
























































EQUUS BEDS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT NO. 2

EXPENDITURES TO APPROVE
August 2017
LINE ITEM GENERAL | CAFETERIA| GRANT
CODE NO. DESCRIPTION FUND FUND FUND CK#

106 CAFETERIA ACCOUNT (FSA HEALTH & DCAP) $50.00
505 BLUE CROSS & BLUE SHIELD OF KANSAS $1,933.42
506 EFTPS - (FED W/H, FICA & MEDICARE) $4,299.72
506 KANSAS WITHHOLDING - MAY $570.00
509 KPERS (RETIREMENT) $2,711.26

FIRST NATIONAL BANK OMAHA Fuel 601 $504.57

Meals 603 $22.79

Postage 713 $143.34

Computer 718 $38.97

Water Quality Monitoring 804 $48.15
$757.82
701 NATHAN BOESE $175.00
701 SPRING VALLEY LAWN & LANDSCAPES $100.00
702 CITY OF HALSTEAD $63.22
702 WESTAR ENERGY $274.85
703 HALSTEAD MARKET $30.58
703 QUILL $78.44
711 ADRIAN AND PANKRATZ $1,774.50
713 POSTMASTER $225.00
715 EVERBANK COMMERCIAL FINANCE $369.95
AT&T 718 $80.85 $80.85

719 $143.66
814 $219.10 $362.76
809 McCROMETER $4,178.18
814 CENTURYLINK 620-543-2902--HV Co., Acct #313780808 $83.69

EMPLOYEE SALARIES:
501 TIMOTHY D BOESE (SALARY 8/15/17) $2,376.74
501 TIMOTHY D BOESE (SALARY 8/31/17) $2,376.75
502 REBECCA WILSON (SALARY 8/15/17) $1,200.17
502 REBECCA WILSON (SALARY 8/31/17) $1,200.16
507 DAVID D RANDOLPH (SALARY 8/15/17) $1,314.11
507 DAVID D RANDOLPH (SALARY 8/31/17) $1,314.10
508 STEPHEN T FLAHERTY (SALARY 8/15/17) $1,909.84
508 STEPHEN T FLAHERTY (SALARY 8/31/17) $1,909.85
TOTAL $31,720.96 $0.00
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CITY OF WICHITA-2 AGENDA ITEM 10a

On December 13™ 2016, the GMD2 District Board of Directors reviewed a summary of the November
15™ 2016 groundwater modeling results. Upon review of the information presented and discussed at the
meeting and at the recommendation of District Staff, the GMD2 District Board of Directors found that the
groundwater model and modeling results were inadequate for evaluating a modified Minimum Index
Level for the City’s ASR Project.

On December 14, 2016 the City received a letter from the GMD2 which provided a written response to
the City’s request for a review of the aquifer modeling results submitted to GMD2 on November 15",
2016. The City continues to move forward with development of an ASR permit modification package,
which will include the results and information of a detailed groundwater modeling report. The City has
completed a draft version of a groundwater modeling report that quantifies the effects of prolonged
drought on the aquifer and anticipated ASR alternative minimum index levels. The City has incorporated
the District’s comments from the December 14, 2016 letter where feasible throughout the groundwater
modeling effort and during generation of the groundwater modeling report as summarized below.

The City has considered the comments provided in the District’s December 14" 2016 letter during
development of the groundwater modeling report and finds that the following items were either already
implemented, have been included as supplemental information within the draft modeling report, or can be
further verified with District Staff through simple data analysis:

*  Execution of quality control measures prior to resubmission of modeling results.

* Verification that recharge and precipitation through time match observed values.

* Verification that pumping through time matches observed values.

 Verification that other model inputs match observed values.

*  Demonstration that Cheney Reservoir has the capacity throughout an eight-year drought to

sustain the quantities indicated in the model inputs.
* Model two years of recovery following the drought.

The City has found that the following comments within the District’s December 14" 2016 letter represent
impractical requests such that there is no valid reason to further pursue, or that if pursued, are expected to
yield little, if any, improvement in the current accuracy or outcomes of the drought modeling results
within the groundwater modeling report at a considerable effort:

*  Provide written explanation and justification for model inputs especially the drought scenario

o Extensive documentation has been previously provided to the District regarding the
genesis of the selected drought years, the use of the Palmer Drought Severity Index
(PDSI), relative PDSI values for the drought years of 2011 and 2012, and comparison to
alternative historic drought years.

o All previously submitted information on PDSI, drought duration, drought intensity, and
selection of drought years for the model has been re-summarized within the draft
modeling report as narratives and attachments.

