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FRITZ X. HAEMMERLE, being sworn upon oath, deposes and states as follows: 

1. My name is Fritz X. Haemmerle. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years old, and 

I am of sound mind, capable of making this affidavit, and the matters contained in this affidavit 

are based on my personal knowledge. 

2. I am one of the attorneys for Rangen, Inc. ("Rangen") in the aforementioned case. 

Several documents are cited in Rangen's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment. These documents 

were obtained by me from the official website for Idaho Department of Water Resources 

("Department"). 

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of Rangen's Partial Decrees 

for water rights nos. 36-02551 and 36-07694, along with General Provision 5 and the Director's 

Report for General Provision 5. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the water right "backfile" 

for water right 36-02551. 

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the water right "backfile" 

for water right 36-07694. 

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is true and correct copy of the Order in the Matter of 

Distribution of Water to Water Rights Nos. 36-015501, 36-02551 and 36-07694 ("Order"). 

7. Attached as Exhibit E is the Amended Order in the Matter of Distribution of Water 

to Water Rights Nos. 36-015501, 36-02551 and 36-07694 ("Amended Order"). 

8. Attached as Exhibit Fis the Second Amended Order in the Matter of Distribution of 

Water to Water Rights Nos. 36-015501 , 36-02551 and 36-07694 ("Second Amended Order"). 
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9. Attached as Exhibit G are the lvfemorandum Decision and Order Oil Petitions for 

Rehearing (Nov. 2, 2010) and Memorandum Decision and Order on Petition/or Judicial Review 

(May 4, 20 10). 

10. Attached as Exhibit H are true and correct copies of pages taken from the 

Deposition of Frank Irwin, pgs, 99-100, as cited in Rangen's Brief in SuppOLt of Motion for 

Partial Summary Judgment. 

11. Attached as Exhibit l is a true and correct portion of the Depa1iment's Answer to 

Complaint in Musser v. Higginson, Gooding County Case No. 2248 l. 

12. Attached as Exhibit J is a true and correct copy of the Brendecke Repott, entitled 

"Hydrology Water Right and Groundwater Modeling Evaluation of Rangcn Delivery Call" by 

Charles M. Brendecke, Ph.D., PE, of AMEC Environment & Infrastructures ("Brendecke 

Report"), filed by the Idaho Ground Water Association ("IOWA"). The Brendecke Report was 

provided to Rangen, Inc., in three (3) separate files identified as follows: (1) Report; (2) GIS; 

and (3) Model Files. Only the Brendecke Report is attached, and the other two (2) files are 

incorporated herein by reference. 

13. Attached as Exhibit K is a true and correct copy of a repott entitled "Rangen 

Groundwater Discharge and ESPAM2.1 Hyclrogeologic Investigation" prepared by Bern 

Hinckley, P.G., Hinckley Consulting ("Hinckley Report"), also on behalf of [OW A. The 

Hinckley RC!port was filed with Rangen in three (3) sets including: (l) Repo1t; (2) Documents; 

and (3) Data. Only the Report is attached, and the other two (2) sets of documents are 

incorporated herein by reference. 
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14. Attached as Exhibit Lis a true and correct copy of the "Spronk Water Engineers, 

Inc. Expert Report Dated December 21, 2012" prepared for the City of Pocatello, by Gregory K. 

Sullivan, P.E .. , ("Sullivan Report"). The Sullivan Report was filed with the Department 

containing three (3) separate files including: (1) SWE Expert Report; (2) GIS Files; and (3) 

Spreadsheets & Other Files. Only the Sullivan Report is attached to this Affidavit, and the other 

two (2) reports are incorporated herein by reference. 

15. Attached as Exhibit M is a true and correct copy of two (2) reports filed by 

Rocky Mountain Environmental Associates, Inc., by Bryce A. Contor ("Cantor Report") for the 

Fremont Madison Irrigation District (''FMfD"). The Contour Report was fi led with the 

Department with the following documents or data: (1) Contor Report; (2) "3-Model Comparison; 

(3) ESPAM Tech FMID Contor 20121001.pdf; (4) Modeling Egin Bench Curtail; (5) Monte 

Carlo; and (6) Predictive Uncertainty. Only the Cantor Report is attached, and remaining 

documents and data are incorporated into this Affidavit by reference. 

FURTHER YOUR AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 

DATED this J{__ day of January 2013. 
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SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this~ day of January 2013. 

Residing at: 
Commission expires: 
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·CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, a resident attorney of the State of Idaho, hereby certifies that on the 

~ day of January, 2013 he caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to be 

served by email and first class U.S. Mail, postage prepaid upon the following: 

Original: Hand Delivery D 

Director Gary Spackman U.S. Mail D 

Idaho Department of Water Facsimile D 

Resources Federal Express ~ 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83 720-0098 

E-Mail ~ 

Deborah. Gibson@idwr.idaho.gov 
Garrick Baxter Hand Delivery D 

Chris Bromley U.S. Mail D 

Idaho Department of Water Facsimile D 

Resources Federal Express D 

P.O. Box 83720 E-Mail Jc 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0098 
garrick. baxter@idwr.idaho.gov 
chris.bromley~idwr.idaho.gov 
Randall C. Budge Hand Delivery D 

Candice M. McHugh U.S. Mail D 

Thomas J. Budge Facsimile D 

RACINE, OLSON, NYE, BUDGE Federal Express D 

& BAILEY, CHARTERED E-Mail ~ 
P.O. Box 1391 
101 South Capitol Blvd, Ste 300 
Boise, ID 83704-1391 
Fax: 208-433-0167 
rcb@racinelaw.net 
cmm@racinelaw.net 
tjb~racinelaw .net 
Sarah Klahn Hand Delivery D 

Mitra Pemberton U.S. Mail D 

WHITE & JANKOWSKI Facsimile D 

Kittredge Building, Federal Express D 

511 16th Street, Suite 500 E-Mail ~ 
Denver, CO 80202 
sarahk@white-jankowski.com 
mi trap(a),white-j ankowski. com 
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Dean Tranmer Hand Delivery D 

City of Pocatello U.S. Mail D 

P.O. Box 4169 Facsimile D 

Pocatello, ID 83201 Federal Express D 

dtranmer@pocatello.us E-Mail ? 
John K. Simpson Hand Delivery D 

Travis L. Thompson U.S. Mail D 

Paul L. Arrington Facsimile D 

Barker Rosholt & Simpson, L.L.P. Federal Express D 

195 River Vista Place, Suite 204 
Twin Falls, ID 83301-3029 

E-Mail ~ 

Facsimile: (208) 735-2444 
tlt@idahowaters.com 
jks idahowaters.com 
C. Thomas Arkoosh Hand Delivery D 

Arkoosh Eiguren U.S. Mail D 

P.O. Box 2900 Facsimile D 

Boise, ID 83702 Federal Express D 

Tom.arkoosh@aelawlobby.com E-Mail }iJ' 

W. Kent Fletcher Hand Delivery D 

Fletcher Law Office U.S. Mail D 

P.O. Box 248 Facsimile D 

Burley, ID 83318 Federal Express D 

wkf@pmt.org E-Mail ~ 

Jerry R. Rigby Hand Delivery D 

Hyrum Erickson U.S. Mail D 

Robert H. Wood Facsimile D 

Rigby, Andrus & Rigby, Chartered Federal Express D 

25 North Second East E-Mail )it 

Rexburg, ID 83440 
jrigby@rex-law.com 
herickson@rex-law.com 
rwood rex-law.com 
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EXHIBIT A 



ln Re SRBA 

Case No . 39576 

) 
) 
) 

IN THE OJSTRlCT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTR ICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN ANO FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUANT TO 
l ,R.C.P. 54(b) FOR 

, .... ~ .... . ., -.~- .. ' . 

---------- ) 
~ater Right 36· 02551 

NAME & AOORESS : 

SOURCE : 

QUANTITY : 

RANGEN INC 
PO BOX 706 
BUliL ID 83316 

MARTIN-CURREN TUNNEL 

48.54 CFS 

TRIBUTARY: BILLINGSLEY CREEK 

THe QUANTITY Of WATER UNDER THIS RIGHT FOR DOOESTIC USE SHALL 
NOT EXCEED 13,000 GALLONS PER DAY. 

THIS RIGHT AND RIGHT NO. 36- 15501 ARE LIMITED TO A TOTAL 
C0/.481NED FACILITY VOLUME OF 123,272 CU . FT. 

07/ 13/1962 

) 

. -· 
. . · -
,,I • •• .,,. '-, 

PRIORITY DATE :. 

POINT OF DIVERSION: T07S R14E S32 SESl-lNW Within GOODING County 

PURPOSE ANO 
PERIOD OF USE; 

PLACE OF USE : 

PURPOSE OF USE 
FISH PROPAGATION 
DOMESTIC 3 HOMES ANO 2 OFFICES 

FISH PROPAGATION 
T07S R14E 531 

S32 

DOMEST IC 
T07S R14E S31 

S32 

Within GOODING County 
SENE 
SWNW 

Withi n GOODING County 
SENE 
SWNIJ 

PER I OD OF USE 
01 · 01 12· 31 
01 -01 12-31 

OTHER PROVISIONS NECESSARY FOR DEFINIT ION OR ADMINISTRATION OF THI S WATER RIGHT: 

THE QUAN T{TY OF WATER DECREED FOR THIS WAT ER RIGHT FOR 
DOMEST IC USE tS NOT A DETERMINATION OF HISTORICAL SENEFICIAL USE. 

RULE 54(b> CERT IFICATE 

QUANTITY 
48 .54 CFS 
0. 1 CFS 

With respect to the issues determined by the above judgment or order, it is hereby CERTIFIED, in accordance 
with Rule 54(b), I.R.C.P., that the court has determined that there i s no just reason for delay of the entry or a 
final judgment and that the court has and does hereby direct that the above judgment or order shall be a final 

judgment "P~ ..,;,h ox,cu,;,n ,., ;,,,, ,,d ,n opp,al m,y b• '''"'D,.."" by th• '"""'.:::iii~ 
DANIELC. H~ 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUANT TO I.R.C.P. 54(b) 
Water Right 36-02551 

PRESIDING JUDGE 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 

PAGE 1 
NOV-28-1997 



In Re SR8A 

Case No. 39576 

) 
) 

) 

IN THE OISTRICT CCl.lRT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF JDAHO, lN ANO FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS _ 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUANT TO 
I .R.C.P. 54Cb) FOR 

n\ 9: L\6 

__________ ) 
Water Right 36-07694 

NAME & ADDRESS: 

SOURCE: 

QUANTITY: 

PRIORITY DATE: 

POINT OF DIVERSION: 

PUl!POSE ANO 
PERIOD OF USE: 

RANGEN INC 
PO BOX 706 
BUHL IO 83316 

MARTIN-CURREN TUNNEL 

26.00 CFS 

r.: ·· --; .. ~-----I • ' • • 

TRIBUTARY: BILLINGSLEY CREEK 

FACILITY VOLUME:287,640 CU. FT . 

04/12/1977 

T07S R14E S32 SESWNW Within GOOOING County 

PERIOD OF USE QUANTITY PURPOSE OF USE 
FISH PROPAGATION 01·01 12·31 26.00 CFS 

PLACE OF USE: FISH PROPAGATION 
T07S R14E S31 

S32 

Wi t hin GOODING County 
SENE 
SIJN\.I 

RULE 54(b) CERTIFICATE 

With respect to the issues determined by the above judgment or order, it is hereby CERTIFIED, in accordance 
with Rule 54(b), l,R.C,P., that the court has determined that there is no just reason for delay of the entry of a 
final Judgment and that the court has and does hereby direct that the above judgment or order shall be a final 
judgment upon which execution may issue and an appeal may be taken as provided by t~e Idaho Appellate Rules. 

,..~L 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUANT TO I.R.C.P. 54(b) 
Water Right 36-07694 

PRESIDING JUDGE 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 

PAGE 1 
DEC· 17-1997 



7.7? :-C'I) 2 7 OS.t 3 II - __ , n, : 5.., 
OISTrfC r ,:o, '~T-~:-;,::iA 

T'(,'f }. :: .• ' I ~ ~:-. .. '-'1 \D 
.-,.· ·;. ,.._ •• • • 1 l, J .• IUAH!) 
,-!,_:.:G,._ 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TIIE F'J.F"IH JUDICIAL DISTRI_C_T_O_F_IBE_ 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 

lnReSRBA 

Case No. 39576 

) 
) PARTIAL DECREE FOR CONNECTED 
) SOURCES IN BASIN 36 
) (Conjunctive Management General Provision) 

The following water rights from the following sources of water in Basin 36 shall be 
administered separately from all other water rights in Basin 36 in accordance with the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law: 

Water Right No. Source 

NONE NONE 

The following water rights from the following sources of water in Basin 36 shall be 
administered separately from all other water rights in the Snake River Basin in accordance with 
the prior appropriate doctrine as established by Idaho law: 

Water Right No. Source 

NONE NONE 

Except as otherwise specified above, all other water rights within Basin 36 will be 
administered as connected sources of water in the Snake River Basin in accordance with the 
prior appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law. 

RULE54~)CERTIFICATE 
With respect to the issues determined by the above judgment or order, it is hereby 
CERTIFIED, in accordance with Rule 54(b), I.R.C.P. , that the court has determined that there 
is no just reason for delay of the entry of a final judgment and that the court has and does 
hereby direct that the above judgment or order shall be a final judgment upon which execution 
may issue and an appeal may be taken as provided by the Idaho Appellate Rules. 

PARTIAL DECREE FOR CONNECTED SOURCES IN BASIN 36 
(J:\Orden Pending\BW1S\Pat1ial ~rces\Basin 36 Coojunc:tive PD.doc 

Pip I of2 
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-
Dated: February 27, 2002 

ROGER BURDICK 
Presiding Judge 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 

PARTIAL DECREE FOR CONNECTED SOURCES IN BASIN 36 
G:\Ordcrs Pending\BWI5\P•rti•l Dccreca\B111in 36 Conjunctive PD.doc 
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i :!·=- ~· - .-..... ,_ ~ 
IN TIIE DISTRICT COURT OF THE F'IF"IB JUDICIAL DIS~C!·.O~:~ ·S~DA 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR mE COUNTY OF TWIN FALf.S:,') .. iD,.\H,) 
I . ... '" : •'. 

InReSRBA 

Case No. 39576 

·- , ... _. __ _ 
) 
) ORDER OF PARTIAL DECREE FOR 
) CONNECTED SOURCES IN BASIN 36 
) (Conjunctive Management General Provision) 

On August 2, 1999, IDWR filed a Supplemental Director's Report, Reporting Area 3, 
•' 

IDWR Basin 36, Regarding Revision of Period of Use (For Irrigation Water Uses) and 

Conjunctive Management General Provisions, in which the Director recommended no water 

rights be administered separately in Basin 36. All objections to the conjunctive management 

general provision were designated as Basin-Wide Issue 5 (subcase 91-00005). On February 

27, 2002, this Court entered a Memorandum Decision and Order of Partial Decree in Basin­

Wide Issue 5, which set forth the form of the conjunctive management general provision to be 

issued in each basin in the SRBA. 

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that the Conjunctive Management General Proviswn for 

Basin 36 is hereby decreed as set forth in the attached Partial Decree for Connected Sources 

in Basi.n 36 (Conjunctive Management General Provision). 

Dated: February 27, 2002 

ROGER BURDICK 
Presiding Judge 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 

ORDER OF PARTIAL DECREE FOR CONNECTED SOURCES IN BASIN 36 
G:\Orders Peoding\BWJS\Parti&l Decreca\Buin 36 Conjunctive Order of PD .doc 

• Page 1 of I 
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-CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that a true and correct copy of the ORDER OR 
PARTIAL DECREE AND PARTIAL DECREE FOR CONNECTED SOURCES IN BASIN 
36 was mailed on February 27, 2002, with sufficient first-class 
postage to the following: 

MATT J. HOWARD 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
PO BOX 190012 
BOISE, ID 83719 

NORMAN M. SEMANKO 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
410 S ORCHARD, STE 144 
BOISE, ID 83705 

ALBERT P. -BARKER 
JOHN K. SIMPSON 
TRAVIS L THOMPSON 
BARKER, ROSHOLT & SIMPSON LLP 
PO BOX 2139 
BOISE, ID 83701-2139 

JOSEPHINE P . BEEMAN 
BEEMAN & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
409 WEST JEFFERSON STREET 
BOISE, ID 83702 

ROYE CRAWFORD 
BROBECK PHLEGER & HARRISON LLP 
ONE MARKET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

UNITED STATES DEPT OF JUSTICE 
ENVIRONMENT & NATURAL RESOURCE 
550 WEST FORT STREET, MSC 033 
BOISE, ID 83724 

JEFFREY C. FEREDAY 
JOHN M. MARSHALL 
MICHAEL C. CREAMER 
GIVENS PURSLEY, LLC. 
PO BOX 2720 
BOISE, ID 83701-2720 

BLAIR J. GROVER 
GROVER & ARCHIBALD 
215 FARNSWORTH WAY 
PO BOX 36 
RIGBY, ID 83442-0036 

ORDER AND PARTIAL DECREE 

TED K. BLACKSTOCK 
HC 79 BOX 119 
MELBA, ID 83 641 

RUTH M & BOB D COLLETT 
HC 79 BOX 2200 
OREANA, ID 83650 

JERRY HOAGLAND 
HC 79 BOX 44 
MELBA, ID 83 641 

RICHARD BRANDAU 
HC 79 BOX 61 
MELBA, ID 83641 

JOHN ROMERO 
HC 88 BOX 104 5 
MURPHY, ID 83650 

THOMAS BENSON 
HC 88 BOX 1050 
MURPHY, ID 83650 

CLAIMANT 
TOM HOOK 
HC 88 BOX 1095 
MURPHY, ID 83650 

WILLIAM R HOLLIFIELD 
HOLLIFIELD AND BEVAN 
249 THIRD AVENUE EAST {83301) 
PO BOX 66 
TWIN FALLS, ID 83303-0066 

JAMES C. TUCKER 
IDAHO POWER CO 
PO BOX 70 
BOISE, ID 83 707 

PAUL NETTLETON 
JOYCE LIVESTOCK 
MURPHY, ID 83650 

.Page 1 
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-
(Certificate of mailing continued) 

JOHN T. SCHROEDER 
SCHROEDER & LEZAMIZ LAW OFFICE 
PO BOX 267 
BOISE, ID 83701-0267 

WILEY F SMITH 
STAR ROUTE 
MACKAY, ID 83251 

CLIFF S . BENTZ 
YTURRI, ROSE, BURNHAM, EBERT & 
BENTZ 
89 SW 3RD AVE 
PO BOX S 
ONTARIO, OR 97914 

PATRICK D. BROWN 
109 S ADAMS ST 
JEROME, ID 83338 

MATEA & JOHN MCCRAY 
3470 COBBLESTONE LN 
IDAHO FALLS, ID 83404 

TRACY G & TERESA L SILVER 
3954 TRACK RD 
MELBA, ID 83641-4449 

WILLIAM G NEIBAUR 
495 W 1200 N 
PAUL, ID 83347 

MACK W NEI BAUR 
511 W 1200 N 
PAUL, ID 83347 

DANA L . HOFSTETTER 
608 WEST FRANKLIN STREET 
BOISE, ID 83702 

ELIAS & INEZ JACA 
817 BLAINE AVE 
NAMPA, ID 83651 

ORDER AND PARTIAL DECREE 
Page 3 2/27/02 

/S/ DIANA DELANEY • 
Deputy Clerk 

... . 
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EXPLANATION 

NOTICE OF FILING SUPPLEMENTAL REPORTS 

FOR REPORTING AREA 3 {IDWR BASIN 36) REGARDING 

REVISION OF THE FOLLOWING: 

..,. Period of Use (For Irrigation Water Uses) 

..,_ Conjunctive Management General Provision 

In response to the Idaho Supreme Court's decision in Basin-wide Issue 5, the Snake River Basin 
Adjudication (SRBA) District Coun requested the Director of the Idaho Department of Water Resources 
(IDWR) to file supplemental reports for Basin 36 regarding the period of use for irrigation water uses and the 
conjunctive management general provision. This notice is to infonn you that IDWR has filed those reports with 
the SRBA District Court. 

Irrigation Season of Use 

The supplemental report on irrigation season of use changes IDWR's recommendation for the irrigation 
season of use for irrigation water rights in Basin 36. Even water rights that have received partial decrees are 
receiving a new irrigation season recommendation because the Idaho Supreme Court determined that the use of 
the tenn "irrigation season" is not acceptable and specific dates must be set. The irrigation season of use 
recommendations only affect the season of use, and no other elements of the irrigation water rights. 

If you claimed an irrigation water right a description of the Director's irrig~tion season of use 
recommendation for your claim is attached to this Notice. You need to carefully review the new season of use 
recommended for your irrigation right. The complete Irrigation Season of Use Supplemental Report for Basin 
36 is available at the SRBA courthouse in Twin Falls and the locations listed on the third page of this notice. 
Copies of the report can be made, but you may be charged for copying and mailing. 

Conjunctive Management General Provisions 

Additionally. the Director of IDWR ha!? filed with th~ SRBA District Court his supplemental· report on 
conjunctive management for Basin 36. This Report is the Director's recommendation for the ~njunctiv~ 
management general provision that should be decreed for Basin 36: Attached to this Notice is a complete:-copy··' ·· · 
of the conjunctive management general provision the Director recommends for Basin 36. · · 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR REVIE\\'lNG THESE REPORTS .· .. ·.· 

You are free to agree or disagree with the Director's recommendations. If you agree wi$ the ~eeim-· s· ." : 
recommendations-you do not need· ·to do anything. pending further notice as descn'bed below. If you disagree _;· .. . 
with the Director' s recommendations. you need to file an objection as descnbed below. You may only object: ·. :, :_._; . 
to the Director's recommendations on irrigation season of' use and conjunctive manag~ent -;y~?may: :-:. · · 
not object to any other elements of your water right under this notice unless you have. evidence .. ihaf the irrigation-"' ·.; · · . . · 
season of use or conjunctive management recomrrtendations· affect_ o~er elements of your right :.· ':· .,.- : · 



INSTRUCTTONS FOR TAKING AN ISSUE TO COURT 

What do I do if I dwzgree with a conjunctive management provision or a season of MU 

recommendation? 

If you disagree with a conjunctive management provtSton, or the season of use 
recommendation for your water right or anyone else's water right, and want to be heard in court, file 
an objection with the SRBA Court. Objections must be made on the standard objection fonn attached 
to this Notice. Copies are available from any IDWR office or from the SRBA Court. You may also 
download a copy of the objection form from the SRBA Web Site at www.srba.state.idus. 

Your objection to IDWR' s conjunctive management provision, or the irrigation season of use 
for the rights listed above must be received by the SRBA Court on or before September 10, 1999. 

What do I do if someone else objects to a conjunctive management provision or a season of MU 

recommendation? 

If someone files an objection to a conjunctive management provision, or the season of use 
recommendation for your water right or anyone else's water right, you may file a response to that 
objection. Responses to objections must be made on the standard response form available from any 
IDWR office or from the SRBA Court. Your response must be received by the SRBA Court on or 
before November 12, 1999. 

What happens if there are no objections to a recommendation? 

After the dead~e for filing objections, the SRBA Court will hear the uncontested 
recommendations on November 16, 1999, at 1:30 P.M. at the SRBA Courthouse. Any part of the 
report to which no objections are filed may be decreed by the district court. 

How will I know about the proceedings on water right recommendations to which objections were 
filed? 

A notice will be mailed to you for court dates on your water right or for those where 
you filed an objection or a response. You will not receive notice of court dates on any other 
water right recommendations. Additional information regarding the SRBA can be found on 
the SRBA Web Site at www.srba.state.id.us. 

Note: The SRBA Coun publishes a monthly Docket Sheet listing all objections and 
responses filed. It does not list court dales for individual water right cases, but provides general 
information helpful to all participants in the SRBA. The Docket Sheet is available at your county 
courthouse and all IDWR offices. or you may subscribe by contacting the SRBA Court or IDWR. 
The annual subscription fee is $7.50. The Docket Sheet is also available on the SRBA Web Site 

at www.srba.statc.id.us. 
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ADDmONAL INFORMATION 
·:,c· 

If you have questions about the SRBA, public information brochures are available at any 
IDWR office. You are also welcome to call IDWR at any of its offices or the SRBA Court . . You 
may also want to consider contacting an attorney to assist you. 

Snake River Basin Adjudication 
District Court 
253 Third Avenue North 
P.O Box 2707 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-2707 
(208) 736-3011 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Western Region 
273 5 Airport Way 
Boise, Idaho 83705-5082 
(208) 334-2190 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Southern Region 
1341 Fillmore, Suite 200 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83301-3380 
(208) 736-3033 

Blaine County Courthouse 
l st and Croy St. 
Hailey, ID 83333 

Jerome County Courthouse 
300 N. Lincoln, Rm. 301 
Jerome, ID 83338 

Minidoka County Courthouse 
715 G St. 
Rupert, ID 83350 

3 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
1301 North Orchard 
Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0098 
(208} 327-7906 
(800} 451-4129 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Norlhem Region 
1910 Northwest Blvd., Suite 210 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-2615 
(208) 769-1450 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Eastern Region 
900 North Skyline, Suite A 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402-3653 
{208) 525-7161 

Butte County Courthouse 
248 W. Grand Ave. 
Arco, ID 83213 

Lincoln County Courthouse 
111 W. B St. 
Shoshone, ID 83352 

Gooding County Courthouse 
624 Main St. 
Gooding, ID 83330 



BASIN 36 GENERAL PROVISION 

The director recommends that the following general provision 
be included in the decree determining rights to water from Basin 36: 

The following water rights from the following sources of water in 
Basin 36 shall be administered separately from all other water rights in 
Basin 36: 

Water Right No. 
None 

Source 
None 

The following water rights from the following sources of water in 
Basin 36 shall be administered separately from all other water rights in the 
Snake River Basin: 

Water Right No. 
None 

Source 
None 

All water rights within Basin 36 are from connected sources of water 
in the Snake River Basin and shall be administered conjunctively. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR Fll..ING 
OBJECTIONS TO WATER RIGHTS IN THE 

SNAKE RIVER BASIN ADJUDICATION 
BASED UPON THE SUPPLE1\1ENTAL DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

The attached form is for your use if you file an objection to irrigation season recommendations and/or 

general provisions, as recommended in the Supplemental Director's Report. You may copy or reproduce this 

blank form. 

