Recommended alternative is perceived as fair

and generally equitable by diverse customer groups 10.9% 43 54 64 7.0 6.6 0.466 0.590 0.699 0.761 0.715

8 [Political Support - Rate development process and recommended
alternative represents a solution that will be supported by Mayor 11.0% 4.3 53 6.3 6.6 6.0 0.471 0.581 0.691 0.723 0.660
and Council




Evaluation of Rate Options based on Policy Objectives
Non-Residential Outdoor Rates

Matrix of Raw Scores (1-10) Weighted Scores
Policv Objectives Weight Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
Yy Ob) g Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4 Option #5 Option #1 Option #2 Option #3 Option #4 Option #5
TOTAL: 100.0% 45.0 48.1 52.1 50.3 55.1 5.671 6.064 6.536 6.297 6.951
1 |Equitable - Rate structure reflects average cost of providing
ice to diff t based , function, cust
service to di gren groups .aﬁe on area, function, customer 14.7% a7 61 71 6.9 8.6 0.693 0.904 1.051 1.009 1.261
class, and service characteristics-- to the extent data allows
2 |Understandable - Rates and fees are transparent and easy for
general public to understand and calculate based on information 16.6% 7.1 7.1 6.7 6.3 7.4 1.188 1.188 1.116 1.045 1.235
provided
3 |Implementable - Rates can be implemented without significant
resources to develop or assign characteristics (such as square
footage or number of plumbing fixtures, for example) to each 9.8% 8.3 6.3 7.0 64 57 0.808 0.613 0.683 0.627 0.557
customer account
4 |Administrative Ease - Rate or fee structure can be updated and
13.8% 7.1 5.4 6.3 6.0 4.7 0.982 0.746 0.864 0.825 0.648

maintained for each customer with little effort

5 |Affordable - Rates are affordable to community, or if not
affordable to a segment of the community, a program is in place 11.5% 5.3 6.1 6.6 7.0 8.0 0.608 0.706 0.756 0.805 0.920
to provide relief or assistance

6 |Defensible - Rate development process reflects attempt to
identify water usage differences among various customer 11.8% 3.9 5.6 6.0 5.7 7.6 0.455 0.657 0.708 0.674 0.893
categories with limited data available

7 |Public Acceptance - Recommended alternative is perceived as fair

and generally equitable by diverse customer groups 10.9% 4.0 57 6.1 5.9 71 0435 0.621 0.668 0.637 0.777

8 [Political Support - Rate development process and recommended
alternative represents a solution that will be supported by Mayor 11.0% 4.6 5.7 6.3 6.1 6.0 0.503 0.629 0.691 0.676 0.660
and Council
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