*  Make starting water levels accurate, as starting heads in the sand hills are inaccurate. At a
minimum, modify the starting heads in the sand hills region to conform to the lower portion of the
aquifer to be consistent with the rest of the model.

o Modifying modeled water levels is not an appropriate means of resolving the described
discrepancies in observed and modeled head values.
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AGENDA ITEM 10a

8. Why is Cheney starting at 110% full for the model run, but the aquifer only starting at 91% full based on 1998
groundwater levels? It is stated in the report that the 1998 groundwater levels are the minimum groundwater
levels to maintain 30 MGD of physical ASR recharge capacity. However, if the City was able to use aquifer
maintenance credits (AMC) (aka passive recharge credits), then the aquifer could be maintained at a fuller level,
as the City would not feel it necessary to pump the aquifer down to create ASR storage area.

9. Are the Net irrigation values in Table 6 appropriate for drought times — does as much irrigation water return the
aquifer during drought times? Since Drought Term Permits were used in 2011 and 2012 primarily for irrigation
water rights, are the 2011 and 2012 water use and therefore the Net irrigation values appropriate? Drought
Term permits are no longer available, so the pattern of one year high, the next year low, repeated 4 times may
not be appropriate. With MYFAs now available, the irrigation pattern in an extended drought will most certainly
not be the same as it was in 2011 —2012.

10. Why are shallow water-levels used in the model, when the minimum Index water levels are based on the deep
aquifer levels?

11. The average groundwater level change from the beginning to end of the drought simulation model results is
noted. However, this does not demonstrate the change from year to year and also not from cell to cell. The
average does little to show the impacts of drought and recharge credits withdrawals from each cell, as some
cells have little or no recharge credits pumped. A table showing the change by cell per year would be most

helpful.

12. The draft states that the model run shows the water-levels will fall below the ASR currently permitted minimum
Index levels at an average of only two years. However, a review of the model hydrographs show thatin some
cells the water-level does not fall below the minimum Index level ever during the drought. Again, itwould be
best to show at what year the water-level falls below and the minimum index level per cell AND how much
recharge credits are limited because of this. For example, it matters much more if an Index Cell with a large
amount recharge credits falls below the minimum Index levels compared to a cell with little or no recharge

credits.

13. An additional 10 feet was subtracted from the modeled lowest groundwater elevations for each Index Well Site,
except for IW1 & IW2. Additional justification may be needed for this adjustment. Additionally, the District
identified that 16 of the 38 IW sites were modified from the original draft we received at the June 21, 2017,
meeting. The modifications were an additional subtraction of 1 to 10 feet. An explanation of these adjustments
is needed. Did the June 21% draft have 16 errors for the proposed minimum index levels, or was more than 10

feet subtracted for these 16 cells?

| apologize for the length and number of questions/comments, but thought | would try to put some of our initial
review thoughts in writing to facilitate our discussion tomorrow and in the future. I am in no way suggesting
that the City or their consultant have answers/responses to any or all of these questions/comments tomorrow. |
am also sure that we have missed some points of discussion and quite possibly misunderstood parts of the
report and perhaps missed the clarification in the report to some of our questions.

| am looking forward to continuing to work together on this important issue.

Thanks.

Tim Boese, Manager

Equus Beds GMD2

313 Spruce, Halstead, Kansas 67056
316-835-2224
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AGENDA ITEM 10d

EQUUS BEDS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT NO. 2
MONTHLY PUBLIC SERVICE REQUEST
FOR THE MONTH OF JULY 2017