To object to more than one water right, you must use a separate form for each objection and there 

must be only one objector for each form. 

Your objection must be received and filed by the court on or before the deadline specified in the notice 

that the Idaho Department of Water Resources mailed to you. If you arc filing 25 or more objections you must 

contact the Cleric of the SRBA court at least 14 days before the filing deadline and arrange an appointment for 

filing. 

You may attach any explanation or documentation that you feel is necessary to support your objection. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE OBJECTION FORM 

A. Subcase. Fill in the water right number to which you are objecting at the top of the form in the blank 
follov.ing Subcase. The water right number will become the Subcase Number. 

Name and Address of Person Objecting. Enter your name, address and da}time telephone in the blanks 
provided. 

C. Claimant of Water Right As Listed in Supplemental Director's Report. Fill in the claimant/owner 
blank of the water right to which you are objecting as it is listed in the Supplemental Director's Report. 

D. Elements of the Water Right. If you disagree with irrigation season or general provisions listed in the 
Supplemental Director's Report, check the appropriate box(es) and write in the space provided what you 
think the element should be. If objecting to a general provision, please indicate the number of the 
provision, and the basin it was reported in. 

E. Reasons supportin& objection. Attach to the objection form a separate sheet explaining why you are 
objecting. (this is optional) 

F. Verification. You must sign the objection form in front of a notary. By filing this objection fomi, you 
are certifying that the objection is well-grounded in fact; that it is warranted by existing law or a good­
faith argument for the extension, modification or reversal of existing law; and that it is not filed for any 
improper purpose, such as to harass, cause unnecessary delay or needlessly increase the cost of litigation. 

G. Certificate of Mailini. Fill in the appropriate blanks for the date and the owner of the water right, and 
sign the fonn. Remember that the original objection fonn must be mailed to the Clerk of the SRBA 
District Court with copies mailed to the parties listed in this section. 

ndard Form I 3. 

Objection To Imp.lion Season 
And/Or Gener:ll Provisions 
C:ITEMP\obj_idwrl .doc Pagel of3 



t ' 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 

In Re SRBA 

Case No. 39576 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) _____________ ) 

B . NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON OBJECTING 

Name: 

Address: ------------

Da)'time Phone: (. __ _,) _____ _ 

C. CLAL',[A."ll"f OF WATER RIGHT AS LlSiED L"" 
SUPPLEME."IIT AL DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

Name: 

Address: 

A. Subcase - --- -------
ST AND ARD FORM la 

OBJECTION TO IRRIGATION SEASON 
AND/OR CONJUNCTIVE MANAGEMENT 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Name & address of attorney, if any: 

D. ELEMENTS OBJECTED To: 

8. Period (Irrigation Season) of Use 

Should be: 

12. General Provision 

Number: Reported in Basin: __ _ 

Comments: __________ _ 

E. REASONS SUPPORTING OBJECTION: (if you have additional reasons. please attach to this form) 

This standard form is for the sole purpose of objecting to the Director's supplemental 
recommendations on irrigation season of use and general provisions. Th.is fonn may not be used 
to object to any other elements of your water right. 

If you have evidence that the recommendations on irrigation season of use and/or 
conjunctive management adversely affect other clements of your water right, please contact the 
Snake River Basin Adjudication at 208-736-3011. A deputy clerk of the court will inform you of 
how to proceed. 

,cbtd Form l.i. 
vojed.ion To lrriplioo Season 
And/Or General Provision1 
C:ITEMP\obj_idwrl.doc Pagc2of3 



F. VERIFICATION (Must be Completed) 

State of ______ ..,. 

)ss. 
County of _____ _, 

______________ , duly sworn, upon oath. deposes and says: 
(Name of person filing objection) 

· That I am the party/claimant filing this objection, as defined by I.C. §§ 42-l.4C>'!A(l) and (6) or that I 
am the ·attorney for the party/claimant obj~ng and that I have read this objection. know its contents and 
belieye, J,ba1 the-statements are true to the best of my knowledge, · · ,. 

.. · • l• . Subscribed and sworn to before me on: ____ _ 
(Signature of person filing objection) 

. / '; . 
. ,{, : ·. 

(Attorney signing in representative capacity) Notuy Public .. .... . ·-. -

: .. :; ~-:·~ ,:·. _:. . ; .. ; 

. for ___________ _ 

Residing at _·. _________ _ 

My Commission Expires: _____ _ 
. ,: . 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR MAILING 

You must mail the objection to the Clerk of the Court. FAX filings ~;u not be ~ccepted.' You 
must also send a copy to all the parties listed below in the Certificate·ofMailing. 

' . . 
G. CERTIFICATE OF MAILING ··.· .. ·•·· ... ·. -

_ . I certify that on _______ • 199 _. I mailed the original and copies of this objection, 
including alJ attachments, to ·the following persons: · · 

l. Original to:· 

Clerk of the District Court 
Snake·R.ivcr Basin Adjudication 

·253 ~ Avenue North 
PO Box·:2101. 
TwmF.alls. 1D 83303-2.707 - .· .~ ... 

2. One copy. ·to ~ ~laimant of the water right 
at the follo\\fflg address: 

.. ~ .. 

Name: ____________ _ 

Address: __________ _ 
··--~. 

Studan!Fomsla 
Objectioo To !nip.lion Season 
ADdlOr GeneTal Pro,isions 
C:,TEMP\obj_i6"'TI .doc 

3. Copies to: 

IDWR Documeot Depository 
PO Box 83720 .. 
Boise, 1D 83720-0098 , · .. 

Chief, Natural R~9~ Divjsion Office· of the Attomc)J3~ner,u-.\--s . ·,.·., · 
State'of'ld:ah6 · · 
PO Box·«449: 
·Boise, ID 83711,M.19 

United StatesDepann:ieot ~fJusticd; ~ 
Environment and Natural ~~ Division 
sso West Fort Street, "MSC o~~-,: .. 
Boise, ID 83724 . ' . 

., .. , ... . . . 

Signature of qbj~ctor or anoi:ney_ 

Page3 of3 
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areas north of the Snake River being favorite winter ranges for herds that were 
summered in the higher elevations north of Basin 36. The Oregon Short Line Railroad 
(now the Union Pacific) was built across Southern Idaho in 1882-1883, stimulating 
further settlement in those areas of Basin 36 near sources of surface water. 

During the period 1904-1909, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation built the 
Minidoka Project in what is now the eastern portion of Basin 36. The Minidoka Dam 
and related water conveyance facilities opened thousands of acres tQ irrigated 
settlement. During the same period the Milner Dam and adjunct Twin Falls North Side 
and South Side irrigation projects were constructed under the auspices of the federal 
Carey Act of 1894. The completion of the North Side Canal in 1909 opened large 
tracts of land in what are now Gooding and Jerome counties to irrigated farming. 

Ground water development in Basin 36 also began early, in conjunction with 
development of surface water sources for farming and livestock. The early wells 
generally were shallow since they were normally dug by hand. They provided 
domestic and stock water where surface sources were unavailable, but they were 
unsuited to supply irrigation water; thus where surface irrigation water was not 
available, dryland farming was the only farming option available. However, beginning 
shortly after the end of World War II deep wells, equipped first with diesel and then 
w ith electric pumps, began to tap the Snake Plain Aquifer, supplying the water 
necessary to irrigate lands located far from surface water sources. 

The development of surface water for hydroelectric power generation also 
began early in the history of Basin 36. During the period 1908-1909 the first federal 
hydropower generating plant in the Pacific Northwest was installed at Minidoka Dam. 
Private electric power development also began early in Basin 36. The Thousand 
Springs power plant, which taps the gravity potential of the springs, was constructed 
by an Arizona company in 1911. It was purchased by Idaho Power Company in 
1917, and thereafter expanded. Additional hydropower development in Basin 36 has 
consisted of construction of small generation facilities on canals and other surface 
water sources within Basin 36. 

The constant temperature of the water flowing out of the springs in the 
Hagerman Valley make the water an excellent medium for growing various species 
of cold water fish. The state fish hatchery near Hagerman produces about 1. 7 million 
rainbow, steelhead, and Kamloops trout annually. The nearby Hagerman National 
Fish Hatchery, operated by the U.S. Fish_ and Wildlife Service since 19.33,. raises 
approximately three million rainbow trout annually. The first commercial trout farm 
in the Hagerman Valley began operation in 1 928 on the north side of the Snake River 

December 14. 1995 
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six miles north of Buhl. From this beginning, the aquaculture industry has grown 
tremendously; it now raises and processes approximately 25 million pounds of trout 
annually, making Idaho by far the nation's largest commercial trout producer. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The Director recommends that the following general provisions be included in 
the decree determining rights to water from Basin 36. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 1 - 2 APPLY TO ALL WATER BIGHTS IN REPORTING 
AREA 3 !BASIN 36), 

1. ADMINISTRATION OF BASIN 36 RELATIVE TO THE SNAKE RIVER. The 
Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer, the springs tributary to the Snake River or other surfa·ce 
tributaries, and surface tributaries to the Snake River in Basin 36 downstream from 
Milner Dam are hydrologically interconnected to varying degrees. The perched aquifer 
in the Rupert area is tributary both to the Snake River upstream from Milner Dam and 
to the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer. Basin 36 water rights for surface and ground 
water, and Snake River water rights will be administered conjunctively, pursuant to 
law, w ith due consideration as to actual impacts of ground water diversions on senior 
water rights . 

2 . FIREFIGHTING PURPOSES. 

,, 

a. Firefighting purposes is an alternate use for which any water right may 
be used, and firefighting is recognized as a lawful use of water w ith or .without a 
w ater right . 

b. Firefighting purposes means the use of water in times of emergency: to 
extinguish an existing fire on private or public lands, facilities, or equipment; to 
prevent an existing fire from spreading to private or public lands, facilities, or 
equipment within the vicinity of and endangered by an existing fire; and by 
firefighting personnel engaged in fighting an existing fire . Firefighting purposes does 
not include the use of water to prevent a fire from occurring in the future, the use of 
water for domestic purposes in regularly maintained firefighting stations, or the 
storage of water for fighting future fires. 

December 14, 1995 
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GENERAL PROVISION 3 APPLIES TO ALL WATER BIGHTS IN REPORTING 
AREA 3 <BASIN 36) SHOWN WITH IRRIGATION AS A PURPOSE OF USE, 

3. IRRIGATION USE. Water rights or portions of water ·rights shown with a 
purpose of use for irrigation include the following: 

a. Incidental stock water. When stock water is not specifically included for 
a water right that includes irrigation, a portion of the quantity described for irrigation 
use can be diverted and used from the same point of diversion and at the same place 
of use as the irrigation use for purposes of maintaining a reasonable water supply for 
stock watering during the period of use for irrigation. 

b. Early-season irrigation and late-season irrigation. The diversion of rights 
or portions of rights for irrigation use either before or after the period of use for 
irrigation described in the water right can occur so long as: 

i . the water so diverted is applied to beneficial use for irrigation, 
including incidental stock watering, 

ii. all water rights diverting from the same or a common source, 
regardless of priority (now existing or developed subsequent to this decree), 
existing at the time of diversion that are within their period of use can be 
satisfied, 

111 . no element of the water right, other than the season of use, is 
exceeded or violated by the early-season or late-season use, 

iv. the diversion and use of the water does not conflict with the local 
public interest, and 

v. the irrigation water user utilizing this provision assumes all risk 
that the criteria of this general provision are satisfied. 

c . Diversion of additional flows. A quantity of surface water in addition to 
the quantity of surf ace water described for irrigation use can be diverted for irrigation 
of the described place of use so long as: 

i. the waters so diverted are applied to beneficial use for irrigation, 

December 14, 1 995 
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ii. all water rights diverting from the same or a common source, 
regardless of priority (now existing or developed subsequent to this decree), 
existing at the time of diversion that are within their period of use can be 
satisfied, 

111. no element of the water right, other than quantity, is exceeded or 
violated by the diversion of additional flows, 

iv. the diversion and use of the water does not conflict with the local 
public interest, 

v. the irrigation water user utilizing this general provision assumes 
all risk that the criteria of this general provision are satisfied. 

December 14, 1995 
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having been developed for hydropower generation early in the century. Aquaculture is a development of a more recent 
nature; various springs in the Hagerman Valley now provide water used for the commercial propagation of trout and 
other fish. 

The rich bottom lands along the Snake River in the Hagerman Valley began attracting settlers in the 1860's. 
The establishment of sheep and cattle ranches near surface water sources also began well before the turn of the 
century, the protected areas north of the Snake River being favorite winter ranges for herds that were summered in 
the higher elevations north of Basin 36. The Oregon Short Line Railroad (now the Union Pacific) was built across 
Southern Idaho in 1882-1883, stimulating further settlement in those areas of Basin 36 near sources of surface water. 

During the period 1904-1909, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation built the Minidoka Project in what is now the 
eastern portion of Basin 36. The Minidoka Dam and related water conveyance facilities opened thousands of acres 
to irrigated settlement. During the same period the Milner Dam and adjunct Twin Falls North Side and South Side 
irrigation projects were constructed under the auspices of the federal Carey Act of 1894. The completion of the North 
Side Canal in 1909 opened large tracts of land in what are now Gooding and Jerome counties to irrigated farming. 

Ground water development in Basin 36 also began early, in conjunction with development of surface water 
sources for farming and livestock. The early wells generally were shallow since they were normally dug by hand. They 
provided domestic and stock water where surface sources were unavailable, but they were unsuited to supply irrigation 
water; thus where surface irrigation water was not available, dryland farming was the only farming option available. 
However, beginning shortly after the end of World War II deep wells, equipped first with diesel and then with electric 
pumps, began to tap the Snake Plain Aquifer, supplying the water necessary to irrigate lands located far from surface 
water sources. 

The development of surface water for hydroelectric power generation a1so began early in the history of Basin 
36. During the period 1908-1909 the first federal hydropower generating plant in the Pacific Northwest was installed 
at Minidoka Dam. Private electric power development also began early in Basin 36. The Thousand Springs power 
plant, which taps the gravity potential of the springs, was constructed by an Arizona company in 1911. It was 
purchased by Idaho Power Company in 1917, and thereafter expanded. Additional hydropower development in Basin 
36 has consisted of construction of small generation facilities on canals and other surface water sources within Basin 
36. 
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The constant temperature of the water flowing out of the springs in the Hagerman Valley make the water an -
excellent medium for growing various species of cold water fish. The state fish hatchery near Hagerman produces 
about 1. 7 million rainbow, steelhead, and Kamloops trout annually. The nearby Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, 
operated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service since 1933, raises approximately three million rainbow trout annually. 
The first commercial trout farm in the Hagerman Valley began operation in 1928 on the north side of the Snake River 
six miles north of Buhl. From this beginning, the aquaculture industry has grown tremendously; it now raises and 
processes approximately 25 million pounds of trout annually, making Idaho by far the nation's largest commercial trout 
producer. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The director recommends that the following general provisions be included in the decree determining rights to 
water from Basin 36. 

. GENERAL PROVISIONS 1 - 8 APPLY TO ALL WATER RIGHTS IN BASIN 36. 

1. EFFECT OF ADJUDICATION. 

a. The decree determining rights to water from Basin 36 supersedes all prior decrees determining rights to 
water from Basin 36, including all provisions for administration of such rights. Upon entry of the decree determining 
rights to water from this sub-basin, any right which was required to be claimed in this adjudication and which was not 
claimed will no longer exist. 

b. Nothing herein shall be deemed to diminish the director's authority to administer water rights of Basin 36 
pursuant to applicable law. Determinations vested in the director herein are subject to state laws limiting the exercise 
of administrative discretion. 

2. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION PROVISIONS. 

a. 
second. 

"AFY" when used in this report means acre foot per calendar year, and "CFS" means cubic foot per 

-

-
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b. References to the "director" in these general provisions refer to the director of the Idaho Department of 
Water Resources (IOWR) or the director's duly authorized designee, including the watermaster. 

3. CONJUNCTIVE ADMINISTRATION. Where these general provisions provide for two or more water sources to 
be administered as a single water system, diversion pursuant to junior rights from one water source may be curtailed 
when necessary to provide water to senior rights from the other water source. Where these general provisions provide 
that a water source is to be administered separately from another water source, then diversion pursuant to junior rights 
from the first water source is not subject to curtailment to provide water to senior rights from the other water 
source. 

4. ADMINISTRATION OF GROUND WATER RIGHTS. Ground water appropriators, including geothermal and non-
geothermal ground water appropriators, shall not be entitled to maintenance of historic pumping levels. 

5. ADMINISTRATION OF BASIN 36 RELATIVE TO THE SNAKE RIVER. The Snake Plain Aquifer, the springs 
tributary to the Snake River or other surface tributaries, and surf ace tributaries to the Snake River in Basin 36 
downstream from Milner Dam are hydrologically interconnected. Information presently available to the director does 
not establish the effect of diversions under water rights from the Snake Plain Aquifer in Basin 36 on the water supply 
available to senior water rights from the springs, the spring-fed tributaries, or the Snake River downstream from Milner 
Dam. When the director determines the scientific and technical information available is sufficient to establish the 
nature and degree of impact, if any, that one or more ground water diversions are having upon water rights from the 
springs, the spring-fed tributaries, or the Snake River downstream from Milner Dam, then the Snake Plain Aquifer within 
Basin 36, the springs, the spring-fed tributaries, and the Snake River downstream from Milner Dam, will be 
administered conjunctively. 

The perched aquifer in the Rupert area will be administered as being tributary both to the Snake River upstream 
from Milner Dam and to the Snake Plain Aquifer. Conjunctive administration of this perched aquifer will give due 
consideration to actual impacts of ground water diversions on senior water rights from the Snake River upstream from 
Milner Dam and on the Snake Plain Aquifer. 
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6. ADMINISTRATION OF SMALL DOMESTIC AND STOCK WATER RIGHTS. 

a. Small domestic and stock water rights from surface water are subject to administration to provide water 
to senior water rights from the water system. See general provisions 1 O.b., 1 O.c., and 11.b. below as to the definition 
of small domestic and stockwater rights. 

b. Small domestic and stock water rights from ground water are not subject to administration at this time. 
However, these rights may be made subject to administration to provide water to senior water rights from the water 
system if the director determines that administration is necessary. 

c. An appropriator who has elected to defer adjudication of a deferrable small domestic and stock water right 
must have the right adjudicated before water will be distributed pursuant to the right by the director. The director may, 
however, curtail the delivery of water to an unadjudicated deferred domestic and/or stock water right if the director 
determines such curtailment is necessary to protect senior water rights. See general provisions 1 O.b. and 11 .b. below 

-

as to the definition of deferrable small domestic and stockwater rights. -

7. MEASURING DEVICES AND CONTROL WORKS. If the director should determine it necessary for the proper 
administration of the use of water, the director may require any appropriator, at the appropriator's expense, to install 
and maintain measuring devices and control works of a type acceptable to the director, at all points of diversion and 
any other points. The director may prohibit or prevent the diversion of water by an appropriator who refuses or fails 
to comply with this provision. 

8. FIREFIGHTING PURPOSES. 

a. Firefighting purposes is an alternate use to which any water right may be put, and firefighting is recognized 
as a lawful use of water with or without a water right. 

b. Firefighting purposes means the use of water in times of emergency: to extinguish an existing fire on 
private or public lands, facilities, or equipment; to prevent an existing fire from spreading to private or public lands, a 
facilities, or equipment within the vicinity of and endangered by an existing fire; and by firefighting personnel engaged • 
in fighting an existing fire. Firefighting purposes does not include the use of water to prevent a fire from occurring in 



-
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the future, the use of water for domestic purposes in regularly maintained firefighting stations, or the storage of water 
for fighting future fires. 

9. CONSUMPTIVE USE. Where consumptive use is not stated for a right or a portion of a right, the consumptive 
use for that right or that portion of the right is so small that it is deemed de minimus. 

GENERAL PROVISION 10 APPLIES TO ALL WATER RIGHTS IN BASIN 36 SHOWN WITH DOMESTIC USE AS 
A PURPOSE OF USE. 

10. DOMESTIC USE. Domestic use, when shown as the purpose of use for a right or a portion of a right, is: 

a. the use of water in a home or homes, and for other purposes in connection therewith, including up to 
one-half acre total of irrigation per water right, or 

b. the use of water for homes, organization camps, public campgrounds, livestock, and for any other purpose 
in connection therewith, including irrigation of up to one-half acre of land, if the total use is not in excess of 13,000 
gallons per day, but not including water for multiple ownership subdivisions, mobile home parks, commercial or 
business establishments, or 

c. the use of water for any beneficial uses, if the total use of the right does not exceed a diversion rate of 
0.04 cfs and a diversion volume of 2500 gallons per day. 

For rights or portions of rights that meet the definition of paragraph b, the annual volume of diversion is the 
volume actually diverted and beneficially used, subject to a maximum of 13,000 gallons per day. For rights or portions 
of rights that meet the definition of paragraph c, the annual volume of diversion is the volume actually diverted and 
beneficially used, subject to a maximum of 2500 gallons per day. 
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GENERAL PROVISION 11 APPLIES TO ALL WATER RIGHTS IN BASIN 36 SHOWN WITH STOCK WATER USE 
AS A PURPOSE OF USE. 

11 . STOCK WATER USE. Stock water use, when shown as the purpose of use for a right or a portion of a right, 
is: 

a. the use of water for care and/or watering of livestock, or 

b. . the diversion and use of water for care arid/or watering of livestock and/or wildlife where the total use 
of the right does not exceed a diversion volume of 13,000 gallons per day. Other uses of water for wildlife are shown 
with a purpose of use of wildlife. 

For rights or portions of rights that meet the definition in paragraph b, the annual volume of diversion is the 
volume actually diverted and beneficially used, subject to a maximum of 13,000 gallons per day. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 12 - 16 APPLY TO ALL WATER RIGHTS IN BASIN 36 SHOWN WITH IRRIGATION AS 
A PURPOSE OF USE. 

12. IRRIGATION USE. Water rights or portions of water rights shown with a purpose of use for irrigation include 
the following: 

a. Incidental stock water. When stock water is not specifically included for a water right that includes 
irrigation, a portion of the quantity described for irrigation use may be diverted and used, from the same point of 
diversion and at the same place of use as the irrigation use, for purposes of maintaining a reasonable water supply for 
stock watering use during the period of use for irrigation described in the water right. 

b. Early-season irrigation and late-season irrigation. The director may allow the diversion of rights or portions 
of rights for irrigation use either before or after the period of use for irrigation described in the water right where: 

i . the water so diverted is applied to a beneficial use, as determined by the director, 

-

-

-
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ii. all water rights, regardless of priority (now existing or developed subsequent to this decree), 
existing at the time of diversion that are within their period of use can be satisfied, and 

iii. 
director. 

the diversion and use of the water does not conflict with the public interest as determined by the 

c. Diversion of additional flows. The director may allow a quantity of surface water in addition to the 
quantity of surface water described for irrigation use to be diverted for irrigation of the described place of use where: 

i. the waters so diverted are applied to a beneficial use, as determined by the director, 

ii. all water rights, regardless of priority (now existing or developed subsequent to this decree), 
existing at the time of diversion that are within their period of use can be satisfied, and 

iii. 
director. 

the diversion and use of the water does not conflict with the public interest as determined by the 

13. DIVERSION VOLUME FOR IRRIGATION. The maximum annual volume of water reasonably required at the field 
headgate for irrigation of lands in Basin 36 is shown in Figure 1. The lands shown in Figure 1 that are located in the 
northern portion of Basin 36 require a maximum annual volume of 3.5 AFY per acre, while the lands that are located 
in the southern portion of Basin 36 require a maximum of 4.0 AFY per acre. Where diversion volume is not stated for 
water rights or portions of water rights for irrigation purposes, either 3.5 AFY per acre or 4.0 AFY per acre, depending 
on location, is the diversion volume measured at the point of diversion from the water source that is reasonably 
required for irrigation unless a higher annual diversion volume is reasonably required due to conveyance losses, method 
of irrigation, or field conditions, as determined by the director. 

14. CONSUMPTIVE USE FOR IRRIGATION. Where the purpose of use for a portion of a right is shown as irrigation, 
and the remainder of the right is for other purposes, the consumptive use shown is the consumptive use for the 
irrigation portion of the right only, unless otherwise stated in remarks. The maximum annual volume of consumptive 
use reasonably required for irrigation of lands in Basin 36 varies with location, in the same manner as does diversion 
volume, addressed in General Provision 13, above. Figure 1 shows the maximum annual volume of consumptive use 
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in Basin 36. In general, the northern portion of the basin requires a maximum of 2.5 AFY per acre, while the southern -
portion of the basin requires a maximum of 3.0 AFY per acre. 

15. AMOUNT OF COMBINED WATER RIGHTS FOR IRRIGATION. Unless specifically stated otherwise in the 
recommended water right, the combined use of more than one right for irrigation purposes is limited to: 

a. a combined total rate of diversion of .02 CFS per acre. 

b. . a combined total annual diversion volume of either 3.5 AFY per acre or 4.0 AFY per acre as stated in 
general provision 13 above, and 

c. a combined total annual consumptive use volume of either 2. 5 AFY per acre or 3.0 AFY per acre as stated 
in general provision 14 above. 

16·. DIVERSION RATES IN EXCESS OF .02 CFS PER ACRE. 

a. The rate of flow generally required at the field headgate in Basin 36 is .02 cfs per acre. For purposes of 
determining the water rights in this report, .02 cfs per acre was deemed to be the rate of diversion, measured at the 
point of diversion from the water source, reasonably required for the irrigation of lands, unless the claimant 
demonstrated that a higher diversion rate is reasonably required due to actual, reasonable conveyance losses, irrigation 
methods, or field conditions. 

b. The total per acre rate of diversion measured at the point of diversion from a surface water source, shown 
for some rights, is greater than .02 CFS per acre. Where a rate of diversion in excess of .02 cfs per acre is required 
due to conveyance losses, then the right contains a remark limiting a portion of the right to use for conveyance losses. 
Where a rate of diversion in excess of .02 cfs per acre is required due to irrigation methods and/or field conditions, then 
the right includes a remark stating the diversion rate required at the field headgate. However, for small acreages of 
5 acres or less a diversion rate of up to .03 CFS per acre is recommended without a remark stating the diversion rate 

-

at the field headgate. -
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- c. In those cases in which the water right(s) includes an amount limited to use for conveyance losses, the 
total amount shown for the right(s) includes: 

i. the standard amount generally required for the purpose of use of the right, which includes 
reasonable conveyance losses associated with such uses, plus 

ii. an additional amount required for conveyance losses in the particular distribution system determined 
to be reasonable under currently existing conditions. 

d. The diversion of amounts described in the water right that are in excess of .02 CFS per acre may continue 
so long as: 

i. the use does not constitute unreasonable waste, as determined by the director, and 

- ii. the use does not conflict with the public interest, as determined by the director. 

-
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Signed this 2C;,:rn day of October, 1992. 

Director 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 

Deputy Atto, y General 
Chief, Natural Resources Division 

A. LY NE KROG-HAMPE 
Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 

~~ ) ~Q.4A,<Q4;z: 
NICHOLAS B. SPENCE ~ 
Deputy Attorney General 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 
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- . DEP ART1VlENTO. ECLAl\'.lA TION 

FOR 

C:w~y Ace 'frust Fnnd • - -
Appli<'~ttion f c:n· J'l)rn; it No. 

~7 // ,.-1/ 
1',·oor~ ........ l"{_,t,.I.,. - -

C'ci-tifit,,I l'op~· 

Hccnrdi ng Dec.I 
Ccrfrficllte 

.. ;/ \ , .. :-. 
• ~ - .J'J ·,-

$ _, 

$----

TOTAi. -
- $ --- -

9? r>• 
i --=-4---

,~ --

Ro: Permit No. 30654 

Ra.ngen, Inc, 
Buhl. Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

Oltr fleld examJ.ner',e report on hie 1nepect1on of proof of completion of 
works and application of water to beneficial use under the terms of Per­
mit No. 30654 shows the pipeline imd pwds are capnble of oonveying 2!300 
miner's inches, or 50 c. f. s. 

Upon receipt of the statutory fee,s, totaling $22. 00, we w11! :retw t11e Cer ti­
fica.t.e of Completion of Worka for 50 c. f. s. and the Licem .. and C..ertificate 
of Water Rlght for 50 c. f. s. coofirmlng the right, with ptiorlty of July 31, 
1062, to the use of surface wnter from an underground spring of Billingsley 
Creek with the point of dtversiai 1n 6Wa,NW¼, Sec. 32, T . 7 5 , :a. 14 E, B. M. 
tor fteh culture and domestic use in SE~E!. Sec. 31, T . 7 S, R. 14 E, B • .M. 

DWM:nw 

Very truly yours. 

Donald W. MoEldowney 
Wnter Rights CleX'k 
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,. .. ~ 
AFFIDAVIT OF 

:'li<)'rlCE OF CORRECTION Of' 
u,:GAL :'\011CF: Pt:BUSBEI> 
l ,:-lDER ',l'flE PROVISIO~S OF 

SECTlO~S ~ .·iU4, .-lZ·:.?l?: J 
it)AJIO CODE ,v:,-

Notice Is hereby given that 
the legal nolicc printed in ~~ 
Gooding Leader· ()ll July ,jU, 

August,<Y, 13';' and 20-, ~· show· 
~ \bat Rangen, Inc, ,.,clS to 
nake proof or beneficial use of ' 

waten on Scpte'l.n~r 2~. 1964, on I 
Pem:i,it t,10. 30654: was i~ error 
:.ind tl\e poJtifort1tvcrs1on ~as 1 
,,1vri S. 10° 28¼' E~ 23,.55 
feet m • e NW mer of the NW ~NWi sec. :: T .. t s, R. 
14 -~1ln.?.f, ; ' whereas lb'e actual 
,;,omfoi diversion is s. 10• 28½' 
,,;a.st ~ Iecl Irorf! ~e NW 
<;op,fet,. ot, ·t'b.e Nv,V~1, Sec. 
~ i;i:. t).R. 14 F.,(:S.M. 

'l'hat ~· protests 11gai~t. U1e 
ipp~ ot theJ depos1t10n~ 
~d~ September 'I, 1964 mus, 
h<? !\led fn tile Det,arbnent or 
R~aUon at/BoiSe, JdaJ10, 
within lorcy '(401 days 1:rom the> 
ch:it~ ot tl'its' noll<;e, and such 

' fH'QteslS .sball slate tlle name I 
mid aodr~ of the protf'slnnt, · 
a 11 sb!lll clearly set forth hli: 
oblec. Uo~,tq,!h~"a 1·oval of said 
proo! of~~<; use of water . 

Dated t~l!s , da;y of March 
1967. 

S/ Jnck A. Hamett . 
Deputy State Reclamat1011 
Engineer .. , 23.z,. 

STATE OF IDAHO, 

COUNTY OF GOODING 

I, Thomas D. Miller, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 
GoODING COUNTY L EADER, a weekly newspaper 
of general circulation, published once each week 
at Gooding, Idaho; that the notice attached 

hereto was published in said newspaper .... :,;c. .. 
consecutive weeks, the first publication having 