1. How the request for assistance was received. TDB DDR RSW STF TOTAL
Office .................. 11 0 4 8 23
Telephone .................. 19 7 10 18 54
Field .................. 0 2 0 0 2
Mail .................. 0 0 0 4 4
Fax.................. 0 0 0 0 0
EMail .................. 36 2 0 3 41
Other.................. 2 0 0 0 2
TOTAL 68 11 14 33 93
2. Type of assistance requested.
A. INFORMATION TDB DDR RSW STF TOTAL
AbandonedWell ... ............... 1 1 1 0 3
Agency .................. 19 0 0 0 19
Appeal .................. 0 0 0 0 0
AssessmentInquiry .................. 0 0 0 0 0
CathodicHole ... ............... 4 0 0 0 4
Committee . ................. 1 0 0 0 1
Water Use/ Conservation .. ................ 0 0 2 4 6
Data.................. 2 0 0 1 3
InactiveWell .. ................ 0 0 0 0 0
Management Program .................. 0 0 0 2 2
Meter Information . . ........... ... .. 2 0 1 2 5
MeterOrder . ................. 0 0 0 0 0
Meter Service & Repair . ................. 0 6 3 2 1
Presentations .................. 1 0 0 0 1
Safe-yield Evaluation ... ............. .. 0 0 2 4 6
Law/Regs .................. 7 0 0 1 8
Verified Claim . ................. 0 0 0 0 0
Water Permit Consultation .................. 13 0 0 0 13
Water Quality . ................. 1 0 0 0 1
Meter TubeOrder . ................. 0 1 0 0 1
SUBTOTAL 51 8 9 16 68
B. INSPECTION / ANALYSIS TDB DDR RSW STF TOTAL
AbandonedWells . ................. 0 1 1 0 2
CathodicHoles ... ............... 0 0 0 0 0
Compliance .................. 0 0 0 0 0
InactiveWells .. ................ 0 0 0 0 0
Meter.................. 0 3 0 0 3
Wasteof Water . ................. 0 4 0 0 4
WaterQuality . ................. 0 0 0 0 0
UnpermittedWells . ... .............. 0 0 0 0 0
Water Quality Analyses .. ................ 0 0 0 0 0
SUBTOTAL 0 8 1 0 9
C. APPLICATION ASSISTANCE TDB DDR RSW STF TOTAL
Division . ................. 0 0 0 0 0
Cathodic .................. 1 0 1 0 2
Change PlaceofUse . ................. 0 0 0 1 1
Change Point of Diversion .. ................ 0 0 0 0 0
ChangeUse .................. 0 0 0 0 0
New Application .................. 1 0 0 1 2
WRCP .................. 0 0 0 0 0
Term/Temp .................. 3 0 0 0 3
Completionof Works . ... .............. 0 0 0 0 0
Review .................. 0 0 0 3 3
SUBTOTAL 5 0 1 5 1
D. OTHER TDB "DDR RSW STF TOTAL
General Information . ................. 5 0 3 11 19
NewsMedia .................. 4 0 0 0 4
Legislative . ................. 0 0 0 0 0
ASR ... ... ... ... ..., 3 0 0 0 3
SUBTOTAL 12 0 3 11 ~ 26
TOTALREQUESTS .................. 68 16 14 32 114~
WORKDAYSINMONTH . ................. 20 20 20 20 20
ASSISTANCEPERDAY .................. 3.40 0.80 0.70 1.60 5.70
-57- msoffice/excelbt
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AGENDA ITEM 10d

EQUUS BEDS GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT NO. 2
MONTHLY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSING REPORT

JULY 2017
Advanced COPIES . . .. ..o ot 1
15-day CommentLetters . ......... ... ... .., 4
Approvalof Permit . ........... ... ... ... ... .. ... 2
Change Point of DIVersion . . ........ocve e 2
Change PlaceofUse . ........... ... i, 0
Notice & Proof . . ... ... . 0
Certificates . . ...........0 i 4
Changein Ownership . ...t 1
Address Changes . . ........oeiiie i 0
Dismissals . ....... ... i 1
Findings & Order . .......... it 0
Correctional Order . ....... ... .. . i 0
TempPOrary . ..o 1
VICard ... 8
Invoices . ... 13
Other - MYFA, Extensions, V.C. . ... .ot e e 5
TOTALREQUESTS . ... ... e e e 42
WORKDAYS INMONTH . .. ... e 20
PROCESSED PER DAY ...ttt e e 2.10
DWR Processing
Website Updates
Assessment Lists (Certified for counties)
MONTHLY FIELD WORK REPORT
JULY 2017
Water Quality Sample . ........ ... ... ... ... . .. 26
MeterInspections . ........ ...t 3
Abandoned/inactive Wells . .. ........... . ... .. 1
Water Level Measurements . . ..............o ittt 505
TOTALREQUESTS ... .ot e e 535
WORKDAYSINMONTH . ... .. e 20
PROCESSED PER DAY .« s vs s vs s 56658 6565 68 6hmememesinss 26.75
Water-Level Measurements
Meter Inspections
Waste of Water Investigations
Meter Service & Repair
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