been made on the. :-:. :1.~.tA~ ... day of . .7.:n~~ 
196 .. .:7 ., and the last publication having been 

~~~c s~?ct t~~tif~·~!~·-:iiu~~~d~1 r~~~i~~ 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
t hat the snid notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement there­
of. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding, Gooding 
Cownt11, Ida-ho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at­
tached notice. 

. . . ......• ~'>d,,.,. 0'.: ..... ~ ......... . 
Subscribed a.nd sworn to before me this 

, '- I d f l l' J ' c:• 196 1 
•••••• • • .1 • • • 1::. ·: ay o .....•. ·f'· .. ,1., ••. : ....... .. , .. . 

'· , I -
. ,/.·. (,. .1,.,/ 

. ...... ,. ,.~ ... .. ... . .. ~ ... - - .... • .. . ... .. .. • • .. .... .. .... ...... '\~ •••••• • • • ,.,:,,; ,..., • , - - ~ .... l;. .. -...... . .... .... .... ...... .. .. 

N ota1'y Public 

- l/ ,,., 0 (.rJ s 
.-> 
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[c-;.,rwn.l -~,~11.,,;·A•V/At" fO.a)I •J-~oz1 
~-,~~J$. · ' 

WIL/.i9>< >Ol!W# ® k ~~y ~-~ !»tl • fQ) k ~~il udi:s,~ 
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{f~e /4~ -7;,, ,;,,1 . 

~ ~r~:t/if /1~4 
/J'Y~~,pt.L.~ 

INSTRUCTIONS TO EXAMINERS 

1. Always carefully note the location of 
the point of diversion and accurately 
pl'at same. 

2. When proof is for benefic:i.al use, 
carefully check up the number of 
l).Cres actually irrigated in each forty 
aiid accurately -plat same. 

8. Make a map showing the · cotTect 
location of streams and ditches; 
and" tlw il'.rigated lands, and any 
acljacent permanent landmarks, such 
as towns, lakes, la1·ge streams and· 
public roads. · 

0 

4. If' any unUllual conditions ~u·e dis­
covered, . make plain statement of 
th(ml under renuu·ks: ·, •· 

&. Always ·see the holder, if possible, 
and go over the whole ground W-ith 

' him and m.ak-0 your report on!,· upon­
ictual existing .fact&, and conditions. 

6. Gi'lil general characteristics of s.Qils, 
topography, and ·crops raised. 

·; 

Ex:t1min11tj<>n for ......... 9.9!l!P.~!-JC?.~.~! .. J.-9.?:"~!3::·:·:. ; 

C<>unty .... ........... Good;inE ............ ,. . . -················ •. 

Sec.~ T •.1.!L R. A._14<:~ 
.t . . . ·) . 

'"' "' Q~~it)' ! _'2{'. G It. ,S,. 

,,,, . 
:-;. 

Source: . - • 
t1se:. ! ,' 

• 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO EX.A.MINERS 

1. Always carefully not~ the location of 
the point of diversion and accurately 
plat same. 

2. When proof is for beneficial use, 
carefully check up the number of 
acrea actually irrigated in each forty 
and accurately plat same. 

3. Make a map showing the correct 
localion of streams and ditches, 
and the irrigated lands, and any 
adjacent permanent landmarks, such 
as towns, lakes, large streams and 
public roads. 

4. If any unusual conditions are dis­
covered, make plain statement of 
them unde1· rem.arks. 

5. Always see the holder, if pi;issible, 
and go over the whole ground with 
him .and make your report only upon 
actual existing facts and conditions. 

6. Give general characteristics of soils, 
topography, and crops raised . 

---Rangen Incorporated 
Buhl, :~de.ho 
'l'heodore Rangen, Pres. 
Permit No_3Q62H-.. -······-

Examination for.~!l~.,.3&~ .. ~.~0~ .•... !Iii~ 

County Goodin1L ....... -·······- ·················--·········-·· 

Q\wu:fty: :.· C 

• P. D.: '4 .... J . ..L. 

DIie: 

• 
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• 
Ques. 7. if for power or other purposes than irrigation, state how -wafer has been . 

applied arid to what extent. 

Ans. __ .;..D_Q __ .e_s_-'n'-'o-'-t-'a;;;;,l!wP;;.;l,.c.Y...;.. __ ....:,. __ ..,,...._._. __ ~---------------' 

Ques. 8. If lot irrigation, state chqi;acter o! kmd that h~s been red~ed, and give 
your estimate of the amount c:;rf water required for its profitable cµltivation. 

. . 
Ques. 9. Ho:ve you any interest in the works, wc:rter qr ta:nds above mentioned? · lf 

so, in what way ctnd to what extent? 

Ans. ______ N_o_·_. -----~--------------------

Ques. 10. State wp.en, how, in what mxi.ount and t9 what ex.tent you have wit'neS.$• · . 
ed the application to beneficial use of water diverted under said permit. 

Ans. July, l 963 .. and on at least .five occasions: since that ii.me hav<: obs·erved 

water going through the works atid personalty obMrved the· rearing of 

fish in the use 

(Signed) ; ·~ :. 

/ ' ;. ' ~ 
l hereby certify that· the f9Tegoing testimony was read to the above suhsctib&r be-

,. ',~ 
\~ 

l 
I 
i 
J 
' ' 
·l , 
1 

fore its signing, that I belieye him to he the person he represents himself fo be, c:md . 1 
that said testimony was subscribed and liworn to before me in Buhl · • · 

Twin Fa11s I . 8th Se'"'"e be· County oL -~-------------, Stctte of Idaho, on this doy of r~ m • , 
64 / J ,,. A. D. 19,---. . e \ ) h 

/ ~'..!.'!.t ? , , < CKM,~xtt; , 4d'l=a) 

1 
\ 1 my Public. for the 

My commission expires;eb, l 968 state of Idaho _residing at Buhl, Idah? 
l 

-·~ 
;:./ 

. /' ·- -~:'. '.,,<'4·~ ,I,, .ii' / 

LI ..<'f• 
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AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

S'l'A'l'E OF IDAHO) 1 
COUNTY OF' GOODING J 

ss. 

I, Leland G. Burress., do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of ·rnE 
GooDJNG Li~ADEH, a weekly newspaper of general 
circulation, published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice attachep hereto was 

bl . h d ' 'd . (''!];..........,, / pu is e m sa1 newspaper .......... Y·>r ... -."'.'.7-. .. ........ . 
consecutive weeks, the first publichnon having 

] /' / { \ /), 
been made on the .. _9~~e<.: .... day of'"f.-~::,;7r--···· 
106 .. f. .. , and the last publi_f!ation having been 

··-ne t:,. / I · ' 
made on the .. r/<:.: ...... :::.day-0f.::.:c~"->..-~t~--, 196.~·-··· 
that said notice was published in the regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding:, Gooding 
Oo·unty) /claho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at-
tached notice. / 

'><./ ~/ 
~ \ / } 

- • t .( .... 
............ 1 ...... ~ ...... --... ' .. ... ·--·~·- .. •-•# ... # .. ........... ......... ..... .. - ... .. .... 

Snbscr-ibed and sworn to before me this 
1 



Re : Per mit No. 3Q654 
Ra-ggon, It$. 

~ & Hobday,. 
Att~qa .at tau, Box-. 
Gocd;!DG, L:iaho .. 

Gontlenoru 

This acknowledge s the Not i ce of Proof of ~ ~~~Applicati on 
of Water t6 Benefi cial tJse under Fer mi t No . ~ , i n the name of Euger.e H. 

P'tQ'fn, l QA, 'Fina oof' i s to be rr:ade before/~ ChJ-istoffer-
asTo Qr y on t he 2nd day of Sa;:tamlun: ' 19 lilL.,_, at JO«ro O I clo ck A,M. , eon 
a t Di2bj __,.. ___________ , I o~ 

As of this <:ate, we hnve rtin:U,-,r~ ~·,he Notice to t he 
~~, Xdabo , with int;ttr:1ctj ' "\G tr nuhEsh :i.t ~m oo 
1~11 1rs ".'lr"J.or t0 -the da te set f or fiml pro-·.f (?.nd then :1ail 
t i n~~ r '1r ~:·•,. ·,~mf!nt r.,f costs t n yr:i . 

a ~~et"for~~ ..... l,",._c_on_s_e_c_u..,.t..,.i -ve 
the Af f idavit of Publ ica-

Ib :..i:; i:r.nort:mt that tr-a e ··rlrsec'l ie')Ositi r·ns l~, exP.cuted by the permit holder 
a"td '".~,o ,::·.s::.n t.A.:'.'·~sted wjtnesses wJ,r ;:,1·e f:•OTJ: 1: ar wj tt, +.}:e '...erms of the oermit and 
the ~-;,r;r k (t,::,ne ·'1 -- reunde!', at the tir:e , nn '!-,lio cat,e ar1d before you , ,1s liitar y , as 
st~tcd. i n t,he riu1..,lfoa tion noticn . I:. ~-s v,r-:; ~~mnort::-nt ~nd necess·ir;' !~hat each 
o~-:-ation be a·\sW."er ed j_n de tail . 

In r,t,~. l"li.n -;-Jte de ::10R:i.ti !\S t c, t1·:'.s c-l'·tice, ~.r: sure tha t ,;11 co·,ies have 
' ,, 'i'l :· ,t·JC" , ',h-:-.t ,YC'ur Notnry 1s s:,ul h,::; 1;w,m placed on :,i: ch and that all depos i -
t i ons , (holder and t ,10 ;,Ji tnesse.5 ) a:e iic~.il; nituru·Jr1 . Als· lie SU!'9 to encl ose 
t h::t AFFJJJAVIT OF PUBLIGA'fION. 

P.-.1cl. 
::rR ::m!: 
cc : ;, .,., ~ ::...r::, .... t 
001 otm.-, 

Vnr,: ·i:.rul;,, yours , 

CARL E. '.i.'/tP.P1\N 
State Reclanat,ion l!ncineer 
B~r 

(iias . ) ED:iA P. RULE 
Chi ef ClD::-~: 
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-------------,-..·------~:::t-------------
APPUCA--N E'xHIBIT Fol': WATE !VERSION PERMtT 

RANGEN INC. BU~L. lDAHO 
Sections 31 4- 32 T l S., R \4E., B.M. 

GOODING COUNTY, IDA\.40 
Scale· 1"=400' 

30 
31 

This 1s to certify 7ha+ the above 
proper+y ~as been swrve)'Ed 
under my d1rect1on and super -
vision as shown on +his p\a+ 

/~cCor 

3'2 

.... :-.-:. .... 
NW4 NW4 3'2. 

CHARLES W. GLASBY 
CoNSULTlrJG ENGINEER 

925 SHO".SHONE 'ST. l\J. 
Tw1N FALLS, IDA\--IO 

Drawn By 

. ., , __ · ( · .;; </ 
. _, -



- 7 
r-----------:::.:::-----------:0,-----:a:--------------- I 

APPLICAll N EX\.-t!BIT Fo~ WATE, !VERSION PERMIT 
1 

RANGEN lNC. BUHL, lDA\.-tO 
Sections 31 If. 32 T7S.,R.t4E.,BM. 

GOODING COUNTY> IDA\-10 
'Scale 1'1 = 400' 

Th is 1s tocertify tha+ the above 
proper+y has 'been surveyed 
under my direc+1o n and super -
vision as shown on this p\a-t. 

- -

'Sec Cor 

CHARLES W. GLA'SBY 
CONSULTING ENGINEER 

9'ZS SHOSHONE 'ST. N 
Tw1N FALLS, tDAI-IO 

Drawn By 

Date 



- -AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

STATE OF ID,\.HOJ ] 

crn::NTY OF GOODING 
ss. 

I, Ldo,nd G. Bu,rres,-;, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and pubUsher of TH£ 

Goom~G LI;ADKR, a vvcekly newspaper of general 
circulation, published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice atta~ed hereto was 

publish. ed in said newspapcr .... m :Y ............ . 
consecutive weeks, the firs: P,eJlica~o:tving 
been made on the ... ;}.+crf':"::.day of.f ····~0······1 
196 .. ;2 .. , and the last publication having been 

made on the./(·--fd .. --. day{~'-<1-f-=1:; l!llk3. . ... 
t hat said notice was pub1ishec19in the regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice \Vas published in the news• 
paper proper, nnd not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Good-inf]) Good-ing 
County) Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
we<:ks prior to the first publication of the at-

_ .t_ac9<:~d not!cc. 4 
·; . G~ -~ ,. ;,_-,,j:~t-:;,;,/_:'._,,.6 .) ... 0f~--:'"-'::'."£. ~ :{:.':'.'c=<~.-,..,...,,,.c .... _ .... .. ,. . . , .. 

, / Subscribed a.-nd .sworn to be/on; :me th-is 

...... :l!~y.:fcl~::/•• 
Notary P-ublfo 

, ·s <f [,.·· . 



t~ e 
. . ·rs., 

'°'.,;ii, 1 

. \yhere . said' water is ! 
AL DESCRU'TlON) 
lnJ .ot diversfon to the 

, p6i.n c Bilt!.ngsiey Creek in-
I te1"S e County road whl.ch 
I said . o,{ intersect.ion 'is in. the 
l SE . , • of the .NW¾NE¼ Sec-
tion ~, 'l'/Wp. 7 s. R. 14 E,B.M. be· 
1ng. irt11lfe. sw~~NW¼I. ot Section 32 
and th.e' ~¼NE¼ and i-.TW'/4~1E% 
o.f 'Section· 31:, au in 'I\'\"P. 7 s. R. 
14 E.B.M. . 

'!'he date of priority which said 
usei· Is: prepared to establish is 
JUly 31;· '1962.'° 

car1 E. Tappan, 
State Rec!amation,·Enginee:r I 

' 40-43 

-'IT OF PUBLICATION 

/ 

ST,\T.f,~ OF ID.\HO; 1· ss. 
COUNTY OF GOODrNG 

I, Lcla·nil G. B1UTess, do solemnly S\.vear 
that I am the printer and publisher of Tm:.: 
Goorir:'-l'G L.CADER1 a weekly newspaper of general 
circu]ation1 published once ea<:h '>-veek at Good~ 
ing, ldaho ; that the notice cttta9hed. hereto vvas 

published in said newspapcr ... <.Z:.L\.::;:-:.-............. . 
consecutive weeks, the first publication having 

\,,' •\ . : 
l --1·'~ ! f 

been made on tb.e.f.,..c .. .<:'. •...••••. day 0L:,;.~~,-~1:·.~:7i····, 

196 .. :+. ... , and the last publication h,1ving been 
I 

made on thc .... ,, ..... '. .. '.<::duy o.f.Ct .... :.L~~J .. ; 196.\,L_ .. 
that said notice' ·was published in the reg~lar 
and entire issue of every number of the pap.er 
during that pci·:i.od and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the nc'I.VS­

papcr proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has be-en printed and 
published continuously in Good·ing) Gooding 
Oonnty, I daho) for a period of more than 78 
wcclcs pl'ior to the first publication of the at-

.. tac¼cd notice. . , ,/·; 
/J. . .. 

;,-"',·.' ··-\' .....,,... ,,. _.,... ,--7' ) • -~ (' ,j , :«. / ....... :.{_ ,/ 

. \ ..... _ .. _ ~ .l~~~. ~--~-.. -.. ": .. __ ·-•. _--:_ __ __ ----~ --~---· ~ --- ·· 0 ~ ,»..-- " "' •• -· 0 .. O - . ..... ··-. • - ~~-;. ~ NN-~ 

/ Subscribed <1,nd. sworn io before me this 

,_. . . - /' ,.. t . ! . { / 

:;.t·· ·i,...: .. .. . day O ;-• . , .. : ...... ~ •. t.;.c .. ,.\ •.• ••• : ··-· 1.96 .. ':..;. ._ 
'":~ • .' ·f 

.......... ,._.:<_..:.~ ... <:, .. C .......... .. : ... ).( .. :.~c:if;;~~;i··f;t-;;;,i~· ---



e e 
AFFIDAVlT O F PUBLICATION 

NOTICE OF PUBJ,TCAnON 4 

Not.ice ls hereby, givlat at 
10:00 a.m., on tM ~ d; ~ Sep-
tember, 1968.Jl.Jlt ~, ~ of 
Twlh Falls,, StaJt,,_ •1>eio~e 
Eµgene II. ~ f wlll 
'be .1mbmitted ot ,th , t1on-or 
works !ot tlte. illv.ef.don qf so, eu'bic 
feet per -sec(lnd of the w~ f 
the hcJ<lwaters ot B11llngsleii-:(li: k 
in acco~e With the tc!PM · nd 
concHUons'Of a certain 1> re• 
tofo~ Juued by the Sta cla-
matlo• l:nlfneer of the t!ll!lte of 
Idaho, _,.~-

1. Th•, .n,,me ot the person or 
i;:orpor•Ui,n holding: sill· pei:mlt ls 
Jwise,a, lnoll_:'Bele '706.. ]tuhl, Idaho. ! 

2. Th~ QIIV?f ee_ '¥dt:yss of sucJt 
{lersori ofrirlnc pal .~lace of busin­
ess of such <:9tpp.tation ls Buhl, 
County of Twin :Falls, Stnte of 
Ide.ho. , 

3. T he number of such , permit ill _ 
~ S!l., •n~ the , date set for the 
~etlo~ of sucli work is Sep­
tember 11, 1963, 

4. Sitl<J w.it"-~ ti) be used for 
.fish cUltqral ,ll\8, ~omestic use !)'Ur-
pOS!!S. . _ ~; 

5. Said works·of dlv,~rs lon wlll be 
f ully completed on :the date set 
tor such ~p1eti,ol_h and the a­
mount or water 'thl¢h said works 
11,re cap1;1ble! o.t conducting to th e 
place ot Jnten~ed bAe, ln accord· 
ance with t he p~,llccompanyt.ng 
the application 10,: such permit, 
ls 50 cubic feet pet s'ec6nd. 

Carl E. To.ppan, Actipg 
S tate Reclamatlnn Engineer 

39-42 

S'l'ATf.; OF lDAl101 } ss. 
COUNTY OE' GOODING 

I, Leland G. Bur,·ess, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 

Goom:--..G Lt::,\DEH, a weekly newspaper of general 
cirt:ulation1 published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice attar}led hereto was 

published in said newspaper., .. ·L~l-~ 1--=--. .......... . 
consecutive weeks, lhe first publicatiqn having 

., J t' ,. r r./ 
l>ecn made on the .. /..\ ..... t , .... day of ..... .'.;-:~-- ·i:.· ··t·-, 

, ) / I 
LD6 ..... -=~), and the lust publication having ~n ,,· 

.. /,. ? 
made on the .... / ~:r ·_(.(~day of .\ .:-.L~ .'. .,.. /196. .. ; .... 
that said notke was published in the regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published ('Ontinuously in Good-ing, Gooding 
County, !do.ho, for a pel'iod of more than 78 
weeks prior to lhc first publication of the at­
tached notice. 

--· "<,/ ,c~/ ~ 
-:-: .::0;"'~:Z;~(~.--:-t::'., .. , .Z.('_'.,:~-~:,. J.~>~:-:-:"-7".~ •.. •••• .••••. ,. •• •· ••• 

. / Sub-scribed and sworn to before me this 
. , / } 

I ~- t 1. ..... d f ( ( i. "-- · ~ ., 196 ~ · 
~ ;t······-- ay O ....... ·c:j-"···~~ .. .L. . .. ) . . ~ ... . 

i( . < i .. ., { /_, ' .. }c. ~ T r < . / 
············\····--········· ........... .. , .......... ... ...... , .... , .... . ,, ....... . 

N nta1·y P·U,blic 

I,,, 

- ( I .,. ·r 
(J. '-, 



• • 
HIGH IS. FlU'rl'!alfAN ~ANY 

.\:t. id 'n-ei.:eh:, ::>rd1)rud, -1uljuugi:,11J Ai,a deOX'i\fald, 4J1d Lhia ,belt ,;,.rder, ,!; ~ 

. ·', :\ ~-
a 1.x;u::1iot.ati.on, . .i.a th• owner of, and 41ntitl«l to tho uae of , l\nd the n.g~_c ,-. 

· t•¥ \;It~. for i.a.:dgat.ion MU douest:ic ,;>urptweu thtit foll<Ninq runounts of . 

thrcsn and 2 tttnthe (3. i > qn.,..mxl t't1qt oJ· w,itor, l'Jith a 1,1t:iorit11 uf' 

~ t;.qb(ir ·J, 1884, <Jeveloi;iecl ancl r.Uv-e:z:ti~ frmn thf.J W.\t.oi-6, u~epn, Aprin~:m 

in t:he. ~W~ !SW~ , Soc • 3:! , 1wp. 7 §!£.>l'~ , tli!h~J!il U StJ9t: , a.. 1, . , 
county; Idaho, and 4. e .10<::~md fei;it of the wate;-s oi s.1.1.(l ~-~" . 

ap.r:tngr., an4 riVlllOt'1 diver ted ,'!J'ld developed by tho n.uue tunnel, with a 
. . 

prJ.orj ty of Apt-il l, l.908. token t'tQ.ft uaid tunnol. by o pipe tJ.ne and 

·, 1Ut1;h int-o and upon tliei tnnde of tho aatd defendirnt ht;troJ.nafwr d~.u;c:r.lht!;l 

a•~d uoc,d on said larldEI for. irrigating and roioin<J e1:opa th11treon i.lnd tm: 

'!!he s~theaot QUUtcr (Saft) ot the tJorthea11t Quax-tor Om\>: thl'¾ 

Bast Ralf (S~) 0£ t;hO ikluthout Q\Utt"t$t (8ECl.t) of ~tion 1'hirty-<;>ne - (3J) r' 

the '®t!Wfft QWlrte:i. (S'lf¾) of t.n• Uortbwut Quarter (ffif't): ~he Waflt ff<'\1 f 

t~ 1 of t+.o sout:mmet V'.uu:tlil'~ (SWl.i') of SOt.•Uon 'l'.'htrty-two ( 32) , nll u,. 
. \. . 

'l'Q!.'(Jlaltip G$Vlttt {?) South, lango ~m,rtefln U4> Ba:'Jt, B.M., and Lots Xhr.:..,t: 
,.L ' 

'.\~ ·: .. ' l:3) anti Pour (4) of Sa<;:t.ion ?1vc {5 L To,;,ntih i.p light; (0) soJ{~. J'-4nye 
4°,j ' ,.;. ' • .., 'IT; . . . 

, ~ - '•,' fourfmm (l.4} .t, B,M,, tt;)9<tt:lHU' with all. watar riqnta, d,it<:~n~s «nt"! rt iT 
.. ,.. r: . ~ 

,, 

't • 

' 



----- ---·--

- -
AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

NOTICE OF A!'PUCAT10N t"OB 
llERMtr T_O APl'ftOtRiATE TltE 

PUBLIC WA'tEll&', OF. 'l;.){E STATE 
OF IPAJIO .tl.;:ll,C,¢Q).lDANCE Wl1'ff 
TBm· yttll~.. $:..SF SE. _CTJON 42· 

,-~ .~O· COD.E 
~ CE.JS ~ESY GIVEN, That 

lf-'+~Eii'. l)lc .. , <if •Buhl. Idaho, ha s 
~l'le,appliimt[o!_l< No . . 38670, on the 
31st aay- {tf/'36Jy,; '1962, to a ppropr\· 
$e.;hlti·<.S<>t cubic t1et per second 
4r 't)le wa~rs ,of t he' head wateT'll 
ot",J3illl.ilgsle)" Creek, !or iish cul· 
tural ·and <lol'(les tfc, us~. 

't.hat the polnt of divers ion is 
locatd 1n th&< SW¼1'J"W~'.., Sec. 32, I 
T . 7 s., :a. 1.ll E:, •B.M.; and that 
the, 'fl}~~ ot ~ ts in t he SE \'..· 
NE¼ .. Sec. 31. T\, 'l s .... R. 14 E., 
li.M. ~ • 

That any ~ ·. against the ap­
proval o! this c;at ion must be 
filed with the , ;U>_M,tment or Re­
clamation, a t jo.lflff Idaho, within 
fol"ty (40) d,t('~s fl:om the date of 
thl!I notice, ,a)ld 'sueh protest shall 
stat~ tT1w n~e ~na . address of the 
protostant, · a.nil ~ ha ll clearly set 
tot'lh his ob.foction to the approval 
ri£ said appllcat!Qn. 

D!lletl •this 1st ··day ot August, 
1962. -. ·- -

Ralph W; Thomas. Deputy State 
Re<'Jatnalk»l Engineer 
·Setvice of f.he foregoing, by copy, 

is hereby a cknowledged this 2nd 
day of August, 1962. 41-43 

STATE OF IDAHO, 

COUNTY OF GOODINC 
} ss. 

I, L eland G. Burres,'!l) do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 

GooorNG LEADER, a weekly newspaper of genera l 
circulation, published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice attached hereto was 

b] . . 'd . ...,_.,, '"'' pu 1shed m sa1 newspaper ...... C..~ ... :: ... l.. .......... .. . .. 

consecutive weeks. The rst publicatiq_n having 

been made on the;: .. :-~ ........ day of.(l1~,-~f'·"';;.., ~ .l-: 
196 .. ~).::: ... 1 and the ·last publication having been i , ) J /' .r:,_ c/,' I. I 
made on th;j --,~- ._, ...... day 0..1(.Ll~·--..lr··"-· , ·196 ... .1 .. :- j 

that said notice was published ip t he regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 

that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper; has been printed and 

published continuously in Good·ing, Good-ing 

Cou.nty) Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks pr ior to the first publication of the at­

tached notice. 
.,, i 

• ,I • 

Subscribed. and sworn to before me this 
"I ' I .L d f . . ' . / 196 ..., .. 
7 

... ) .. --::-: .. ay O .'_ : ... ~ ..... ~·.J ... I .• : ..... ... , -~-

.: .. :1/~:~.~f:i, .......... ~:'L :.~ .. ;.'.: ... ,~ .!-· : ............... . 

Notary Public 

., (_?­
( 

,../ 
r ' 

.. :;· 



, n .... t ... 

.. ........... ..... ...,,. ........ 

...,.., 
L. • 

• 

... 
~ 

. ,, ,,. 

:~ ror: ...;.1 n-;r ;rr .. W'.! :. ,1~ 
Ii :).':;&'tr), Mc tA ~J.;-~ t.Jt.v· c,~ ,1 1:;, 

:UCt...iw.i ~t :fr.ra wQ\I.JC'U 1.d' '~ 1!',!00 u,.i 
im;i tn:',l!\Cltd.i.3 Ufii(j• 

- $ --0• 11 <.•~ ,,~11, tl1:.c,..:, • ;,· ~ -~ ·llC:~t cr.} 
~?'..'!, ~~ l, \:,; "(;1.,a-:9.~W .L .. ; {!,t:) t:tt...1'1 !'~::. p.:i,• 

t'O ~.k ':i......_i.; Ii. ,; ,..:-;/ ,:ro,.l ~ .U.: ? .-.. !l •. ,._ ,l.:;...;~;;·u., 

,11,.., 
1. ~ l11 ,., 
t?. l!; , •• 

U:«5 ~lt! 
- • :i:t.g 
' • n. 

0.. t~V·:~.:;~,O,tl 'U 1Qr.atui;? 
ot\t.t ttn :\l=ica ,\r ·.1~ : • 

r; • J2, • ) 
(I{· · J\, ~. ·­" C ' •$ 

'tl-0~; CJ..11 ~r't,t.i;.1,:r"J! ~ .t;;,:..:1~ :,lx ,. >_; , .,...~11 c .. Ji::!:1 ;,':,,:>l.i~t: ~.4t' i'.ll.:·d 
,t.Ltb t.'10 ;x;:10.:.·~~ ~. ~~lur:u .;_a,, .iC. ,..,_L., •.• . ,.,.H!L•~ ~~--=lJ.:t .. ,..,, ,t;y t ! 0 ) -:ev;; ~l 'l.';;J 
'* ... ~ «:ttu ti:~: t!~a z)6!';it"i:J, •. ti ::.~·11 .... <"v.l/:J ,,, ntui:S.:. 0~1t.<l ~. -.> .:.:o .;.1c ~~ o!:: :,"'"1 
{h"Qto:Jbat..~ .;;i.;~l ~'\."ill c...- ~'1.v' ,~ 11 ... ;1 . .. i.z: ",_j(Jct!t ,1 
G~~_,~,l':.'!'i• 

•• , jl ;; 

;•' \ . ' 
!-·l' ~ · 

.. , 
V 

• tl,; ..., .. ...., .. ..,.. 

• ...,.._ ._,, .. ""'_..,. ____ ........ ...... ...... ~--- 91\..._ ___ .,....:.,.kt 



' . . ·. • .. . 

IN THE JOISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 

InReSRBA 

Case No. 39576 

) 
} 
) 
) 

ORDER OF PARTIAL DECREE 

For Water Right 36-02551 

On October 10, 1997, a Special Master's Report and RecommendaJion was filed for the 

above water right. No Challenges were filed to the Special Master t Report and Recommendation 

and the time for filing Challenges has now expired. 

Pursuant to I.R C.P. 53( e )(2) and SRBA Administrative Order 1, Section l 3f, this court has 

reviewed the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law contained in the Special Master l Report and 

wholly adopts them as its own. 

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that water right 36-02551 is hereby dei:reed as set forth in the 

attached Partial Decree Pursuant to l.R.C.P. 54(b). 

DATED December ;_,9 , 1997. 

ORDER OF PARTIAL OECREE 

DANIEL C. HURLBUTT, JR. 
Presiding Judge 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 

Pagel 

Mli. . .,hi;, ;, ..-., . --

JAN 1 2 200~ 



case No. 39576 

) 
) 
) 

IH TMij DISTRICT CCURT OF THE FIFTH Jll>ICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STAT£ OF IDAHO, IN All) FOR TKE CClJNTY OF TlltN FALLS 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUAIIT TO 
I .R.C.P. 54(b) FOR 

---------' Water Right 36-02551 

IIAHE & ADDRESS: 

SllJRCE: 

QUANTITY : 

PRIOUTY OATE: 

RANGl:11 IMC 
PO BO)( 706 
BUHL ID 83316 

Ji!ART!N-CURREN TUNNEL 

48. 54 CFS 

TRIBUTARY: BILLINGSLEY CREE~ 

THE Cl/ANTITY OF WATER UNDER THIS RIGHT FOR DMSTlC USE SHALL 
NOT EXCEED 13,000 GALLOIIS PER DAV. 

THIS RIGHT AND RIGHT NO. 36-15501 All LIMITED TO A IOTAL 
COMBINED FACILITY VOLUMI: OF 123,2n CU. FT. 

07/13/1962 

't >. • 'I, .. .. ' . ..,; 

-··· 

POIMT OF DIVERSION : T07$ ~14E S:S2 SESWNW Within GOODING Coi.ity 

PURPOSE AND 
PERIOD Of USE: 

PLACE OF USE: 

P\JRP05E OF USE 
FISH PROPAGATIOM 
DOMESTIC 3 HOMES ANO 2 OFFICES 

FISH PROPIUi.\TION 
T07S R14E S31 

532 

DQIESTIC 
T07S R14E 531 

S32 

Within G000lNG CCU'lty 
SENE 
MW 

With in GOOOlNG County 
SENE 
S\INII 

PERIOO OF USE 
01-0, 12·31 
01-01 12-31 

OTHER PROVISIONS NECESSARY FOR DEFINITION OR Al>MINtSTRATION OF THIS WATER RIGHT: 

THE QUANT [TY OF WATER DECREED FOR THIS WATER RIGHT FOR 
~ESTIC USE 1S NOT A DETERMINATION Of HISTORlCAL SENEF!CIAL use. 

RULE 54(b) CERTIFICATE 

QIJANTtTY 
48. 54 CFS 

0. 1 CFS 

Iii th respect to the issues determined by the above jud9111ent or order, it is hereby CERTIFIED, In acccrdanc• 
with Rule 54(b), I.R. C.P ., that the court has detennined that there fa no Just reason for delay of the entry of a 
final ju~t and that th• court ha, and doe1 hereby direct thlt the above judi,Mnt or order shall be a final 
;......,, "'M ,.,,,h °'~"'IM..,•-• .... ~ , .... l •Y bo '°"" [J_""' by fflo '""' -Llno Rolu. 

'< ~'-
OAIHEL C. HUIL8UTT,JR. 

PARTIAL DECREE P\JUllANT TO I.R.C .P. 54(b) 
Water Right 36·0l551 

PRESIDING JOOGE 
snake River a,afn Adjudication 

PAG.E 1 
NOV-28•1997 

Mll.ri~_, 

ii\ ti.• 'i • •,. '"" ·~ ! 1... 200~ 



1997 DEC 29 PM 02:00 
DISTRICT COURT - SRBA 
TWIN FALLS CO., IDAHO 
FILED ______ _ 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 

In Re SRBA 

Case No . 39576 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

Water Right{s) : 36 - 02551 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that a true and correct copy of the PARTIAL DECREE 
PURSUANT TO I . R.C.P . 54(b) for WATER RIGHT 36-02551 was mailed 
on Pecember 29, 1997, with sufficient first-class postage prepaid 
to the following : 

DIRECTOR OF IDWR 
PO BOX 83720 
BOISE, ID E13720 - 0098 

RANGEN INC 
Represented by: 

J DEE MAY 
PO BOX 1846 
TWIN FALLS, ID 83303 
Phone : 208-733-7180 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

DIANA DELANEY 
Chief Deputy Clerk 

·• 

PAGE 1 
12/29/97 

MJCROi--ti .M C.. C 

.JAN 1 7. 2004 
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Right has been 
Decreed in the 

SRBA. 

t--;\lVnt ., . ··· · 
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&tatt of Jbalfa 
License and Certificate of Water Right 

Water License No ........ G.-,..29131 ... _ ... . Amount ... l..Z...c.Lf.UL, ..... 

Prlorycy...!\a1 .. .l.9 ... .l.96L .. Water District No ............... - .............. . 

TIIlS IS TO CERTIFY that WilLIAM J, P0WEll 

or C II fton, Idaho , made application for a perrn!t to appropriate the 

publlc waters of the State ofida.bo, dated Hay 19 , 19 61 ; ~t Permit No. G-29733 

was issued under said application; that Certificate of Completion of works.,~th a carrying capacity of 
.. 

1 • 7 second feet, was issued thereunder on Apr f 1 25 , 19 i7 , showing that said works 
I 

were completed on the 2nd day of Hay , 19 ¥, ; and that on the 2nd 

day or May , 19 66 , WilllAM J. P0WEll _/ 

or C II fton , Stat_eot Idaho /Lade proof to the satisfaction of the 

State Reclamation Engineer ot Idaho, of llif right to use the waters of a we 11 , 

' , a tributary of subterr11.nean flow , tfrthe purpose of irrigation, 

, under Use Permit No. G-297)3 ot· e Department of Rec lamatlon, 
and that said right to the use of said waters h~ been pert ed 1n accordance with the laws of Idaho, 
and Is hereby conflnned by the State Reclamatlon~glneer, t Idaho and entered of record In Volume 

, I 
14 of Licenses at page 8803 , on the 25 d~ of , Apr! 1 , 1967 ; 

The right hereby confirmed dates from · ·1116 19 , 19 61 

The Point of Diversion Is located / \ . 

In the SW ¼ SW ¼, Sec. 23 , Tp. 14 S, f ·38 Ii, , B. M., County of Franklin. 

That the amount of water to which such rlght is/entitled ~d hereby confirmed, for the purposes 

aforesaid, is llmlted to an amount actually needed ar/iJ beneflclall\. used for said purposes, and shQ.11 

not exceed I : cubic feet per second. i \ 
Description an location of use: I 

\ 

Twp. Range Sec. Forty-acre Tract I No. Acres t\ No. Acres 
Described In Permit Actually Irrigated 

I 
14 S 38 E 23 SWl1; M; 40 \ ii SE!i; SWl1; 

' 
40 

SW'~ SE!i; ; 8 

Tota 1 number ' of , cres tobe Irrigated: \ 85 

\ 
\ 
' \ 
\ 

\ 
' 

The right to the UBe of the waller aforesaid hereby confirmed Is restricted to the Janda or place 

of use herein described, as provided by the laws of Idaho. 

WITNESS fue seal and signature of the State Reclamation Engineer, affixed at Boise, Idaho, this 

25th day of Aprl l , 19 67 • 

( SEAL) 
sL..&.....Ke.lth .. Jif.~~~tlon Engineer. ...... 



&tm nf Jhalfa 
License and Certificate of Woter Right 

Water License No ....... 11?9.~~ .............. . 
Water District No ......... ... ... .......... .. 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that RANGEN, INC. 

of Buhl, Idaho 

AmounL.S.Q.,.Q ... s..,f.,.J.a_ ... 

Priority ... '1!!.l:i .. lL .. ..1.9.§.?. 

public waters or the State of Idaho, dated July 31 

, made application tor a permit to appropriate the 

, 19 62 ; that Permit No. J0654 

was Issued under said application; that Certificate of Completion of works, with a catTy!ng capacity of 

so.o second feet, was issued thereunder on April 26 , 19 6 7 , showing that said works 

were completed on the 27th day of July , 19 63 ; and that on the 2,116, 

day of ,SWtember , 19 ~ , RANGEN, INC. 

of Buhl , State of Idaho , made proof b the satisfaction of the 

State Reclamation Engineer of Idaho, of the right to use the waters of under -

ground springs , a tributary of Bil lfngsley Creek , for the purpose of f !sh cu I tura 1 and 

domestic usejlllder Use Pennlt No. 30654 of the 0epartment of Recla""'tlon, 
and !hat said right to the use of said waters has been perfected in accordance with the laws of Idaho, 

and is hereby confirmed by the State Reclamation Engineer of Idaho and entered of record In Volume 

14 of Licenses at page 8804 , on the26 day of April , 19 67 

, 19 62 ; The right hereby confirmed dates from 

The Point of Diversion is located 

July 31 

In the SW ¼ NII 1/1,, Sec. 32 , Tp. 7 S , R. 14 E , B. M., County of Goodi ng , 

That the amount of water to whlch such right is entitled and hereby confirmed, for the purposes 

aforesaid, is limited to an amount actually needed and beneficially used for said purposes, lllld shall 

not exceed so.o cubic feet per second. 

Description and location of use: 

Twp. Range Sec. Forty-acre Tract No. Acres No. Acres 
Described in Permit Ach1Rllv Irrinted ----------7 s 14 E 31 SE'1: NE'i; None None 

32 S\.1'2;NWI!; None None 

For fi! h c u lture and domes le use. 

The right to the use of the water aforesaid hereby confirmed is restricted to the lands or place 

of use herein described, as provided by the laws of Idaho. 

WITNESS the seal and signature of the State Reclamation Engineer, affixed at Boise, Idaho, this 

26th day of Apri I , 19 67 . 

.s/ R .•.. Kei th Hl,llginson... ...................... _ .............. . 

( SEAL) 
State Reclamation EnKineer. 



.. ' ~ 

IM 3.1.59 

State of Idaho 

License and Certificate of Water Right 

Water License No ....... JQ~5.~ ... -............ _ Prlority ...... :h!.t'Lll .... J.~~L ................. Amount. .. .29.,.9. .. ~.,.f. •. s., ... . 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that RANG EN, INC. 

of Buh I, Idaho , made application for a permit to appropriate the 
public waters of the State of Idaho, dated July 31 , 1962 ; that Permit No. 30654 
was issued under said application; that Certificate of Completion of Works, with a carrying capacity 
of SO, 0 second teet, was Issued thereunder on · Apr 11 26 , 19 6 7 , showing 
that said works were completed on the 27th day of July , 1963 ; and 
that on the 2nd day of September , 19 64, RANGE'N, INC, 

of Buh 1 , State of Idaho , made proof to the satisfaction of the 
State Reclamation Engineer of Idaho, of a right tothe1.1seotthewatersof underground springs, 

a tributary of Billfngsley Creek, for the purpose of fish cultural and domestic use, 
under Use Permit No. 30654 of the Department of Reclamation, and 
that said right to the use of said waters has been perfected in accordance with the laws of Idaho, 
and is hereby confirmed by the· State Reclamation Engineer of Idaho and entered of record in 
Volume 14 of Licenses, at Page 8804 , on the 26th day of Apri 1 , 19 67 . 

The right hereby confirmed dates from Ju·1 y 31 , 1962 . 
The Point of Diversion ls located 

in the SW ¼ NW ¼, Sec. 32 , Twp. 7 S , R. 14 E. , B.M., Gooding County. 
That the amount of water to which such right Is entitled and hereby confirmed, for the purposes 

aforesaid, is limited to an amount actually needed and beneficially used for said purposes, and shall 
not exceed 50.0 cubic feet per second. 

Description and location of use: 

I 
Twp. lange Sectlo" forty•Ao:ro !rad No. Ac'" ht(,tb,t,d I" l',rrnh I No . Acre, Ac1uolly lrri gal•d 

---
7 s 14 E 31 SE¼i NE½; None None 

32 SW½; NW~ None None 

For ffsh C J1ture and domestfc 1 Se, 

The right to the use of the water aforesaid hereby confirmed is restricted to the lands or place 
of use herein described, as provided by the laws of Idaho. 

WITNESS the seal and signature of the 
this 26th dayof April 

State Reclamation Engineer, affixed at Boise, Idaho, 
, 19 67. 

...... LU.A~. - ..... = ........... ~. 
State Re 

Otet« r t s st r · .,.,. 
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State of Idaho 

LICENSE AND CERTIFICATE 
OF WATER RIGHT 

Water License No .. J.9.~,5.~---························· 

To ... __ Ra.nge~ ... Inc. ··············-···················-·-·-

........... Buh 1.1 . .. Idaho ··············-················-·· ·-········· 

Source or Supply ... .J)o.!!.~r.9.r.g!-!.r:1~ ... :mrJ.r:1g~_, 

tributary .of __ Bf.11 in9$ ley Cr~~k····-·-

··-··-····-·-·····-·· Goodini_ ... --·-··-··-··· County 

Amounl ... - ..... _S....Q_,.Q_··-··-···--·-··--· see. Fl 

Polnt of Diven;ioo .. _§~~~i_J.!!_~-~ ... n,.-..... 
... T •.. .1 S _. R .• ... I 4 ... E., B .H. ·····-·- ·········-····-··· 

Place or Use ... g~J;~, .. _?.~.!;.!..-J..IL ... -··-·-····· 

~~~ •... Sec •. 32, ... T • ... 7 .si ... R._.J.4 ... ~, .. B.H. 

PwJ>ose .. .f..l..sh..~u.ltMr.a.Land ... .d!?.w.e.s.th: .. 

Date of P riority ...... ~.1.1.l Y..) .! . .1 .. .J%..L ................ . 

Recorded .......... Apr..U .. 24.,. .J .%..7. ......... ·-········· 

in Book 14 .. ...... ot Licenses, Page ... 880!L .. . 



--:. · ' 

Application For Permit M-
To Appropriate the Public Waters of the State of Idaho 

1. Name of Applicant:Rangen, Inc, 

Al'l'LICATION NO. 
PERMIT No. 
DISTRIGI' NO. 

)3670 
)'.)654 

Postoffice address: Buhl County: Twin Falls State: Idaho 
I. If applicant is a corporation, give: 

(a) Date and place of incorporation: Jan, l, 1960 • Buhl, Idaho 
(b) Amount of capital stock: $300,000. 
(c) Amount paid in: $90,000 
(d) Names and addresses of directors : Theo Rangen, Buhl, IdahOJ Thorlei.f Rangen, Buhl, Idaho; 

Maria Rangen, Buhl, Idaho 

II. The financial resources of the applicant are: 
(a) Cash on hand: $26, 764 ,45 
(b) Treasury stock: None 

2. Quantity of water claimed: Fifty ( 50) 

(c) Bond to be issued: none 
(d) Other resources: Sale of merchandise 

cubic feet per second. 

3. Source of water supply:The headwaters of Billingsley Creekwhich ia~ derived from undergrourxl 

South 10° 28}1 East 
springs , 

4. Location of point of diversion: 2 .:lf2 ,55 ft, :fat distant from the North co!l1lllon 
between 

corner pf Sections JO &Jl. T. 7 S, , R. 14 E,, B.M., and la in the SW~.¼ 

of section 32 , T. 7 S , R.lu E, , B. M., County of Gooding 

6. Water is to be used for Fish cultural & doll10stic use; non consumptive 

6. It for mining, milling, power or manufacturing purposes, give: 

(a) Point of use of water: 1700, feet distant from Nw¼ 
T. 7 S , R. 14 E , B.M., in the SEiflE¼ 

(b) Amount of power generated: 

(c) Water la to be returned to Billingsley Cr, 

of Section :d 31 

H.P., under 

at a point 

corner of Section 32 

, T. 7 S , R. 14 E, , B.M. 

feet head. 

1900 

distant from the NE corner of Section 31 , T. 7 S , R. 14 E , B.M., in the SE{NE¼ 

of Section 31 , T.7 S , R. J.4 E, , B.M. 

7. Estimated cost of works: $ 15 ,ooo, 

8. Kind of works: Concrete dam - iron pi!)eline 

9. Height of dam feet; length of dam at top 

feet; material used in dam : 

10. Size of headgate: Width feet; height 

11. Ditch: Width at bottom 

dimensions of.flume: 

fee; width at water line 

Diameter of pipe inches; length of conduit 

Average grade per mile feet. 

12. The time required for the completion of such work is l 

feet ; length of dam at bottom 

feet; depth of water 

yeara; 

feet 

feet. 

feet: 

miles. 

13. The time required for the complete application of the water to the proposed use is 1 additional years. 

14. The land to be irrigated is described in the following tabulation: See remarks. 

15. Existing water riihta and/or valid permits aJ!Purtenant to the lands to be irrigated are: 
73 inches 1885 decree & 8 inches 190tl Decree (Hi!'1l & Fritchr.tan) 

·- --- - - . ·- --- ,J 



16. (a) Is reservoir to be used 7 No If so, fill in (b) and (c) below: 
(b) Name of Reservoir and number of Storage Permit: 
(c) Date of filing of Application for Storage Permit and Name of Applicant: 

BE IT KNOWN THAT The undersigned hereby makes application for permit to appropriate the public water of the State of Idaho 
as herein set forth. 

By 

Date of first receipt at Department of Reclamation: B :JJ A ,M. July 31, 1962 

Returned to applicant for correction: 

Corrected application received: 

Raneen 1s, Inc. 

s/ H, F. LeH:lYNE 

Approval of State Reclamation Engineer 

The number of this permit is Jei>54 
Recorded in Book 107 Page 3Ci>54 Approved September 11, 1962 

Applicant. 

Agent. 

Thia is to certify that I have examined the within application for a permit to appropriate the public waters of the State of Idaho, and 
hereby approve the same, subject to the following limitations and conditions: 

Bond in the sum of $ to be filed on or before 
Work to begin on or before November 11, 1962 and to continue diligently and uninterruptedly to completion, 

unless temporarily interrupted by circumstances over which permit holder bas no control 
One-fifth of the work above specified to be completed on or before !'.arch 11, 196) 
The whole of said work to be completed on or before September 11, 1963 
Beneficial use of water appropriated in accordance herewith, to be made on or before September 11, 1964 

11th WITNESS My hand this day of September, 1962 
s/ CARL E. "rAPPAN, Assistant 

State Reclamation Engineer. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, WE, .............. RQSJ::.l\l' .. l3., .. .si.1X1lE. ................ _ ............... ...................... , Covernor of the State of Idaho, 

and ................ .A!!NQ.W. .. WA.l:JJN.1/L ............................................... , Secretary of State of the State of Idaho, have caused thia instrument to 

be executed in the name of the State of Idaho, and caused the Great Seal of the State of Idaho to be hereunto affixed, this ....... lJ,.~ . 

day of ........ ~.ei.1.¥.l~!!r .................................... , ts.§.L 
Countersigned : 

STATE OF IDAHO 

(SEAL) 
By ....... s/ .. .AA!lOUl .. WI.LLIAMS .............................................. . 

Secretary of State. 

By ..... s/ ... ROBEll.T . .E. .. $n.:IE .............................................. . 
Go11ernor. 

REMAIIKS : The ·50 ft, of water is sunplemental nn:l t o be used f or f'i sh culture and propanation, then to be 
returned to the stream for clownstream users, The 81 inches of orior decree will b e used to 
gllAr antec evaporation h other losses 50 no loss of water will be suffered by downstream Users, 

14. 

'l'wp. 

Applicatio for Amendment 
Point f Return 
Permit o. 30654 

Totals 

omes no RANr, INC. and represen s to the State Recla ion Engineer of the ate of Ida.ho: 

r hat he s t.h o~ner an:l holder of ermit to Appropriate e Public Waters State of Idaho, No. 0654, 

at the poi of return of -ter i des cribed in said Pe t as being loc a ted : SEtNEt, Sec, 31, T, 7 s., 
R. 14 E, 

he ow quests that the point of return of water be changed to a point lo ted: in SE corner of NW/·NEt., 
Sec. 

there 

1, T. 7 S. , . 14 E. 
That th rea .on for·d esiring to e such change is as f 
are no ther divers ions of waterfr m Billingsley Cree.k 
That no one 11 be injured by su change, an:! that sue 

Signed at Boise Idaho, this 5th day 

Date f Recei tat Department of Reclama ion: March 6, 1964 

, RALPH 0MAS, Deputy State Re lam&tion Engtneer of 
foreg ing a pp i cat on for amendment to P rmit to Appropriate t 
This pproval cons itutes a new perrait ad is issued as an ame 

ch it b arxl. said app ication is approved o 
ely arr 

Reco ed: Ma ch 6 1964 

ow: Operations e 
tween the t wo points, 
_change will be Wlde 

March, 1964. 

nied beyorrl original lane, 
described above 

Permit Holder's own sk, 

RANGEN, INC. 

By: 

e State of Idaho, he 
Public Water s of the 

ment to the original 
insofar as the r ig 

, F. LeMo;yne 

by approve the above nd 
State of Idaho, No , ) 54, 
nnit, to which it re 

s of others will not e 

W. THCt'iAS, 
y State Reclamation ineer 



Jpplioation tor Amerxlmsnt -
PLACE OF USI 

Permit No, 3o6,4 

Comee nov RANOEN, INC.,a.od represents to the STATB RECLAMATION P:IOINEER ot the State of Idahos 

That he is the 01mer and bolder ot Pendt to .q,propriat.e the Public Waters of the State of Idaho, No, 3~, 

and request& that the plaoe of UH ae desor:l.bed in said penn:it, be changed to read aa followat 

from the point of diversion to the point where Billingale,- Creek intersects the County Road which said point of 

intereaeotion ia in the SE ooz,ier of the Nw; NE¼ Seotl.on 31, Twp. 7 s, R. l4 E,B.Ko and said plaoe of uee being 

in the~~· s½ NE¼ a.od NI¢ NE¼, ~~t:,~~~:·~ in Twp. 7 s. R~ ~ lllllldng a total. of 35 

acres. 

That an additioMJ. amount of water ie not asked for, and that the rights o! other1 will not be advereol;y affected 

ey such change• 

Signed at .Bnhl, Idaho this 23rd da,y of Jul;y, 1964, 
R.ANOmf, INC. 

ay,, Theodor Bangen 

Date of I'9oeipt at of.floe of Department of Recl.-ti.on Jul;r 27, 1964 

APPIDVAL OF STA'IZ RECIAMA1'!0N l!NGINEIR 

I, RsJ.ph W, Tho111&a, Deputy State Real.amation Engi.nHr of the State of Idaho, bereey approve the above and fore• 

going application for amendment GO Permit to Appropriate the Public Watel'II of the state of Idaho, No. )06,41 rhia 
approval. conatitutea a nev pez,nit and is issued as an amendment to th• original permit, to which to refers, and of 
which it beoonies a parl, and ·said app]j.cation h approTed onl;y insofar as the right• of othar. will not b• adversel;y 
affected thereey. 

Recorded, July 28, 1964 

:s/ RALPH W, 'lKll'AS, 
Deputy State Reclamation Engineer 

Permit No. 30654 + 
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION OF WORKS 

TO ALL WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

This Is to certify that RANGEN, INC. of Buhl, County of Twin Falls, and State of Idaho, the holder of Permit No. 30654, issued 
upon Application No. 38670 bearing date of priority of July 31, 1962, authorizing the diversion of 50, 0 second feet of waters of under­
ground springs, tributary of Billingsley Creek; County of Gooding, state of Ida.ho, for fish cultural and domestic _purposes, has fully 
compiled with the provisions of the laws of the State of Idaho relating to the proof of completion of the works of diversion set out and 
described in said Permit; that said works are adequate for diverting and conveying to the place of intended use 50. 0 second feet of the 
waters of underground springs, tributary of Billingsley Creek; that the point of diversion of said waters Ia in the SW¼NWt, Sec. 32, 
T. 7 s, R. 14 E, B. M. and that the lands proposed to be Irrigated by the use or place of use of said water are described as follows, 
to-wit: for fish culture and domestic purposes in the SW¼NWt, Sec. 32, and SEtNEi, Sec. 31, T. 7 S, R. 14 E, B.M. 

Proof of Completion of Works made: July 27, 1963. 

Witness my hand this 26th day of April, A. D. 1967. 

S/ R. KEITH HIGGINSON 
State Reclamation Engineer 

UCE~SE !:SUED FOR .901...SEC. fT. 
UCCNSE PAGc N0.Jjt,1-;/ • 
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!-'ORM 22 ·.- Permit No. , , , 31)(>_5i,._ , .. , , . , . , --
<!Iertifirntr nf <!Inmpletinu nf l!nrks 

TO ALL WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

This is to certify that .. -~~~~.~~,. -~~~-·-- ............................... "" ........ , .. .. 

of ......... ll.uh 1.. ......... '. .. .. .. , County of ............ J'"{r.,. f.a I.Is ......... , and State of 

, .. , .... , .. , t~l!l:i!) .............. , the holder ........ of Permit No •.. 3.Q{>5.~ ... , issued upon 

"Application No.3~.7.Q .... bearing date of priority of. , il.'llY . .1 l ... 1,9~~--, .. , authorizing the 

diversion of ... , .. 5.0.,0. . .. . . . .. . . . second feet of waters of .. \Jl''l.~~rgr,c;n,1!'.c:l. liP.r. ~ 119.~ • .... . 

ti:-,~'-!tllr.Y. .9f. .nl.1.IM.~1113'. _Cr~~l.<J .............. , ..................... . . .. .. . . , . .. , . .. . .. , .. 

County of . " ..... ~.<!9~.i.119,. ....... , State of ldaho, for .. . ~hh _c;y)J~!'.'11.1 . . Cir.cl. 9!)!1)~~~.i.9 ... 

purposes, ha.s ..... . .. fully complied with the provisions of the laws of the State of Idaho 

relating to the proof of completion of t~e works of diversion set out and described in said 

Permit; that said works are adequate for diverting and conveying to the place of intended 

use ....... ,P. O ............ second feet of the waters of .1Jf'\4~rgr:9\J1'4. ~P.r:h,g!i, ..... .. .. 

~r:H~l!tar.Y. .9f .. ~n.qi:i9.11111Y. ½".'~~~, . ... . .... .......... ..... ........... . ... ..... . ..... . ..... . . 

that the point of diversion of said waters .1, .. 1.f). ~"~- ~~1!N.~~ •. ~~c;,, .32, .. "T:, , 7 .. ~ ... .. .... . 

R.,,. ,!4. -~ •- .B.~t:t.• ..... . , . .. .. . ...... , .. . . ...... .. ..... . ................. ... . ...... . , ..... .. . . ... .. 

and that the lands proposed to be irrigated by the use or place of use of said water are 

described as follows, to•wi t: .F.Qr: . .f., ,t,_ .~\I, .t.11r". ,Ql'.ld .. <l9\11A!I ~ i .c. . P\Jr.PQ:1~$ . i" . tl:'t~ .. ...... . 

. ~~~11: •. . ~e~.·- .n .. 11r:id. Wq4.~1!.,. -~~~-·-Jl, . . T •. . 7. .~,. -~•- .1.4. ~-~ .\l,.1-1, ... .• .. •..... ... . .... .. 

. . P.~r;,~f .Qf. ,C:9111p. \ ei.l.Qr,i. ~-f.. W~i:l:ts . .t:lalle.~ ... J.11 I y_ .27 , .. l9!'>.3. ...... . .... .. . .. .. . ... . .... .... .. . 

Witness my hand this .... ~9~.~ ..... day of .... ..... APl'.'.i_l,.... .. . , A. D. 19 §7. 

re r ccwttr w ,. 'b · t ,. .. ltf' 1M:"1ttb ·' '¼'.:J"'1»e: ,r. 
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Permit No ... J.Q~5-~ . . ...... . 

alrrtifiratr of <!J11mplrti11u 
of llurks 

Dated .. . .. . ~Pr. 0. ~.L ... , 19 !>.7. . . . . 

Stream . !-11'.1\l~.r:gnNot;I. -~Pr.i.ng$ . .. . . 

County . . GAAdfog ...... .. ... .. .... .. . 

Amount .5.1!~9 .. ~,f~-~·- ·· ··· ..... .. . . 

Date of Priority ~l!!Y.11, .. l.9f>~ .. . . . 

Recorded in Book .... . 1,Q7 . ... . . . .. . . 

of .... ~!'.r'!I~ .t.~ .. .... , page .3965-'t. 



Re: Permit No. 30654 

Theodore Rangen, ~res. 
!'1angen, Inc. 
~u~l, Idaho 83316 

Jear Mr. Rangent 

Enclosed are your Certificate of Completfon of Works and 
licens" and CertHicate of \later RiJht on the above numbered 
i,~rwft. 

Also enclosed is departmental recnipt ~o. 33753 in the 
a~ount of S22.oo covering the fees. 

Thank you. 

0\~ ·-1 :dj 

Enclosures : CertfffcNtes 
Receipt 

Very truly yours, 

Oonald H. McEldowney 
Water Rfghts Clerk 

J: ) 

•' ) 



(!. cii<-:4"~ 

33753 

DOLLA l1S 
.·/ 

FOR 

Carey Act Trust Fund -

Applica tion for Permit No. 
·7 ~ / ,,-< ,, 

P n ,nfs / l'(;•l- ~/ _ 

$ _ --- - __ _ • .. . 

$ .. _ -·-- .... . . .... . 
,. "] •") t,o/~ 

:f .:A.:n - . .... ---
Ccrf;ifir•<I Copy 

Rci·oril ins; Decil - -

Certificate - - - -

TOTA L -

: . . - .. ---1 .. ·_ - . 
- - $._, ___ i ________ _ 

tJ 2 I o-,, 
$ .... ..oZ!..'A-1 .•. :.. . 

Re : Permit No. 30654 

Rangen, Inc. 
Buhl, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

Oar field eumlner'.a report on hie tnepectton of proof of oompletton of 
works and appllaatlon ot water to beneficial uee under the terms of Per­
mit No. 30654 sb01r• the pipeline and pCllld• are capable of oonveyfng 2500 
miner's inches. or 50 c. t s. 

Upon receipt of the statutory feel, totaltnc $.22. 00, we will lssua the Certi­
ficate of Completion of Works for 60 o. f. a. and the License and Certificate 
of Water Right for SO c. I.•· confii,ntng the right, with priority of July 31, 
1962, to the un of ,urlace water from ID UDdergrom,.d epring of B1ll1ngsley 
Creek with the potm of diventca ID SWiNW¼. Seo. 32, T. 7 s. R. 14 E, B.M. 
for ftsh culture and dameBUCUM 1n SE!NE!. Seo. 31, T . 7 s. R. 14 E , B. M. 

DWM:nw 

Very truly youn, 

Donald w. MoEldowney 
Water !Ugbta Clerk 

i; • 

' } ; 
; 



T H~OOOR RANG!:N, PnEs. --· 

RANGEN. INc. 
BEANS• GRAINS • SEEDS· F'EEDS 

T ELEPHONE 343-4338 • P. 0. Box 706 

BuHx...IcAHO 

April 25, 1967 

THORLEIF' RANG~N, SEC.·TRE:AS. 

/Pdf {mf ~W/f ma·· i 
APR 26 l987 lll 

Department at Reciamefioti 
Re : Permit No. 30654 ..... -..... . .. ~.. .. 

Mr . Donald w. McEldowney , Water Rights Clerk 
State of Idaho, Dept. of Reclamation 
107 St.ete House 
Boise, Idaho 83701 

Dear Mr . ~cEldowney: 

Enclosed pleeee find our check for $22.00 in payment 
of your field examiner's inspection for Completion of 
Works and the issuing of License and Certificate of 
Water Right regarding the use of surface water from 
an underground spring of Billingsley Creek. 

Very truly yours, 

RANGEN, INC. 

TR/vm 

Enclosure 
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Re: Pemtlt No. 3066' 

Rangen, Inc. 
Buhl, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

April 24, 1967 

Olr field examiner'• report on hie illepection of proof of complettm of 
worka and appllcaUon of water to beneftclal uee under the terms of Per­
mit No. ~10814 ahowe the pipeline and pend• are capable of eonveytng 2500 
miner'• inches. or 50 c. t. •· 

Upon receipt of the statutory fees, totaling $22. oo, we wlll 1saue the CerU­
flcata of Completion of Worn tor 50 c. f. a. and the Lioenee and Certtflcate 
of Water RiCbt for 50 c. f. •· cenflnntns the rtpt, with priority of July 31, 
1962, to the use of eurface water from an underground apl'lng of Billlnaaley 
Creek with the point of dlver&IC11 tn SW!NW't, Sec. 31, T. 7 S, R. 14 E, B.M, 
for flab culture and dcme.Uc use tn SE¼NE!. Sec. 31, T. 7 s, a 14 E. B.M. 

DWM:nw 

Very truly youn, 

Donald W. McEldowney 
Water Rtpta Clerk 



,. 
,-. -

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATIONll5Jf£{1//~~f/'lif/t~: o······· .... ur, ~. ,:-, , I .. ~ ~ l 
/;Pf ;;!O 198] ~. ' 

o.,,-.. I /i k' !M>/ · I · · · ,., :m~ ti}}f 

}
, ss. 

COUNTY OF GOODING 

STATE OF IDAHO, 

I, Thomas D. Miller, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 
GooDING COUNTY LEADER, a weekly newspaper 
of general circulation, published once each week 
at Gooding, Idaho; that the notice attached 

hereto was published in said newspaper .... ~~-· 
consecutive weeks, the first publication having 

been made on the .. ~1.'~ ... day of .. 7.21~ 

196 .. 7 .. , and the last publication having been 

~!~es~rd ~~ti!~··ti?li~t~d~!, r~~~ 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement there­
of. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding, Gooding 
County, Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at­
tached notice . 

......... ~.O'-... ~ .......... . 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

/ ?tt. (i., . . l 1 
·······""······:da,y of ········{-'-,L.1...~er. ......... , 196 .. . 

' ) . . '-·· / I 

············:;-········;\'<.4c~ ...... ~<£Ng;~i·i~bii~··· 

- --··-···- - ---·-------__JL_ ______ _____________ _ 



NOTICE OF CORUCTION OF LEGAL NOTIC:I PUBLJIIIED UNl>EJl THE 
l>llOY18lONB OJ' DCTIONI 42-214, •an, U>.AllO CODE 

Notice 11 hereby pven that tbe legal nouoe printed 1n tbe Ooocllng Leader oa 
July so, Aupat &. 13, and 20, 196'. ehowtn., that Ranpn, Inc. wu to mike proof 
of benefldal 11N of water on leptnlber !, 1"4, on Permit No. aotM wu in error 
and tbe point of dtveratGD was pven aa S. l~ 28t' Eaet 239. &I feet from tJMt 
NW comer of the NWtNW¼, Sec. 33, T , 'l S, R. 14 E. B. M.: wbarua die actual 
point of divereion ta s. 10• 28i' Eut 23ta. U feet from. th• MW oomer of the 
NWtNWt, Seo. 32, T. 7 S, R. 1, E. B.M. 

That any proteau apmst t1Mt approval of the depoaWone made 8e)*mber 3, 
1964 mult be filed In the Departznent of Reolam.Uaa, at Bol.H. lduo, within 
fcrty (40) days from dl• date of tbia noUoe, and auch protesu aball 8'ate tbe 
name and addreH of the pro-&enant. and aball ol~ly aet fortll hie object.1011 to 
the approval of ,ald proof of beneflc1al use of water. 

Dated tbia 28th day of March 1967. 

~a,~ 
ack A. Barnett 

Deputy State Reclamation Engineer 

..._ __ ~·') 

Date of J'ir&t PublioaUon Lil q; ,·<t... c .fv -0.1 2 /.f~ 7 
Date ot Lut PubUcauClll <,P::i·k? t;>, I f6 Z 
Laat Date for Protest• _ May 8, 191'1 

? ,·, (.: ,:-_:· ,. f 
~._,,J (._ ,.· -1 _ , I 



~ i1 
SPEED LETTER ® 

FROM ___ Ja.~ A. Barnett TO_ __ Gooding Leader 

.. .. Depu~tat.. Reclamation E~r~ -· ··---···-··-· .. B.y& Mn • .Frank ... St.one 

-ieb.eeJ &alftooO 
SUBJECT~Jml .. _i~otice - Notice 91" oorrecticme Permit No. 30654.,. .Ba.npn Inc. - - - - --

papers requested. 
·-------------- --- - ---

--l'hank you! 
·------·-------· SIGNED ""',,.:......, ·.::..:/ ..:./ ...._,~.-·""-Y,,:.:,.: .. , ..... .,...:.':'--· .:...' ....-;.·;,...__. ~,~7....,'~"-'' ........_....,..__ 

REPLY DATE ____________ _____ _ 19 _____ _ 

(G~ ' S H Al'· A•W,\f " FOH lil 414 , 902 il·P'ART!l RETAIN WHITE COPY, RETURN PINK COPY. TURN OVU FOR USE WITH WINDOW ENVELOPE. 
YrlLSON JONtS C(l l!II PAHY • <C:,1 1~61 • PAIHT£D IN US . A. 



Ffll IN NAME 'D ADDRESS HERE 

FOR RETURN IN WINDOW ENVELOPE 

Gooding Leader 7 
' 

Box 56, Oood1JJ1, Idaho 

Attn. Mr•• Frank Stone 

L _j 

- f'O LO 



., , .. ,. ' . . .., . .. , . '•, ~ 

o -. ' -; _,~ 'I-· t/ .. / , ,: '.J 

Re: Permit No. 30864 
Ra:ngen, Inc. 

, I ,~ -' ' ,('' <I .( 'j 

Goodl~ Leader 
Ooodingi Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

March 28, 1967 

On February 9, 1967, we sent you a notice of correction of a legal 
noUce to be published for two weeks. The lut date for protests was 
March 19, 1967. 

In checking our files, we find you never acknowledged receiving this 
notice, nor have we seen It published. 

This notice was to be published at your expense because It was 
originally published incorrectly after two requeets to have it corrected. 

Enclosed are two copiea of the legal notice which is to be published once 
a week for two oonaecuUve weeks. CoJllplete one copy showing the dates 
of ftrat and last publication and return to thi• office, furnishing ue With 
an affidavit of publication after the adverti•ing has been completed. 

JAB:nw 

Enclosures: legal notice (2) 

Very truly yours, 

Jack A. Barnett, Deputy 
state Reclamation Engtneer 



NOTlCP: OF CORRECTION OF LEGAL NOTICE 1'1JBUIBED 1JN1)}';R THE 
PB0\1SION8 OF SECTIONS '2--214, .q..111. IDAHO CODE 

Notice ls hereby glven tlw the legal notice printed in Gae Good.mg Leader ou 
July 30, Aupat Gt 13, and 20, 19M, ebOll'ilig that ftangeD, tnc. WU to make proof 
of beaefleial use of wate.- on September 3, UM, on Permit No. 3016' was in error 
and the polnt of diverllao ~as pVffl ae s. 10- ni•· Eut 23t~ &I feet from the 
NW comer of the NW !NW;.\. Sec. 32, T. '1 S, R. 14 E, B. M. ; wbereu the actual 
point of dlvenlon ls s. 10• 38-l' Eaa 11392. 66 feet from tu NW comer of tlle 
NWtNW:t, Sec. 32, T. 't S, R. l4 E. B.M. 

That 8Df protesta agalnllt the approval of the depoatUOn& made September a. 
1984 mlla't be filed ln tho Deputment of Reclamation, at Bolee, Idaho, within 
forty (fO) days from the date of thla not1ee, and auch proteata aball etate the 
name aud addreee ot the protestant. ond ahall clearly eet forth hl• obJectioa to 
the approval of said proof of bn.eflctal uN of water. 

Dated t'biiS 28th~ of Marob 1967. 

Jack A. Barnett 
Deputy State RoclamattOft Enctneer 

~ of J'lrst Publication _______________ _ 

Date of Laat .l'ublicattm _______________ _ 

Laat Date for Proteat11 _____ M_ay ___ s ...... _1_H_7 _______ _ 

' . 



NO!ICI or CORKICTIOH OF LIGAL HO!ICI PO'Bt.IIBIJ) lJIDD Tlll 
P.OTIII01'8 OJ' 81CTION8 ~2-21 .. , 42•217, Il>A.10 CODS 

Notioe is hereb7 given that the legal notice printed in the 
Good:tng LeadtlJ.· on July 30, August 6, 13, 20. 1964, showing that 
Rangen Inc. was to make proof of beneficial use of water on 
September 2, 1964, on Permit No. 30654 vaa in error and the point 
of diversion was given as S. 10• 28~• la•t 2~9.55 teet troa ;the 
Nii co:.·aex· of the NWJW~, Section 32, Twp. 7 s., •• 14 I.B.JII. 
whereas the actual point of diversion is s. 10° 28~• last 2392.55 
feet from the N~ corner of the NVJ4NVJ4, Section 32, Twp. 7 s., 
R. 14 :S., B.U. 

That any ~,:rotestr. against the ~pproval of the dspositions 
mad.e .September 2, 1964 must be filed in the Department of Reclama­
tion, at Boise, Idaho, within forty (40) Jayf, :'ro:n the date of 
this u\Jtice, and s uch .r.,r-o~est s hull .::;t;:-,tt the n.n i:le and .i.ifiress of 
the :prote o; tant, e,nd 1:1hc:tll clt:..,rlJ s•.:t forth hi.-.:. ,Jc,j ectica to the 
a.ppro·v1:i.l u.i bllid proof cf bcn cf::.c:'..al us<? of \·rater. 

Dated this 9th dc.1.y of February, 1967. 

Date of First Publication --------------------
Date of l ,aat Publication -----------------------
Last Drte tor P~ot•at ________ ¥ia_r_o~h_1_9....._,_1_9~6~7 ____ _ 

f 



.U: Permit Mo. 30654 
b.npn., In.::. 

Gooding Leader 
Gooding, Idaho 

Gentleaen: 

Februar7 9, 1967 

Encloaed ;,-ou will f'ind t.wo copier. of lA. legal notice to be IJUblished 
once a week for two consecutive weeks. Complete one copy shoving 
the datee of first and l.:.ut ~)u\111<:atior.. and return to thia ottioe, 
and furnish us with an a!fidaYit ot publi~ution ns soon a3 the 
&dTertieing bas be~n complotud. 

The At.to2·i-.el Gener...l 11.as rule~ tha·~ t!1.~ v<lint c::! div:irsio!l and place 
ot use must be published correctly before the final watar license 
can be iec~eu. S:i.nc.:e t!.i:.1 c::rrox· ~an llla~~.t> b;t tl1<l .:,M?OJ:, ;1w"i sini.;.J 
this dE-partmer..t requested t\!:i:ce the.t th,:- yt1blicntion be correotod, 
this co.rriecti·:c not.ic~ vil:! b~ ~ubli.sh•.!d :1t t,,ur tt:--:p3aae. 3ec, 
the encloavd copiee of the l~gnl notice- t"111ch wau 11:18.iled to the 
paper, and our l~tters co yctt dater! Auzu.!l+; S, 19G':- an·: Au.;t::Jt 111-, 
1961t. 

Very trul7 yours, 

Jack A. Barnett 
Deputy State Reclamation Ens1noor 

JJJ3:ar 

kc. legal notice 
copies of legal notice, 2 lettera 

cc: Bird & Bobdey, Attorneys 
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STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 
BOISE, IDAHO 

REPORT OF ENGINEER 

Permit No ... .l~ .. ·-·············· 
I--

This proof is for-..... C.~.~!?~ .. 9.f. .. !1.',~ ....... ..... . In Water District No .............................. . 
1. NllJlle of applicant. .... .... Banp~~., ...................................................... ................................................. . 

2. Source of water supply: ...... .T..M .. ~.~~.~ .. !>f.J~~11~.~!i!!!T. .. Q~~.~················································ 

3. Location of point of diversion: Is in the ... c. ............................... ¼. ......... of Sectio~ ..... J!'. ...... C.. 

T ..... 7 I ............. R ..... 14'_.E·::s.K •... County of ................. Go<ldillg· .. .......................... ' ........... ~ 
4. Describe works as they exist, giving dimensions and capacities of same:.~ ... ~ .. ~ 

~~!~+·~ .. ~Pt·~·~·~···~···~·:~.~~~~ .. ~.·~···~·g~·~-1 
~ .. '-'). .. .:..a . .dd.>..1.~.AM-""'"'4 ,..w~.~ ... 1!?5? ... ~. ~ .. -at.~ ..... 

.... .. ·• -, 

. I J /, , ~ '·.J.. , , ~ .. P.""-L .. .,. .J ~ 
~ .. ~ .. J.J..,Li . .X. . .2 ... ~ ... ~~'.x .. l/0.~ ......•. ~ •. ~.t.o..~ .... ~ .. ~.al-~ : . 
~~.J..Ch.uA ..................................................................................................................................... . 

~ c: •.. • . J . 

6. Water ia used for : ...... f.1.oh .. Rl!l'!-.~ .. ~ ... 4~.i,.~J~ .. ~J ... ~~ ... ~.~~!~ ....................................... . 
6. State whether or not water has been turned into works of diversiou : ...... ~ ................................. . 

7. List legal subdivisions of lands to be irrigated. If proof ls for beneficial uae, give exact namber 

of acres under cultivation in each fortI-acre tract. . (Descrjbe mannec 11nd place of uae if other 

than irrigation) : 

................................................ " ............... v·/ ......... .......... <' ..................... J:· .. ............................. · ....................... .. 

PLACE OF USEt m,J.'IJIU Sec. Jl•• Twp. '..7 S., Rp. 14 S.B.K • 
..... ..................................... ~~···········································~···························· .. ····· .. ········································---

(Submit map on attached plat, showing location and details of above description.) 

8. What large stream would the water here appropriated finally reach? ................................................. . 

Remarks: ......... ~ .... .. ~ ... .... ~ ... ~ .... o/".~······ ..... . .... 1:fw. .. ·~ ·····~ ·······~····~·······~········ .. . 
.... ... ~ .. -,,.'.'21.'"~ ..... ,. ...................................... ....................................................... . 

p1V 



INSTRUCTIONS TO EXAMINERS 

1. Always carefully note the location of 
the point of diversion and accurately 
plat aame. 

2. When proof ia for beneficial use, 
carefully check up the number of 
acres actually irrigated in each forty 
and accurately plat same. 

8. Make a map showing the correct 
Jocation of streama and ditchell, 
and the irrigated lands, and any 
adjacent permanent landmarkii, such 
as towns, lakes, large streams and 
public roads. 

4. If any unusual conditiollJI are di.&­
covered, make plain statement of 
them under remarlrs. 

5. Alwaya see the holder, if possible, 
and go over the whole ground with 
him and make your rel)Ort only upon 
actual eXisting facts and conditions. 

6. Give general characteristics of soils, 
tol)Ography, and crops r&ised. 

I 

Examination for.- ..... !?.~~-~ .?..~ ~rla!-... - ~ 
t 

County. ___________ Gooding ······--············-·········-·· -~ 

s~c • ..,B_ T.1§:_ R.A.Pji 
r r. '# •• , 

Quantity: _, (.!, ( "I.' ·• . I 

Sourc•s (u ' · -· 

:, ., 
• ' r • 

Use: /~:, .· , · ' • , ( ' · 

Fileds ...!., , (, • ;• I 

I 

' : 
. ,~ ~. .l. :_ f l . 

, .., .? 
. .. ~"). -

.f ,( , ' • ,' 

••(-:: 

·::, 

·' 1,: 

' ··, 
:'', .. ( . ' ; 

\I 

'· ,. 
l 

L ____ _ . __ J 
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--i-- r / ciah<J,, an e~in~t1r /ic...,.,J. -~ 1h . Siok: 

I l ol 1r1aho, r10 1J.,.u1 ~w!i-,, 11-1 tAi.z 

•· 

l---'-1 /1111/' rv..s hlod• fi.om 11.A., 1.,/k,, ,lu,.;,,J 

-- j__ ___ _ a.ctua( Svrveys mo.</4 by n,e Oh Af•y .zo -,,I 
_ 2.~ a11,I rl~n• L~ l'J•~, a~ IJal ;f 
I cor,_.~-lly l"~J'l'"~Jenfs /Je c.,o.-,~'s cl-.sc,lic I :f.:, 

I--'--- l I 
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STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 

BOISE 

REPORT OF ENGINEER 

PERMIT NO~-

REPORT ON PROOF OF ___ C_om-2}.etion of Workss 

Theodor,/ Ran!'l9n, Pres-., Rmgen, Inc.Buhl, Idaho 



1rc,rm 23 
STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 
BOISE, IDAHO 

REPORT OF ENGINEER 
Permit No .... JQ.(<5.~ .................. . 

This proof is fod);:l!')e..f.t~;i,i=<~ ..l.ll?!L ................... .. In Water District No ......... .................... .. 

1. Name of applicant..~?,!15.~.P: . .fn!eo.:r.P.2!'~.l;,.e.~ ................ ... .............................. ................................................ . 

a. Location of point of diversion: Is in the ..... ~i.l.i.NW, ............ ............................ . of Section ....... ~.~ ............. .. 

T ..... 7$ ...... ............. R .. W.~ .................... County of ........ <::.?.~.~~ ........ .................... ..................................... .. 
4. Describe works as they exist, giving dimensions and capacities of same: ............... ..... ........................ . 

..... ~ .:i ..... ~···--f-,7:l.t,,,.k. ... ~ ... ~ ..... P, .... ~··---"""'~L ........ .. 

. .,,;~ ..... . ~::;.ee..,l .... ~ .... .IJ..J~JY-...... C/.UL..,f.._ .. , ...... a .... Ji. ::. .. x. .... 1~t.:.~ 
.p~ .. ~ .... ~ ... !-i1 .. b.?.l., .. ;.t/4, .... ~ ..... ~1.£. .... a.~ ..... . 

·~~~ ..... .._<,~«-~<Z.. ..... ~ ... Jh. ·~/~ .. , ...... a. .. J.(..~~.,(.L/. </.~ .... ~ ... ... ~ ... p ..... .dk .... ~ .. ~ .... ~a ... ~1 .. ~ 
5. Water is used for: ....... .f.j.,?b ... c~J..t.1.tr~A-.. ~ .. d.~rn~~~.i.~ .. ~ .~; ... !)2~ ... ~?.!!~:':1!11.P.~.~.~~ ............. ...................... .. 

6. State whether or not water has been turned into works of diversion : ......... pt£-............................. .. 

7. List leg:il subdivisions of lands to be irrigated. If proof is for beneficial use, give exact nlllTlber 

of acres under cultivation in each forty-acre tract. (Describe manner and place of use if other 

than irrigation) : 

........ . ~ .... . t;,.-uL,i~ .. ~ ... .... . S.E #._ ... /l:'£.....!f ........ ~ ... .:J...1. ... :-: .. ..l ... 7.~.:~ .. !l Pl I: 

(Submit map on attached plat, showing location and details of above description.) 

8. What large stream would. the water here appropriated finally reach ?.. .. ~~ .. ~ ..... 
...L j~J~ 

Rf•ma.rks :... ..?.J! a.-a1 . .... -;;--~.,~: .... ~~ · ~ --· ·~ ·= .... : .................. .. e-cd<.~ .... ... ~-- .c/~/i-e.~ ...... .. 4-......... ~~····~·-#,--=/ 
.. 1-f' ~~~ ..... ....................................... ...................... . ............................... ......... ......... .. 

. .. Va. .1.:: .. / v.f.:b..:i ..... ,.~ ....... ~Z.N ........................................... ............................... .. 



INSTRUCTIONS TO EXAMINERS 

1. Always carefully note the location of 
the point of diversion and accurately 
plat same. 

2. When proof is for beneficial UBe, 
carefully check up the number of 
acres actually irrigated in each forty 
and accurately plat same. 

S. Make a map showing the correct 
location of streams and ditchea, 
and the irrigated lands, and any 
adjacent permanent landmarks, such 
&& to'\\--ns, lakes, large streams and 
public roads. 

4. If any unusual conditions are dis­
covered, make plain statement of 
them under remarks. 

6. Always see the holder, if possible, 
and go over the whole ground with 
him and make your report only upon 
actual existing facts and conditions. 

6. Give general characteristica of soils, 
topography, and crops raised. 

'l' , :2. , ,t 
I• ! ' 

Rangen,,Incorporated. ~ . · c ,.,., .,,. 
Buhl, -.'.::d&ho 1

" ·I'! ·. '·. ·. 
Theodore Rangen, Pres. 
Permit No .... JQQ.5..4 ..... _ ..... . 

<. 

Examination for.~~., ... ~f- ~ .~.~t .. ~ .. ~n~ .• _.UIJ~. 

Good' County_ .. ···-···· in,g_·······--·················-····-····-····· ·-·· 

Qmmdl.y: :s () 
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Form 28 

STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 

BOISE 

REPORT OF ENGINEER 

PERMIT NO~-

REPORT ON PROOF OF Water to Be,..,_n=ef""i .,,.cia.,,,.l=-=U15:e.::e'---- ---­

Rangen Incorporated 
Buhl, 
Idaho 



lM April 196 2. 

Re: Permit mn65.4 
Rangen Inc. 

Theodor6 Rangrm, Preeident 
Rt.ngen Incorporated 
Buhl, Id,,ho 

September 10, 1964 

Dear Mr. :Raruten,k . f h d . . f h ld d -W1! ac nowledge receipt o t e epos1tions o o er an two 
witnesses, also affidavit of publication in theGOODING LFADER 
___ _____ _ , all submitted in pro6f of completion of works 
and beneficial use on Permit No ,30654 

Before final action is taken in the matter, the law requires 
that a field examination be made by an engineer from this department . 

We cannot tell just when this examination will be made, but 
our field engineer will try and contact you at the time he makes the 
examination so that arrangements may be made to show him over the 
grounds. 

ct 
EPR: 

Very truly yours , 

GEO. N. CARTER 
State Reclamation Engineer 

By: 

(Mrs.) Edna P. Rule 
Chief Clerk 

) 



3eptember 4, 1964 

R!, Permit J06$4 
Theodore Rangen, President 

Theodore Rangen, Prel9ident 
Rangen Inoorporated 
Buhl, Idaho 

Dear Mr. Rangent 

Your Proof ot Application ot Water to Beneficial Use has 
been received. Howwr, the depoeition ot llr. 1. H. Bean ot 
Hagerman is not acoeptable. The lav ,tatea the witne•Ne must be 
disinterested peraoM. 

. - . ;~ .. • 

A new form Jf ia being forwarded for oo~le ... ~ion by a nev 
qualified witnees. The deposition ot Karey r. X.Moyne is being 
returned tor completion o.t Question 6 (vitne ... • lllllai atate place of 
use, 1. e. SP:tNEt, S.Otion .31, T7S-Rl41BM--it thia ia correct). 
No further processing oan be accoJapliehed until receipt of the 
depoaitiona by this of.f'1ce. Please reply promptq, 

HPaot 

Eno. Fora 17 

Very truly yours, 

CARL E. TAPPAN 
State Reolal!lation lngineer 

H. P!TRI 
State Water Right• Clerk 

WitneH depoaition ot Mr. H.F. X.Mo,ne 



.--
Fo~ 16 
1 • .5 M - 7-31-62 

fr'_ .-~. >"" :·, n __ ;Fr' rr·y;;·-.1 

ITJ)1\ '.r.· , A, • ;1 \f lt lLlJ 
STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 

BOISE, IDAHO 

Permit No. 30654 

; 1 ·' SEP 4 1964 

. ,.~i..;i, rm .. ,ut or HE.tammation 

PBOOF OF APPlJ:CAl'ION OF WATER TO BENEFICIAL USE 
. ' ' 

~~***** 

DEPOSllION Q!. ~ 

Ques. l . State your name, residence, occupation and postoffice address: _______ _ 
-

Theodor Rangen, Buhl, Idaho, president and general manager of Rangen, Inc . 

P. O . . address; Route 1, Buhl, Idaho 
Ques. 2. If acting in behalf of corporation~ state its name, principal place of business 
(ii' a foreign corporation., give nane of postoffice of statuwry agent), your poaiti,on 
with reference to sane., and yotQ."- authority far appearing in its behalf• 

/ 
V • . 

Rangen, Inc . , Buhl, Idaho; _President; President 

Ques . 3. State DWl!ber, approval da~f i»mit., ~d date ar priori~you propose to 
establish ur:der the pe;rrnit; 30654 ·- Sept. 11, 1962 ~- July 31 1 1962 

' 7 
Ques. 4. State source of water _stipp.];y:Underground springs, headwaters of Billingsley Creek 
Give loc;atl.on_ of point o~Ai version., showing sutid:l.v.l.sion., section, township and ~1 

South 10° 28-1/2' E-: 23J2.55 ft. from N. Corn.D)cin Corner:-~\'ween' s-e~s'.30'&t 31, 7 

Twp. ·'7s, Rge '14 E m sw J,/41 NW 1/4 of Sec. 32 Twp. 7S Ri:e UE, Goodin1: County. 

Ques. 5. Describe your works of diversion: Concrete dam -- 3611 Concrete Pipeline 

~:i'Jnf:*:~ ; state IIJ!Ount of water they are capable of con-.. v" 
veying from point of diversion to place of use 50 sec. ft. ; Give name of can&l ar ditch 

' / 

or other warks by which water is conducted to such place of we: KJtX steel pipeline 

__________ ; if' a -well, state depth of well_N_/_A ____ ; depth and size of ca.s-

ing: ________________ ; depth to water ______ ; if pump is used, 

state discharge of pump: ______ ; tell how it was measured or determin'1t_·· _____ _ 

-----------; if sprinkler irrigation, give nwnber and size -of nozzla,::i an:i 

operating pressure: ______________________________ _ 

Ques. 6. State for what purpose wata- is uaedt Fish cultural and domestic use. 
If for irrigation, name each subdiv.lsion in whioh used aiid riumbfr af acres in each 
subdivision that have aero.ally been irrigated 'Id.th said water : Not for 'fri-igation 

State nature of aD. improvements which have been made as a direct result of said use: 

Thirty (30) concrete raceways 100' x 61 x 4'; Sixteen (16) concrete raceways t07' 

x 43" x 3'. Two (2) concrete dams -- concrete pipeline and steel pipeline; Hatchery 
Building 



Ques. 6-as If this is a ground -water permit, gtve nans ani address of person that drilled 

the wllt N/A 

Ques. 7. If for other than irrigation purposes, atate purpose and how usedt 

Fish cultural and domestic use 

Ques. 8. What is the minim:um anount of water required. for the purpose specified above: 

50 second f'eet 

Ques. 9. If you are not the person or representa.ti ve of too corporation to viom· above 
mentioned permit was Dri~ issued, plsaae state how ownership was acquired by present 
hold.er: 

Originally issued 

Ques. 10. State when and in what amount the wat.er diverted. under above mentioned permit 
has bean first usecH l Nov , 1962 ..,_ 50 sec . feet Tima used sin:::e first use: 

continuously 

Ques . ll. Describe all other wat.er r~hts appurtenant to same place of u.se: 

73 inches - - 188 5 decreej8 in ches -- 1908 decree;for irrigation 

I hereby certify that the foregoing testimony was read to the above surecribed, 
before its s~., that I bQlieve lµ:m .to be the per.ion he represents himself to be., 
and that said t.estimon:y was subscribed and S'WOrn ·to before me, at ury office in 

. ~ . / . 

Buhl , County of Twin Falls. ---____ - _.,.., ------------,-----
Stat:, of Iaaho., on this 2nd day of __ s_e_p_t_e_m_b_e_r ______ , A.D . 19 ~. 

/ 

My Commission axp:l.res: February, 1968 



Form 17 

STATE OF IDAHO 
DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 

BOISE, IDAHO 

·· , · · .: .. ,-_-.·~inn 
PERMIT NQ ___ 3o_6_54 __ 

Proof of Application of Water to Beneficial Use 

Deposition of Witness 

The deposition of two witnesses, on -this form, taken separately, required in each case. 

Ques. 1. State your name, age, residence, occupation and postoffice address. 

Ans. Adrien F. Bernier, 53, National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho 
Manager National Fish Hatchery; National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho . 

Ques. 2. Are you acquainted with Rangen, Inc . , the 

holder of Permit No. 30654 ? How long have you known him and where does 

he reside? 

/ Ans. 5 years, Buhl, Idaho 

Ques. 3. Have you read or heard read said Permit No. 30654 

familiar with its provisions and conditions? 

, and are you 

Ans. _ _ __ Y~ e_,,,_e _ ___ ____ _ _ ___ _ ___ _ _ ______ ___ _ 

Ques. 4. State source of water supply, place of diversion, and . describe works for 

conveying water from point of diversion to place of use. 

Ans. Underground Springe, headwaters of Billingsley Creek 
Point of diversion; South 10° 28-1 /2 ' E-2392. 55 ft. from the N.·Common 

corner between sections 30 & 31, Twp.7 S, Range 1.4, E ·.i;i$W-l/4, NW..; .,_/4 

of Sec. 32, Twp. 7S, Rge 14, E, Gooding County. Water c'onveyed 
inch concrete pipeline. 

Ques. 5. How many second feet of water do you estimate said works will 

through 36 
. 

safety 
conduct to place of use, and how much water have you seen being so conveyed? 

A 
Works will convey approximately 60 second feet of water. Have observed 40 

ns. ~:..=-:__:__.:c...:..__:_ _ _ ,__-'-"'-'-'--'--- ----''------- - ------ --- - --
to 50 second feet through the works. 

Ques. 6. Stctte for what purpose water is used and at what place. (If for irrigation, 

give each subdivision in which water has been used and number of acres irrigated in 

each subdivision.> State whether cultivated or natural meadow land and the nature 

of all improvements which have been made as a direct result of said use. 

Ans. Fish cultural and domestic use. Area of use lies in 

SE 1/4 NE -1/4 Section 31; SW ~/4 NW-1/4 Section 32; NW-1./4 NE-1./4 

SW-1 /4 NE-1 /4 Section 31 all in Ts 7, Rl4, EBM 



,-

Quea. 7. If for power or other purposes than irrigation, state how water haa been 
applied and to what extent. 

Ans. ___ D_o_e_s_n_o_t_a..._p_._p_ly.__ ______________________ _ 

Ques. 8. If for irriga,tion, state character of land that has been reclaimed, and give 
your estimate of the amount of water required for its profitable cultivation. 

Ans. ----'-__ D_o_e_s_n_o_t_a-=-p-=-p_ly=--- --------------------

Ques. 9. Have you any interest in the works, water or lands above mentioned? If 
so·, in what way and to what extent? 

Ans. _____ _ N_o_. _________________________ _ 

- - -
Ques. 10. State when, how, in what amount and to what e~tent you have witness-

ed the application to beneficial use of water diverted under said permit. 

Ans. July, 1963 and on at least five occasions since that time have observed 

water going through the · works and personally observed the rearing 0£ 

fish in the use 

/ 
/ 

(Signed) 

I hereby certify that the f egoing testimony was read to the above subscriber be-
fore its signing, that I belie e him ,to be the person he represents himself to be, and 
-that said testimony was s scribed and sworn to before me in-=B:..::uh:::.:.l _____ _ 

County of _T_ win __ F_ a_ll_s __ ,__ __ , State of Idaho, on this 8th day of September 

A. D. 19._.M__, ~ - _( ~ 

~y commission 

' ~ . 
1 

~ " ' 
1 ~ · +\ c\.L~1tt;;';:i?iic. £or the 

expires~.eb, 1968 state 0£ Idaho ,residing at Buhl, Idaho 
I 

I 

\ 
~ 

I.·>' ,., ••• ; ,f / 

'--~ ~, --4 ., ( ,, . . ~ ..... · . 

. ../ 
I ' • . , 

/ .• _,:/ . L_·· / · .. ~ 
~l· : .,.r ·>·1 .. .-.-... . . . I : · _., .J-,. • . ,, . ,. 



Form 17 

---

STATE OF IDAHO , 
DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 

BOISE, IDAHO 

PERMIT NO. 
30654 

Proof of Application of Water to Beneficial Use 

Deposition of Witness 

The deposition of two witnesses, on this form, taken separately, required in each case. 

Ques. 1. State your name, age, resid;nce, occupcrtion and. postoffice address. 
"46 Ans. Harry F. LeMoyne, yrs,Btue Lakes Blvd, Twin Falls, real estate 

broker; Twin Falls, Idaho 

Ques. 2. Are you acquainted with RANGEN INC. , the 

holder Of Perm.it No. 30654 .,,-· ? H I h k h' d h d ------. . ow ong c:xve you nown 1m an w ere . oes 

he reside? 

Ans. _ _ 1_5~ y~e_a_r_a_,_ B_uh_l,_I_d_a_h_o ________________ _ ____ _ 

Ques. 3. Have you read or heard read said Permit No.--3-06_· -54---, and are you 

familiar with its provisions and conditions? 
Ans. ________ Y_e_s _ ______ ___________ _ ______ _ 

Ques. 4. State source of water supply, place of diversion, and describe works for 

conveying water from p_9int of diversion to place of use. 

Ans. Underground.,-Springs, ~eadwaters of Billi~_1;~sley Creek 

Point of diversion - South l oO 28-1 /2' E - 2392 . 55 ft. from the N. Common . 

corner between s~ctions 30 & 31, Twp. 7S, -R.ge I°4 E in SW l/4, Nw ' i/4 

Water conve ed throu h 36 inch 
concre e pipe me. 

Ques. 5. How many second feet of water do you estimate said works will _ safely 
conduct to place of use, and how ID'Wffl water have you seen being so conveyed? .,/ 

approic'lznately ./ 
A Works will convey/ 60 second feet of water. Have observed 40 to 50 second_ 

ns. feet through the wortcs. · 

Ques. 6. State for what purpose water is used and at what eiacy. (If for irrigation, 

give each subdivision in which water has been µsed and number of acres irrigated in 

each subdivision.> State whether cultivated or natural meadow land and the nature 

of all improvements wh,ich have been made as a direct result of said use . .,, 
F ish cultural and domest ic use. .Area of use lies ,·111 -

Ans. --------- ------ - - - -------=c....cc=-=---==---="-"--'-'-"--
S:E-1/4 NE-1/4 Section 31; SW-l/4 NW-l/4 Section 32; NW-l/4 NE- 1/4 

SW- 1/4 NE-1/4 Section 31 all in TS 7, R 14, EBM. 



Ques. 7. If for power or other purposes than jrrigation, state how water has been 
applied and to what eztent. 

,// 
Ans. -~D~o~e~s~n=o~t~a~p~p_ly~. ________________________ _ 

Ques. 8. If for irrigation, state character of land that has been reclaimed, and give 
your estimate of the amount of water required for its profitable cultivation. 

Doea not apply. // 
Ans. - - - -----,_--~-+------------------------

Ques. 9. Have you any interest in the works, water or lands above mentioned? If 
so, in what way and to what extent? 

Ques. l 0. State when, how, in what amount and to what eX!tent you have witness­
ed the application to beneficial use of water diverted under said permit. 

.Ans. July, 1963 and on at l~ast five ,,occasions since that time have observed 
~·· 

water going through the works and personally observed the rearing of fish in 

the use area. 
~) 

I hereby cel'tify that the foregoing testimony was read to the above subscriber be-

fore its signing, that I believe him to be the person he represents himself to be, and 

that said testimony was 
County of Twin Falls 

A. D. 19...;6:...;:4~ - . 

My commission expire 

subscribed and sworn to before me in _ _ B_u_h_l~, ____ _ 
/ . 

, State o f Idaho, on this 2nd ...,day of September 

~4 .< J cLLJ~ ... d 
· ,_,,/ S y Public. 

F ebruary, 1968 for the State of Ida o, residing 
at Buhl, ·Idaho 



~r ... 

I 

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION fr~[t:r': :nYLEfil1 
L ! , - I 

• SEP 4 19,U ··' 

--tJ 

r. ! ~ ,,..__ " ' · . 

Qip.rtmd!n ui k.;:...-.matlOn 

STATE OF IDAHO, } ss. 
COUNTY OF GOODING 

I, Leland G. Burress, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 

GooDING LEADER, a weekly newspaper of general 
circulation, published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice attach,1 hereto was 

, 
published in said newspaper...... .·. . ...... ········· ---
consecutive weeks, the first pu i · on having 

been made on tlle ... ~ .... dll; of . tJ?{ ... , 
196 .. f .. , and the last publi¢ion having been 

. ca / ,, 
made on the .. ~----'·:::-.day f.ol.:-:~,1:.~_..,., 196.J ..... 
that said notice was publishe41 in the regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding, Gooding 
County, Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at-

.-~ ,0~~~·: A .. r.: I . / ... . . ·· ... · . . . 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this ..-- -, 

:);£tJ.&.day oj.(:~.~~-tl:. .. , 196 .. (j ... - ; -~ . 

.... 4(».-it.. .. L, ........... N~~i~···· 



'• ~ ._ ,- •\°' I • ._ • '· ,-.,.,: . . . . ~ ., . ·. 

RE1 Penuit Uo. Jv6S4 
Ranpn. Inc. 

Gooding Leader 
Gooding, Idaho 

Gentlerldn: 

. .. .... . : ...... - ···- . • ····- ~1 . •. . .. .. . , .... .. ·l· 

August L.., l964 

Ws a re retui-r1i..ng the second toc1r sheet of tha legal notice on 
the above numbered pemit. The orror has not been correoted. 
You will. £incl the error circled in ro<l pencil. 

i·'laas'J co1•:rect Paragraph 5 to r0ad: "The point of diversion of 
said water i• S 10• 28~• ;··:ast 2)92 .5S feet from the Nil corner 
of the NW:t NW,:·, Section )21 Twp. 7 s., R. J.h E.,B.i·i. 

HPsl!lr 

Enc. tear sheet 

Vecy trul3 7ours, 

C.JU. S. TAPPAN 
State lleol.amation :r.:nr,ineer 
&J 

II. Pati·i 
State 1:~ater !tight. Cl.erk 

,.._ . . 



l., • . . · . . • • • • • .•• , I • 'I' •, • ~ ' '; • - ·t. • • , •• ,,: : • . • .. :· -! ~ .- ·. , . , . . :·-· . - · 

I 
Auauat 6, 1964 

Re: Pel'llit No. 30654 
Rangen, Inc. 

Gooding Leader 
Gooding, Idaho 

Gentlement 

ReceiTed the tear eheet on the above nuabered 
permit and find the following correction: 

In Paragraph 5, Line 2, there ia an error in 
the teet shown. Thia should read Eaet 2392.5S. 

We would appreciate thie correction being aade 
and another tear sheet mailed to ua !or our filee. 

Thank ;you. 

EPR:ew 

Veey truly yours, 

CARL E. TAPPAN 
State Reclallation Ellgineer 

BJ: 

(Mrs.) Edna P. Rule 
Chiet Clerk 

· .. · .. ""· •, - . ,· -. . . ·-; ~-



, .... , .. .,, .. _._ 

Re: Permit No. 306~ 
Rangen, Inc. 

Gooding Leader 
Ckoding, Idano 

Gentlemen: 

Auguet 4, 1964 

·,. ·- . ....... . --._._._ :, 

On July 28th ve mailed you a. Notice of Publication 
on the alove numbered permit, requesting a tear sheet or 
copy- as eoon as poss.b1.e on the advertil!l.i.ng. 

We wuld appreciate receiving such copy a.a eoon ae 
f1r :=;t ·,ublication has been nade. 

Veey truly youra, 

CARL E. 'l'APPAN 
State Recl.aination Engineer 

Dy: 

H. PETRI 
State Water Itighte Cleric 

--·· •• , _ ' : -- . ~ --·~ . • •• · .• • ' . . -. . - -·.t. \ 



BE, .Amem!ment t,o place of uae 

Rangen, Inc. 
Bllhl, 
Idaho 

Gentlemen.a 

Jul;, 28, 19~ 

Enolosed is Jllllr a.pplioation for amendment to place o! 
use which ha8 been checked and recorded by this office. 

Also enclosed 1a departmental receipt No. 32357 covering 
the $1.00 recording .fee. 

EPRt ct 

Very truly yours, 

CARL Be-TAPPAli 
State ieol8Pl*t-4,9n Engineer 
By r 

Eno. Application for amendment to place of use 
Receipt No. 323S7 



Re: Fermi t No. 306S4 
R~.-n, Ina. 

Bird & HobdG'J', 
Attorr~ at um, 
Bax 366, 
Q,xa::..~, Liano. 

This aclmowledges the Notice of Pronf of ~-•~Application 
of Water to Benefic:ial use under Permit No. ~ , in the name of Buctmt s. 
~an, 1np. Fina oof is to be r.:ade beforf/JiliMa QsriaW-. 

ail:otory on the 2w1· cay of Sa.t,enber , 19 _6h___ _, at JO@ o I clock A,M. , -
at Blab] , Id~ 

T ', ::' .::. :; :,:oor t :rnt t.1'a t t r e 8 ·· ' "J.c:- t;ed de'1osi tions hs1 exP. cuted by the permit holder 
::: --•.t: \ ~!'' r:~_s :\nt0.:~,-1sted irl.tn:;isses w} ,r:, o.re f mntl ~.ar wi t,J, 'i.he terms of t he nermi t and 
~)~e ~-rr kclc,ne . ;···-:-e ,mder, at •J ,e tir~8 , on -:-,he c at.e a n.cl be.fore you,as !Pte.ry, as 
st,,,tc d :i.n +,h.8 ou =:15.cat:i.on no tir,e. I :;. i s V8ry i mpnrt::-nt r:nd necessnry t hat each 
q..i ·.':, t:'.0 n -~- a ·1sW:'!rec! j_n detail. 

'· 

::n r ,,··,, 1" 1in_ tl ie de:.1 0:litic,·1s t G t ::~ s c .f' i'i ce, 1 .. e sure that &11 co:, ies have 
:· ·· ··,, ··:· ,t .,c'. , ::::.-- ·':. :tr'ur No tnry 1s s :,~l h.::a b (isn plactid on flt Ch and t hat all deposi-

t ions, (h ( ldur ,md t ·,10 wit::1es50s ) ,L" O tc~; t,; re turu•J c1. Al s=, he su:r-a t o enclose 
t:it: 1-lFFIIW!IT OF PU.:!Lh:A':'Imr. 

~~ .. --R :"·,r-::: 
cc: J.· '. ) .. " ~ :_(~ :}:,.t 

-· lotaa,' 

Ver/ t.rul;:,r yours, 

CARL r.:. ·r APPAN 
State Reclat:1ation Eni ineer 
BJr 

('ditS. ) EDNA P. RULE 
Chief Cler!·: 



Re: Permit No. ,>6Sh 
Ransen, mo. 

Gooding leader, 
Oooctins, Idaho. 

Gentlemen: 

Date: J~ 28, 196h 

Enclosed you will find Notice for Publication, once a week 

for four consecutive weeks prior to September 2, 1964 

the date set for proof; the expense of the publication is to be paid 

by the applicant •1 attormy, Bird & Hob&tJ' 
·,. 

of Box 386, Oooding1. Idaho ·co vlhom you should 

furnish proof of publication on or prior to the date set for proof. 

Pl.ease acknowledge receipt of this rotice and furnish this 

office with a copy or tear sheet of the first publication. -?He 

Very truly yours, 

C~AN ~ %-d#~. 
State Reclanation Engineer 

~* If the first copy is not received. in this office for checking 
purposes anci errors a,;pear in subsequent issues, it is possible 

t.h.::.t re-publication of corrected copy Hill be at your own expense 



_,.,.... ..... -••1~;r1111·,"".,..~·-~--.. r:•••11•••r•• .. •1• ... ~•••••••••••--•·111 .... -,=!!pp..!_ica tt';;-n I r ci"x- t,,~~ -~&"i:. · 1 r -· • ----~~ ~ -
Fl.AC:: OF us~ Jl)l. '(7 l'l:"i.; 

I.:AUX.XUU 

i-'el1".i t. r.:o. 30654 

C,orr.e s now Rangen, In<.:. , arx:i rttpresents -----------------------------
,,.w '·t,xe ·sr-A~ -Ji&CLAMATION £?-K'iINEIR -of t'1e State of Idaho; 

.,-ct {,, ,_ :•·-·, . . ·-,,. . 

-That he :Ls the'· owner and holder of Permit to Appropriate the Public Waters of the 
· place or use , 

.:i~GI -· : ,ai·' "'\ . 'l!o. ,,!~54 ., am reouests t,hRt, the a.10:<01Nadertx,rwc~g-lllldr7 
•. , ,,- .. .· .. il 

aa dascribed in sai.(! ·JIMllit, be changed to read as follows: 

from the poi.nt of diversion to the point where Billingsley Creek 
·-~ 

intersects the-County Road which said point of intersection is in 

the SE. corner of the ,rwl( NE~ section 31, 'l'WP• 7 s. R. 14 E.a..M. · -----
and said plcice of u.-e being in the s~ ~ section 32, sis NE1- · and 

fflh NE~, Sec:t1.on 31, all in TWp . 7 S. R. 14 E.B.-M. 

, makini;-, a total of 3 5 acre.j. -------------------------- ----,---
-;1;4 t. &n -addi '.i :· , , .11 ,l uitmnt of W4oter L, 1;r, , a;,,ked for, and- that the tit::.t. :i Of others 

vill not ta adversely affected by such change. 

Signed at --~B~ub ........ 1_1 _,_Ida=h=.o,;_ ______ this 23rd day of __ J_u_l...:Y,..__-____ , 19 ~4 
_ RAOOEN, INC • , 

,,--- . 
(,-r . ' 

By;_ 'L/- .'·-d c·-,>· '- ; {.{ : c-:;-r .' ,_; 
I 

•.' 

Date (; f receip~ at 01 fice of .Cepartment of Reclanation -----------
July 2?, 1964 

APPEDVAL OF STATE .RECLAMATION ErolNEER 
~l:.E!! . ..::• __ ~~::_~~, L'eput1 

I,XM&~, State Reclamation Engireer of the State of I~ho, he reby approve 

the at:o,.-~ and focegoi:-1r application for amendment to Permit to Appropriate ':he Public 

Waters -)f tr. e 3~.ate of l da r:·o , No. ) 0654 fhis approval. cons t i tutP.s a new permit 

1ncJ is issued ·,:, ar. :ir-.enrtr:ent :._o the original pe rmit, to ~ich it refe rs , and of whi ch 

l ·. ·~- ,, ... 

will r.c.. : ,;; , d ve rse l:-' a: ··ee,ed t here b:v. 

Recorderl. ~n 30,1k 10? o!' 
Pe r,ni.ts t il.ge Wb54 

,1uly 2.8, 1964 · 
@:!r-lwa~ • 
~put 

1 
. ,.. . 

.::,tate .ctee ar.ia a on ... ngineer~ocoS;I 



LAW OF,-ICE'9 ' 

Bx:RD & Ho:e:DEY 

GOODING, IDAHO 
a.RP.NC H 81RC, (Rl!:Tl~~O) 

c e:c u .. D . H Oe0 ~Y 

F''"'ONE. Q.:)A~ ... .27 1 

P, o. eox 3e, e 

Department of Reclamation 
state of Idaho 
Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

July 24, 1964 

we inclose herewith application for amendment 
of place of use and our check in the amount of 
$1.00. 

Also inclosed is the authorization for publication 
of notice of proof together with two copies of the 
notice of proof all in connection with the application 
of Rangen, Inc. 

If anything further is needed please advise . 

CDH:fm 
Encls. 

- ---- -<····- ·-···- ·····- · . -- - ·· 

sincerely yours, 

BIRD & HOBDEY 

,,.. 7 .. 
By~~,~~~~ 

( ,, ' 



Form No. 11 
2M 2/63 

Jl·,.~J_ iJf!.! 

_-·, .. . ·. J-· ,· 

: i°::F ··f )· 
\Vi l? i Ir .. ! ' 
l., = l, .' 

1964 

l#epartrr,tt•>...: i-'.~damat1t; · 
NOTICE TO ACCOOANY THIS IET'lER MUST :IE MADE IN DUPLICATE 

(Date) July 10, 1964 ----------------------
( P. o.) Gooding, Idaho ----------

ro TI-D!!: STA'.I.E RECLAMATION ENGil-nm:R 

Boise, Idaho 

Dear Sir: 

You are hereby authorized to have the attached notice published 

of at 11\Y exi,,nsr::-. , Gooding Leader 

___ .:::_/;.a:~::::::!:!~-:::e:~+r-- c.M2:· ~¼~~~------ published in the 

county in which the works are situated. 

RANGEN, INC, BU1:1,, IDAHO 

By: ·",_Jt,,'-l./ 

(In caSe of canals or other works designed to divert and 

carry more than 50 cubic feet of water per second, the following certificate 

must be sigr.:ed by a -well known and competent engineer,) 

I hereby certify that the facts set forth in tte 

attached notice are true. 

Eng:ineer 

,.,-., r. /,.. r ·l/ 
-< () -~ .. .> ' 

.... ~ ----



: .. :.-. .' 
· . _. , .. . ,- •: -

Re: Permit No. )0654 
Rangen, Inc. 

Bi:-d ~- Hobdey 
Attorneys at Law 
<koding, Idaho 

Attn: Cecil D. Hobday 

Dear ~!-. Hobdq: 

July 21, 1964 

Returned herewith are form to all.end place or uae, 
Forms ll and 10, with s.ttached check for $1.00, recording tee, 
tor the amendment. Also enclosed is application for ~ndment. 

The forn. to amend place of use of the water would 
have been sufficient J..t you had used legal description of the 
land ae provided umer No. 6a of the permit and the statutes. 

Kindly complete the enclosed blank form, showing 
subdivisions, eectiorus6 etc., where the water ie actually being 
used. The Form 10 can be am.ended by ineerting " being in ---" 
alter the present description of place of use. 

If' the forms are returned promptlf, the d&te for 
making the proota will not need to be changed. 

RT:ew 

Very truly yours, 

RALPH W. THOMAS, Deputy 
State Reclamation Engineer 

~c. amendment, Form ll & 10 
check - amend.ant blank 

.. ,. '.·. ·. :··;, . ~ •, 



Form 10 

:i·~ _.i . .. :.' . .. 

~; .. \ ..... ;_ ! \.. 
·: . fl' .. . 
. . :' 
.. :. ·. 

'-.. t •• : :l :~. . . ~ 

. ' ... 

;til l J t)E4 .. .... ,,.-
-~---· 

i:' . ;,. I 

NQTICE FOR PUBLICATION 
·- · ..;- 1amati0r. • •• ,J . 

NOTICE OF PROOF APPLICATION OF WATER 

TO BENEFICIAL USE 

:·.rotice is hereby given t hat at lOtOO A.M . on the 2nd day of septanber , lY__!-

at _ __.B..,.1Jb-1.._,_ .... l.,.dll_,.hQ_.._ ___ _ , County of TW1n Palla , State of Idaho, before 

_____ .......:Bug=&en.;;.;;.:;_e-=H;.;;.•~Ch.;;.;ar;;;::....:;;i;...s...;t;.;;of~f;.;;er~•;...;on;;.;;.;;. ________ , proof will be submitted of the 

I 
application to beneficial use of ___ 5:::.;0:;._ __ cubic feet per second of t he waters of ___ _ 

.i 

Billingsley c:reek in accordance with t he terms a nd c ondi. tions of 

' 
Penni t No, 30654 heretofore issued by the Department of Reclamation of tl1e State of 

Idaho. 

The name and post office address of the person or corporation holding said permit 

Rangen, Inc., Dcac 706, Buhl, Idaho 

The use to which said water has been a pplied is Fish culture & propagation. 

The amount appLi.ed to beneficial use i.s !50 C!Ubic feet _....;;.. ______ ...;_ ____________ _ 
\ • 

The point of diversion of said water is S 10° 2ai,• Eaat 2392.55 feet~ from 

the NW corner cu the m~ ~. Sec:tion 32, Twp. 7 s., R. 14 B.B.M. 

The place .mere said water is used (LEGAL DESCRIPTION) --------------from said point of 

diversion to the point where Billingsley Creek intersects t:he county 
I 

road which said point of intersection is in thdpE corner of the HWl:cNBJ( 
~ .• section 31, 'I'Wp. 7 s. a. 14 E.B.M. being in the s~ W.t of section 

32 and the s's RBJi and~• of Section 31, all in 'l'WP• 7 s. a. 14 
.• ".t• 

The date of priority which said user is prepared to establish is ..ser• ·-. w -1¼, -\1962 

CARL E. TAPPAN 
State Reclamation Engineer 



July 15, 1964 

Rea Permit No. 30654 
Ran&en, Inc. 

Cecil D. Hobdey' 
At. torney at Law 
Gooding, Idaho 

Dear Mr. Hobdey: 

We do not have a f'ona for amerd.ing the point at 
uae. It wae our intention that you uee the form £or a.mend.­
ins the point of diverai.on, changing the -wording such as we 
have done on the enclosed form. 

Pleaee complete t.his form and send it in and w 
will record the change in point of uee. 

OLR1ew 

niere 18 a tee of :i,1.00 for reeol'dins an amendmmt, 

Very truly youre, 

CARL S, TAPPAN 
St~te P.eelame.tion ~neer 

D. L, RHODES, Asai.at.ant 
State Wat.er Rights Clerk 

Enc. amendment form 



t,R ANC ... B I RO ! R E.T1~£.0) 

CECIL 0- i • oeo E Y 

BIRD & Ho:eDEY 

GoODlXG. I D ..... Ko 

July 14, 1964 

Department of Reclamation 
state of Idaho 
Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

Re: Permit 30654 
Rangen, Inc. 

ID~ONS ~~· ---~71 
P , 0• 90)( 3&8 

: i . . :· 
j : • l ,· . ' 

' ' 

JUL 1 f1 1g34 

~ parrmt:il! vl r;e<..ianietlOJl 

Thank you for your letter of July 13th relative to 
the above permit. 

In your letter you indicate that our notice varies in 
referring to the point of use and suggest that we either 
correct it or submit an application for amendment. The 
f orm of application which you sent is for an amendment 
f or the point of diversion. 

perhaps we are confusing this matter somewhat but what 
we are intending to submit proof on is not a change in the 
point of diversion (which has remained unchanged) but the 
fact that a larger area of use is involved. Do you have a 
specific form for amendment in this respect? 

Sincerely yours, 

BIRD & HOBDEY 

CDH:fm 



ne: Pennit t,o. J06S4 
Ranaen, Inc. 

Cecil D. Hobday 
Attorney at Law 
P. u. Box 386 
Gooding., Idaho 

De..ir Sir: 

''"' ---.. ' . -- . 

July 13, 1964 

1'eturned herewith is notice of proof for above noted 
;:-ermit for correction. 

According to our records the point of use of the water 
is 1n the Sf.·)l.E¾, Ged. 31, T. 7 s., n. 14 E. This does not 
corresporo to the dese::--ipticn shown on the notice. Please 
correct it. or submit an application for amendment to point of 
use. 

Very truly yours, 

CARL ;,:. 7AFPi,N 
St ate Reclwiii.ticn ~neer 

By: 

DLR:ew 

Enc. notice of proof 

D. L. RHODES, Aseiata.nt 
State Water Rights Clerlt 



B R ANC H f!5 t R O : AET IF.EOi 

C ECIL D , HOBO 'E"f 

B .IH.D & HOBDEY 

GOO!JIS"G , lDAH 0 

July 10, 1964 

Department of Reclamation 
state of Idaho 
Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

F'MON~ 0, 3<111--4271 

P . o . BO X a e6 

On 1:>ehalf of Rangen, Inc. we inclose herewith notice 
of proof of application of water to beneficial use 
together with a signed authorization for publication 
of the notice. 

Sincerely yours, 

BIRD & HOBDEY 

CDH::fm 

By: /'£_· ~ -~-~ ·,,/'/, ,. . / ~ -/4/,,-, 

! L .. ; ,. 
1964 

/ 

~. -··----·- ~------



Fo."; . lOA 

Re: Permit No . 30654 

RaflOn•s, Inc. 
Buhl, Idaho 

Dear Sir: 

ST ATE OF ID A H 0 

DEPARTNENT OF RECLAMATION 

Date: 

J~ 1, 1964 

The date for proof of application of water to beneficial use, as set out under the t erms 
of Pe rmit No. 30654 is due not l ater than Sept. u, 1964 . If by this date you are 
not prepared to make this proof , you may make i-;; at. a l ater date, however, your priority 
will be advanced the same length of tir.1c for which the proof i s l ate. 

Before this proof can be made, the statutory requirement is that a no·~ice of your 
intention of proof be publ ished. once a week for four consecutive weeks in a newspaper 
within the county. 

We enclose Form 10, in duplicate, wiiich is t o be filled in and returned to this depart­
ment at least forty (40) days before the above mentioned date andJor before the time 
you int end to m<l.lce proof. 'l'his form, in duplicate, is to include tlle time of day, the 
date, the name of the to1-m, the address of t he Notary Public before whon you will 
appear t o make the d epositions o:f proof ( t his may be a t any pl ace that is convenient 
for you a nd two witnes9es), the quantity of water, for what purpose i t is used, the 
point or points of diversion and the location of use, or L:mds which are irrigated -­
by l egal land descript ion. Descriptions should be taken from your Permit , including 
arry anendmerrts the:reto, as recorded in this department. If changes have been made 
and no amendments are on record, we a dvise that you request a form for this purpose 
before your notice is published, or you may have to readvertise and complete another 
set of proof f orms. 

Also enclosed is Form 11, which is authorization for us t o have t he notice published 
in the designated county newspaper, at your expense. Thi:3 is to be returned with 
Forms 10. 

At the tine we send ::.he notice to the newspaper we will send to you the forms for the 
depositions of holder nnd two disinterested witnesses. It is important t hat the 
deposit i ons be execut ed at t he time, on the date set, and a t the place named, before 
t he !Jot ar,; Public, as advert ised in the public:-? t i on notice. 

The arount of water all01-1ed in a license cannot be more than is actually produced 
and measured and put to beneficia l use , and cannot be more than the statutory amol_J11t 
allowable per acre of land actually found by field inspection t o have been irrigated 
at the time of proof. 

Enc • Form 10 and ll 

~ t ruly "yours, 

~ ~ a °&I 
CARL E . TAPPAll ¾~ 
State Reclamation Eneineer . - <(" 

:) C 0- "-> 



TH~ODOR RANOl!tN , PRES. 

RANG EN . INC:. 
BEANS• GRAINS• SEEDS• FEEDS 

T ELE.PHONE 543- 4 3 3 8 • P. 0. B ox 7 0 6 

BUKL , lt:IAHO 
f ~'11 f? .. 

1 f"'rr'ITT) 1'-: '.'~·4 ··.:1 1=, 
I I ' l • . . , I , -..= 

APR 8 1964 L::.:1..1 

April 7, 1964 

State of Idaho 
Departm.ent of Reclamation 
107 State House 
Boise, Idaho 83701 

Gentlemen: 

Deparimeu, ot kdciamation 

As requested in your letter of March 30, I am enclosing two 
forms of affidavits which hav e been executed by Mr. Theodor 
Rangen and Mr. Gene Christofferson and properly notarized. 

I hope these will be sufficient to c omply with your request i n 
connection with the discrepancy in the date of s ubmitting 
proofs of c ompletion of works . 

If we can be o f further assistance , please l e t us know. 

Very truly yours, 

RANGEN, INC. 

_.., / . / (J , v · 
.)) l,...c ... a r}·i _;1u1,""'f ' 
Theodor Rangen , 

TR/vj · 
enclosures 



STATE OF mAHo 
DEPARTMENT OF REC~TION 

STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 

county of TWin Falls) 

Theodore Rangen being first duly sworn upon his oath 

deposes and says : 

That he is the President of Rangen, Inc., a corporation, 

Buhl, Idaho and that he makes this affidavit on behalf of said 

corporation in connection with Permit No. 30654 issued by the 

Department of Reclamation: 

That as President of the said corporation your affiant 

is required to be absent from the state of Idaho on numerous 

occasions on behalf of the business of the corporation and further 

is obliged to travel a considerable portion of the time: 

That the proofs of completion of works made in connection 

with the said Permit No. 30654 were made by the various witnesses 

at the request of the holder at a date when said works were in 

fact completed and your affiant did not appreciate the significance 

or importance of having the proofs actually made on the date 

specified in the notice. The reason that the date specified 

in the notice did not impress your affiant as being significant 

is because the works were in fact completed and your affiant ,aw 
no reason why such witnesses could not bear testimony to the 

fact of completion at such time as such witnesses had inapecititkl 

said works and WK-9 in a position to make proof of such completion; 

That as previously set forth your affiant is in and out 

- ----- ---- -----------



of the state on numerous occasions and in the interests of 

efficiency and precaution because of the considerable amount 

of expenditure that had been made in connection with the completion 

of the works simply wanted to assure himself that all of the 

required forms and paperwork be accomplished at such a time 

that the same would be in the hands of the Department and in no 

manner J•opardize the investment of the Corporation: 

The't the purpose for requesting the proofs of the 

witnesses to be made was solely for the purpose of convenience 

and efficiency and was in no manner or intent a device or plan 

to in any manner deprive any individual or corporation from in 

any manner asserting the full legal rights accorded them by 

statute; 
-· : ) 
da1<-~1---?"' L./'' 

I 

.) 

~ Subscribed and sworn to before me this - ..IL_- day of 

April , 1964. 

SEAL) 



S'l'A'l'B OF IDAHO 

J>BPARTJBlfl' OF RECLAM'l'ION 

state of Idaho · ) 
) sa. 

county of '!'Win Palls) 

Eugene H. Cbristofferson being first dul.y svorn upon 

his oath deposes and says: 

That your affiant is a duly apl)C?inted notary public for 

the state of Idaho and is the person designated as the notary 

public before whom proof of completion of works on behalf of 

Rangen, Inc. in connection with Perrait No. 30654 was named and 

designated in the notice of intention to make proof of completion 

of works; 

That the office of your affiant was open on septellber S, 

1963 from the hour of Z:000 1 clock A.M. to the hour of 6.' o 0 

o'clock P.M. and that your affiant was personally presend during 

such hours: . except for a brief period during the lunch hour and 

that,i at no time did anyone either individually or on· behalf of 

any other p_erson or corporation appear and in any manner protest 

the proof of completion of worka of the above ~signat:ad perm t. 

fl 1/)/ J~ ~ , . 
f -/.eM 1J ff-MC 6L C/d.u4~ ua ezd 

subscribed and sworn to before me this -.£3 ' y of 

April, 1964. 

)MJ r,' ~ .. ~ . 
Notary PUblic for the state of Idaho. 

SBAL) 



Re: Permit No. 30654 
Rangen, Inc. 

Andrew F. James 
Proeeouting Attorney 
P. o. Box 176 
Gooding, Idaho 

Dear Mr . James: 

April .3, 1964 

Enclosed ie departmental receipt 32161, in the 
amount of $2. 75 co"ring the .tee tor a certified e0-p7 of the 
above receipt, mailed to you on March Joth. 

EPR:ew 

~nc. recei pt 

Ve17 truly yours, 

CARL E. TAPPAN 
State Reclamation Engineer 

By: 

(Mrs.) Edna P. Rule 
Chief Clerk 

,::- , .. · ... ·,,·:• 



Re: Permit No. 30654 
Rangen. Inc. 

Andrew F. Jamee 
Prosecuting Attorney 
P.O. Box 176 
Gooding, Idaho 

Dear Mr. Jaaee, 

Mar ah 30, 1964 

Enclosed ia certified cop7 of Penait No. 30654 
ae requested by lettei- da ~ed larch 27th. 

Proof' o! Completion of Works hae been ade. The 
field inspection hae not been completed b7 this office. 

There ie a !ee of $2. 75 !or the certified c0p1 of 
the permit ..-hi.ch should be remitted to Ws office. 

RT&ew 

Enc. certified cop7 

Ver, truly 7ours, 

RALPH W. THC,,:AS, Deputy 
State Reclamation lngineer 

·' .. ':, -· ·, · ":. .. 



. : • 

Re: Permit No. J0654 

Theodor Rangen, President 
Ra.ngen, lncOl"pOrated 
Route #4 
Buhl, Idaho 

Dear Hr.~ 

. . ~ ' .. - .. -.. -'... -· 

March .301 1964 

In ch•akinc the file, 1M find that the tagal notice 
of your intention to make proof of canpleti on ot works UMW the 
above noted r-endt ehowa that the proote were to have been made 
Septeaber S, 1963, at Buhl, before Eugene H. Christoftereon. 'rhe 
Deppeitions ot Holder and Wit.ne1ee1 all bear the dat$ of July 27, 
196,3. 

We must have an a.tfidavit from Eugene H. Chri1tofferson, 
signed before another Notary Public, that his office -.e open 
September 5, 1963, &rxl. that no one appeared to proteet these proofs. 
Aleo sn affidavit ey 7011 a.e holder, before a Nota17 Public, showing 
'tofby you did not make the proo1'a on the date epeci.t'ied in the legal 
notice. 

Re-publication of a legal notice will be necessary- if 
we do not receive the affidante. 

RTsew 

RALPH W. Tfl0MAS, Deputy 
State Reclamation Engi.neer 

• 



ANOR~W F'. JAMES 

•1t08ECUT I NO A'fTCRNE.V 

CHAS. C, tit-tAW 

OIPUTY PIIIQaECU'ftND ATTORNEY 

OFF'ICE OF PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
GODOI NIJ COUNTY 

GOOOINC3, IDAHO 

March 27, 1964 

P . O . BOX 17 1; 

TELEPHONE WE8T 4·40Zl 

! p) rr (~~~ rtJ ~ fi/1 If~~ f T~J'i 
~: ; I 

1 
-.._;'~ ; ' 1 

i · · • I ' · . \,., MA.R 30 l964 !. :·.'. 

State Director of Reclamation 
Boise 

!.¼~,:\ f-:""' ! 1H hl·.c-.~,1l-!tior 

Idaho 

Dear Sir: 

In connection with the possible prosecution against Mr. 
Thorleif Rangen of Buhl, Idaho, it is requested that you pro­
vide us a certified copy of Application and Permit together 
with change of point of return, all under No. 30654. We are 
particularly concerned whether there are more than one per­
mit and where the specific points of diversion are and, of 
course, the amount of the water right and whether or not 
proof has been made. 

AFJ: sh 

Very t~ yours, /· _,,.,· 
_,// .. _,,. ~A< 

A~ --/,.: r .>-/,· h,-;;;;. 1 ·7 • ·:---· :· -
/ . ;/ (.t'~: ~.:-c· ,: '1/. _.;;/ / / t < 

Andrew F .r1'am'e's 
Prosecufi.-ng Attorney 



Re: Permit No. J06S4 

Rangen, Inc. 
Buhl, Idaho 

At tn: H. r. LeMoyne 

Dear Mr. I..eMoyne: 

·· , ·, , ._ , ,. •.,_.:,;··· . _:_,, ,;,.·;•· ... . · 

March 9, 1964 

~:nclosed is the Apnllcation .::·or A111119ndment to the 
point of diversion (or return) which has been recorded in this 
of~:!_ ce. 

!)epartr:ient,11 receipt No. 32118 -was given to you 
when you were in the office for the $1.00 recording fee. 

r;PR:ev 

Enc. &ppllcation 

Ver-J truly yours, 

CARL :.': . TAP?AN 
State Recla.nation ~gineer 

(Mrs.) Edna f. Rule 
Chier Clerk 
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APPLICAl ,JN E'Xl-llBIT Foa: WATE~ DIVERSION PERMIT 
RANGEN INC. BUHL. lDA~O 

Sections 31 4- ~z TlS., R.14E.,B.M. 
GOOD\NG COUNTY, IDA\.4O 

Scale' 1~""'400' 
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./// I Proposed 
~ < Point of Retur-n 
!; +------
/\ 
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! 
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I 

30 
31 

This is to certify tha+ -the above 
proper+y ~as been surveyed 
Uhdei- my direction and -s1.Jper­
v1s1on as shown on this p\a-t. 

CHARLES W GLA'SSY 
CoNSULTIN<a ENGINEER 

9'25 SHOSHONE 'ST. N. 
TWIN FALLS, I,~· . 

Date 
__,;f/.d/64 :; . , 



,-

APPLICA1 .~N EX\-IIBIT ~oit WATER DIVERSION PER.MIT 
RANGEN INC. BU14L. IDA\-1O , . · 

Sections 31 4- 32 T7S, R.14E.,B.M. 
GOODING COUNTY, IDA\-1O 

Scale' 1~=400' 

This is to certify that the above 
proper+y has t:>een surveyed 
Uhder n,y direc+ion and super­
v1s1011 as shown on this pla-t. 

CHARLES W. GLA'SBY 
CoNSULTING ENGINEER 

92S SHOSHONE ST. N. 
TWIN FALLS, t~ . . 

Drawn By 

~ 

Date 
4 4/64 

- ----------·- - .... ~-~- -·--·~--- - ~---·----~-- ··--·· 

; - - ~ -i. !A~ . ,y~~ 
.\ ~¥d' ' l 



lM April 196 2 

Re: Permit No. 
3o6$4 

Theodor Rangen, President 
Rangen, me., 
Route 14, Iiiubl• Idaho 

Dear Mr. Rangan1 

Augmrt 23, J.963 

We acknowledge receipt of the depositions of holder and two 
witnesses, also affidavit of publication in the Gooding Leader 

, all submitted in proof of completion of works Iii ltiftlftct!ltr on Permit No. 3o6S4. : 

Before final action is taken in the matter, the law_ requires 
that a field examination be made by an engineer from this department. 

We cannot tell just when this examination will be made, but 
our field engineer will try and contact you at the time he makes the 
e xamination so that arrangements may be made to show him over the 
grounds . 

EPR: 

Very truly yours, 

State Reclamation Engineer 

By: 

(Mrs.) Edna P. Rule 
Chief Clerk 
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PERMIT NO ... ... ~~~.?.~ ........ . 

Proof of Completion of WorKs 
DEPOSITION OF HOLDER 

Ques. 1. State your name, residence, occupation and postoffice address. 
Ans . .. Theodor .. Rangen, .. Route .. 4, .. Buhl, ... Idaho .............. ....... ...... ........... ...... .............. . . 

Ques. 2. If acting in behalf of a corporation, state its name, principal place of business, 
your position with reference to same, and your authodty for appearing in its behalf. 

v'/Ans . . Rangen, ... Inc •... Buhl, .. Idaho ................ President ...... ... ... ...... ................................ . 

Ques. 3. State number and date of permit, amount of water you are authorized to 
d ivert, source, and point of diversion. . · 

h d Ans. }OB~·511~ ... : ... sT~P.~.ecr::~~.: ... ~.;._!.~·1·2~.~£··-a··?g._ifi~~~~::sf~~~;_ . ..U1·angf!JJ~1~,~~~.~J'zr3i~l~.5·5 ea waters 1 1ngs ey ree.1<. . ro1n. o 1vers1on - ou,.., .:.o- .:. s:..- 7 .:.. 5 it 
from.t.··N-... CD.:mm.QD. .. c.arner .. he.tween .. sec.tioiµ; .. 3.U . . &. .. :ll, .. Tw.p .. :ZS,.Rge .. l.4E .. in .. SW.t'l/4 

_..,NW 1 4 of i~c-32 Twp. JS--, I,lg;e 14E;--Gooding County. 
ues 4. ;state purpose or which water is to be used, and, if for irrigation, state the 

number of acres and give description of the land you intend to reclaim. 
\/·Ans . .. n!!.~ .. ~.!1l.t11r.~~ .. An.cl.A<=!~l.!.s.!i.c ... 11~~; . .. 1:J:o.n:-:.~.()~~~P.~.Y.e .. ...................... ............... . 

Ques. 5. State whether or not the water has been turned into your works of diversion, 
and, if so, when and to what extent. 

,j\.ns . .. Yes , .. . l .. Nov ..... 1962 •... .. Approximately. 50 .. second-feet .. ..... .. ...... ........ ...... ....... . 

Ques. 6. State whether or not the works of diversion are fully completed, and whether 
or not they comply in all respects with the terms of the permit. 

Ans . ..... . X~~ ............. ............... ... ............ ..................................... ...... ...................................... . 
Ques. 7. If the works of diversion do not comply with all the terms of yom· permit, 

state fully those particulars in which there is any variance. 
Ans. . ................ ................. N.:? .. '.:~!.~~~c; ~ ......... ............... .... ........ ..... ................. .... .................. . 

Ques. 8. Give description of works, state dimensions and capacity of each part,.and 
give cost of same. 

Ans. Concrete .. s tructure .. 12' .. x .. l 0 ' .. x .. 25 ' .. and .. 36" .. inside .. c oncre te .Pipeline ... . . 

1ogg• .......... ...... $IS,.ooo . .................................................................................... ..... ............... ........ . 
.. ....... .... .. . ....... ........ .. ... ..... .. .... ... . .. .... ········· •·· · •····· ....... ··················/ .......... .. ...... t:::······· ············· ···· 

__ (_Si-gn-he,,.).<L,kl..CfkoP-/L ..... 

I hHeby ceitify that the foregoing testimony was read to the above subscriber before its 
signing, that I believe him to be the person he represents himself to be, and that said testi-

mony was subscribed and sworn to before me, in ............ ~~L ................................................ , 
County of ........ !.':'d-n ... :f.~.~~·~··········· ................... , State of ldah~, this .... 27.:lib. ........................ . 
day of ............... !.~lY. .. .................................. A~. l~.~·~·-·"1-/ ±_oiL ~ , ...... 1 

. ~~tl.~ .... .. rJ.::i.t.o.~r.i~.:.~ .................... . 
Notary Public. 

My Commission expires .. . ~Ec:1?!..1:1~.~.Y. .. !.9-~~····· 
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Form H 

The Pcpositlons o! two Witnesses, in this form, taken separately, required in each case. 

Permit No ...... ~~.6.5.4 ........ . 

Proof of Completion of Works 
DEPOSITION OF WITNESS 

Ques. 1. State your name, residence, occupation and postofflce address. 

Ans . ... E ... H •.. Bean._ .. Ha_german, .. Idaho, Farmer ................................ ....................... . 

Ques. 2. Are you acquainted with .... ~~!:.~.e.1:1.! ... ~~~·~-' .... ~.l_l!l:!! .. }~a.~~ ......................... , the 

holder of Permit No .. J0.6.~4. ... , authorizing the diversion of ........ :& ........... second-feet of the 

wat111Rf ... !j~?,~~~.r.~ ... 9.f ... ~HJ.Ang!!t~.Y. .. ~.r.~.i* .. ~.t.H.~g~.i::m.~.~ .•............ , atfi~g~.:i;.w.1:1:n, . .l§il-ho 

for .. .. c.u.!.1:1:1:1:".~! .... .. purposes? How long have you known him, and where does he reside? 

Ans ............... 15 .. years ....... ... - ........ at .. Buhl, .. Idaho ...................................................... .... . 

Ques. 3. Have you read or heard read said Permit No.J~.?:?.1- .... , and are you familiar 
with its terms and conditions? 

Ans . ........................ Y.~~ ....................................... .. ............................................................... . 
Ques. 4. (If for irrigation purposes). Are you acquainted with the land proposed to 

be irrigated under said pe1mit? If so, describe same, state its character, and give your 
estimate of the amount of water required for its profitable cultivation. 

Ans . ............. .. .. Fish .. culture .. and .. domestic .. use ............................ ................................ .. 

Ques. 5. Are the works of diversion fully completed and of sufficient capacity to con­
vey the entire amount of water set out in the permit from point of diversion to place of use? 

Ans . ......... .............. !~.~ .......................................................................................................... .. 

Ques. 6. Describe the w01·ks of diversion as they now exist, and give your estimate of 
their capacity. 

Ans ... f~!:!:.:.~.!E: .. ~~~ .. wi!:1:1 .. .? .. !.~: ... ~~.~-meter. cone rete __ pipe .. to .. rac.eways: ............. . 

. .......... .. ,<:.~p~s.~~Y .. ~.P.P.~.~~~.~?:~':~Y. .. ~.~ ... ~.~.~.<?.~~::~.E?.~.~ .. ~~ .. ~.~~~?-: ................................................. . 

(Sign here.)-J. .... -8..d!./..e-,~D:,. ....... 

I hereby certify that the foregoing testimony was read to the above subscriber before 

its signing, that I believe him to be the person he represents himself to be, and that said 

testimony was subscribed and sworn to before me, at my office in ............. ~························· 

County of ......... ifu-!-:7 .............................. ... ...... ,tPtate of·I'lJ~·~L;.:_~······ ............. . 

day of ................... -.................................. , A. ~I. ~rrr,,rf"-rm 



U I 

t'orm U 

The Depositions of two Witnesses, in this form, taken separately, required in eaeh case. . 

Permit No .... JQ.9.?.1-........ . 

Proof of Completion of Worksl 
DEPOSITION OF WITNESS 

Ques. 1. State your name, residence, occupation and postoffice address. 

A.ns ......... Harry .. F •... LeMoyne, ... Hagerman, ... Idaho, ... Real .Estate .. Broker ............. . 

Ques. 2. Are you acquainted with ....... -R..<!-.I:1.&~.~1 ... ~.~.!.!. ..... !?.1:1.I:i:~! .. }~~~9. ................... , the 

holder of Permit NoJ9.~?.'.'I: ... , authorizing the diversion of ....... ?.9 .............. second-feet of the 

head wlfiii of ... ~.~~~.~~~.~.~~Y. .. g.!.~~~ ...................................................................... , at Ii~g~.n:mm,J.~.aho 

for ... c~!'.-:Z:~~ ...... purposes? How long have you known him, and where does he reside ? 

Ans ... .......... .. .. ..... 1.5 .years .. - .. Buhl ... _Idaho .. ............. ............. .......................... ................. . 

Ques. 3. Have you read or heard read said Permit No ... ?.~~?.'.!: .... , and are you familiar 
with its terms and conditions? 

Ans . .............. .... Y..~.~ ............................................ ..................................................................... . 

Ques. 4. (If for irrigation purposes). Are you acquainted with the land proposed to 
be irrigated under said permit? If so, describe same, state its character, and give your 
estimate of the amount of water required for its profitable cultivation. 

Ans . ...... ...... F ish __ culture .. and .. dome.stic .. use . .. .... .... ...... ......... ....... ................... .... .. ....... . 

Ques. 5. Are the works of diversion fully completed and of sufficient capacity to con­
vey the entire amount of water set out in the permit from point of diversion to place of use? 

Ans . ........... ............... Yes ..... ...... ............ ....... ...... ................ ....... ......... ........... .. ....... .... ............ . 

Ques. 6. Describe the works of diversion as they now exist, and give your estimate of 
their capacity. 

A•ns. . ... CQll$;X.e.t~ .. :..t;r.~c.t.\lX.~ ... w.Ub ... ~.P.lU~Y. .. !l:!!~ ... ~ ... n ...... ~U~rr.i.~.~~! ... ~5?.J}-_f:.!.~~.~ ... P.~P.~ ... . 

. .. ~~ .. raceways-capaci ty .. approximately . . so .. s econd~ feet ......... .... .......................... ....... ....... . 

·.··········································································;~.;~~~.~27j~ 

I hereby certify that the foregoing testimony was read to the above subscriber before 

its signing, that I believe him to be the person he represents himself to be, and that said 

testimony was subscribed and sworn to before me, at my offiitin ............ ?.7-th ........................ . 

County of ......... J\fl:J'·· .. ······· ··············· ··· ········· ·:~tate of ~dm n.:fl~······"_)········· ......... .. 
day of .................... ................................... , A. D.~~- 1'f• !p &ti 



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

ss. 

I, Leland G. Burress, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 

GooDING LEADER, a weekly newspaper of general 
circulation, published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho ; that the notice attac}Jled hereto was 

bl. h d . "d ~ ' ' -~ pu 1s e m sa1 newspaper .................. ........ .... . 
consecutive weeks, the first p lica~on having 

been made on tlJ.e ... ;;.m,,,,.day of.,-.J.T)······· 
196.3. .. , and the last publication having been 

made on the./(--fR.... .. ctay{!f[;,~~~ 196J. ..... 
that said notice was publishectqin the regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding, Gooding 
County, Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at-

,a . d no:f.ce.~ 

e.f ~,--/.:: .. ./-.{). ... ~/~.~~~~·-· ...... ·· ······· 
,.< Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

. /fie/? day of~ .. , 196 3 
...... .. )(~ .... ...... C:t.~ .~----

N otary Public 



/ 

STATE OF IDAHO, 

COUNTY OF GOODING 
·} ss. 

I, Leland G. Burress, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 

GooDING LEADER, a weekly newspaper of general 
circulation, pu'blished once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice attafhed hereto was 

published in said newspaper ... ~\..:C. ............. . 
consecutive weeks, the first t9blication having 

been made on the} ~L:;J£?.:. ..... day of .. 0.·.~ .. ~~¼. ... , ~ ).r u 
196 .. f .. , and the last. public~Jion hciving been 

'/ . 
ma e on e ... Jt;. ... :~.-:day fil. ,.,.J.'.t::-.c; !-q.,r ..... 9 . . ... d th .- - ·(/ _1,.1_ t 1.'..:i ~ 
that said notice was published .'. the re lar 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding1 Gooding 
County, Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at­

ed notice. -. .--1 I ,,_;,,, 

• '}1 ....... -.;' r" ,..-(/ . --. . 7 '-;:;l-. <> ~. ?~- . ,/./ .L., ' ... . ........... . . ....... . . . 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 

;)-u.I--°L .. day of-~ .. '::-:~.~.-f-L .. ~.1c .. , 196.1<J. . 
......... ~ .?~.~{:,. ........ '&..~~~~····· 

Notary Public 

-t/ 
:;3 0 (c, 6 

-··-· ··-···- -----·--·· .. ··- .. . . . ----- .. . ·-· ---------·--



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION 

STATE OF IDAHO, 

1
_ 

COUNTY OF GOODING 
ss. 

I, Leland G. Burress., do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 
GOODING LEADER, a weekly newspaper of general 
circulation, published once each week at Good­
ing, Idaho; that the notice atta;,hed hereto was 

published in said newspaper .• P~----------­
consecutive weeks, the firs~blicatn~ having 

been made on the.,,J..c;:zi.l,.day of~fl' 

196 ... .3 and the last publication having n 

made on the .... / .. ~ay J..i:"::-ff~'J!J6..3. ... 
that said notice was published .f'n th~ regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 
that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding., Gooding 

. County., Idaho., for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at-

~;;~;'.;,'·~~;;;:~ ;;~·t~ 

......... ~~·~'f1t.;;~~=::: 
Notary Public 



I ' I l' \ I ,. 

Notice for Publication 
1ha1 a·t J~.~.9.~~~ .\'I., on the ........ ?.~~ ......... .rlay or ..... ~~P.~~~ .... ................. ................ . 

J!l.~ '3 . a-i ..... .. .. .. ... --~~~ ......................... County ot.. ............ ~~~ .... ~~.~~·~· ............ .................. , Stale of lda:w. 

Eugene H. Christoffer son . i . . t"'' ·" '' ... . ..... ...... ... ..... ...... ......... ...... . ... ............................ ... ... .............. proof will be sabm tl Pd of the co11111!PL1on of wor k ~ 

1'111· tlw d iv('r.s inn of .. .. ~Q ............ mbic t'e t,1 pp, sc>eond of the watt•rs oL .... ~.~ ... ~.~~~-~~~ .... ?.~ ... ~~J~.~~~:'J.ey 
.. <;,l:'_e~.Ji.: .... ...... .. .. .. .... ...................... .............................................. .................. iu a,'-'<:OJ·<htnr.,i wi l.h the l<JI'lllR an:! conditious of a 

( '• 'fll fl , II 

1'111• 11:1mr· or IIHi perrso11 ti :- corpo1·a1iun holding said 11e1·01it is .................. ................... ..................................................... . 
, 

. ..~.~.?.9..~~.~ .... Jn.~.-. .. , .. ~x ... ~ ,..-3uhJ.., ... IJi2L-:o ....................... ....................... .................................. - .................. .. 

:!. Thl' pos·,ol'fi t·e atldn~s 1>r :-: urh J>Prson or principaJ PJac·e or b-usine,..;s of surh ,:or1>0r·1.LT ion is ... ··-·-···················---··········· 

.... ~µP..~ ....................... ................. ...... , ~ounty oL. .... ~i:~ ... r.~!.!.~ ..... ....... .............................. , Stale of lda'10. 

:t The lllllllbP.r of st11·h .P<'n11 it i s .. .. ~.9.§.?..4.._ ..................... ...... and the uati> seit for the comJ)l"' rlon of such wo,k i s 

. . ~~P.~~.~-~~ .. .. !=1:./ .. J.~~} .. ~ ..... ................................... .. 

. . fish cultural and domestic use Raid war,•r 1,; l o be ust>d l :)r ....... ....................................... .................................................................................................... purposeH . 

... ;o;.r ,d ,•:,,rks or diver sion will be fu l ly toniplcted on the dnte sPt for such con1pl.e-1iou, anil tho amount of wa1.er 

1rh i<'li s;iid w11rk;; are c>npa,lolci or c·n11dut;t iU:{ 10 the p lace of intended use, in uc·conlauce with tlie JJlans aecompauy ing 

1lw :,pµl1l1;1 t io11 tor nllC'h pe1·111i-l. I!- ............. ?..9.: ........................... cu·bic feE»t p,er st>cond. 

"ft 't'hr aun,nut ",f ttrPttl!t fi5t tth'ic.h sAiiJ ,,al!er in ""a.ilehlg ,ia ~ wree1 1,n1 tleuta1 ly aesctltn'd as rono«D : 

·-··············· .... ·- ··············-·····························--··········· -································-··········--·-··-······································· ······ ·········-··-.. -· 

. . ........ .. ····················· .. ············•···· .................................. ············ ················-······-···· .. ·········· .................................... ····· ·-·-······· 

CAHI, 'F.: . ":A PAN , Ac ti1:g 

.. Commissioner or Re.cla.xnation .. 



:Re: Permit No. )06~ 

Hane en, Inc., 
Ho:: 706, 
Buhl, Idaho. 

--------

. _.,. __ 111111 __________ _ 

July 18• 1963 

This acknowledges the Notice of Proof of CompJ..etion of Worlr.s :JQ\11...ppiti~ 
~;~le~ under Permit No. J)65b • The proofs are to b3 
rrede atl 'clock ·A '• , on the 5th day of Seotanbe:r , 1963, before 
,Eiu~gna iJ:cbi;istoffm'a:20. DubJ • LJaoo-- -- , Notary Public • 

. As of-this date we have mailed the Notice to the Ooodin,c Leader 
Qoodfilg, .Idalio , with instructions to publish it once a week for four consecutive 

weeks prior to the date set for final proof then mail the a£fidavit of publication 
and sta.tement of costs to you. 

It is important that the enclosed depositions be executed by you and two dis­
interested witnesses who are familiar with the terms of the permit and the work 
done thereunder, at the place, on the date , and at the time and before the Notary, 
as advertised. It is ~ important and necessary !hat each question be answered 
in detail. 

In returning the depositions to this office., be sure that all copies have been 
signed, the Notary's seal has been placed on each and that all depositions, (holder 
an:i t wo witnesses) are being returned. Also be ~ to enclose the Affidavit of 
Publicati01. 

Enc. 
EPR:pmk 
cc: Notary 

Very truly yours, 

(Jl:C~ 
State Reclamation Engineer 

By: 

(Mrs .) Edna P. Rule 
Chief Clerk 



Re, Pormi t No. ):)654 
Ran€:,'81l, Inc• 

()( ,odini{ r.eader, 
tiood ing, Idai , o. 

(k,n tlenen 1 

July 18, 1963 

~olos13d you will find not.ice !or publioat1on, once a 

wok .f'rrr four ~)nrmoutive 11Reks nrior t.o Septar.iber 5, 1963, the 

date sot for rrcofJ the exnense ')f the :1uhlication is tC> be ':'laid 

by the n--:nlicant, Re:rw.en, Inc., Box 706, Juhl, I<1!!l' o, tc wha11 

you should ''ur, t:lRh r,r oof of ::,ublication on or nrinr i:;•1 thfl date 

set for r,roof • 

. 'J.E;,18>' a~knowladge recebt of tl 1i s notioe and furnish 

t.hia nf_..'icP u:1 ~·,h & cony or tear shoet nf the .first publ.foation.H 

GAnL i::,. £A??A-1, Ac~ ng 
State Roclaaa:Uon :!ihg:l.necr 

** If this t!_rst copy is not reoo1vod 1n this of!io6 for checking 
purryoses md errors anpear in subsequent 1!.suea, it i8 poos:ihle 
that :re-publicat on of corrected copy will be at your own e~enae. 



Form No. 11 

2M - 10/60 

:.--· -· 
. ':-:< ! 

• I 

NOTICE TO ACCOMPANY THIS LETTER MUST BE MADE IN DUPLICATE 

•,· : 

.. ~mation 

June 11, 1963 
(Date) --··········-···-··-···- ···· ··--··- ·----·--··-············· ·-·- ···-· · ···--·····--·-··· ··-··· ····-····--· ····-····· .......... -

(P. o.) - ··-···-·Box. 706 .. , .. Buhl.L.....Idaho _ ... ............... ···········-·---·---··-···-··--·······-··-·-········· 

TO THE STATI RECLAMATION ENGINEER: 

Boise, Idaho 

Dear Sir: 

You are hereby authorized to have the attached notice published at my expense 1n the 

................. G.QQ(l,1,ng ... L.e.ad.er .... ·············- ······················· of .. ·-· ·- _g9.9-~JmL.1 ..... 1;9.~h~L ......... ..... _ ...... publiahed in 

/' I/ 
the cou.nty in which the works are situated. { / ~ ' 1 1 ' · .,; li, ' 

r 

(I.n case of canals or other works designed to divert and carry more than 50 cubic feet of water per 

second, the following certificate must be signed by a well known and competent engineer.) 

I hereby certify that the facts set iorth in the attached notice are true. 

\ . 
............................ - -----·- --··-·-·-··--·--·~·- ··--·- - ···--··----···-. 

Engineer. 



r""4e.Ooon RANGe:N, ,:,~e:s. 

State of Idaho 

RANG EN, INC. 
BEANS• GRAINS• SEEDS• FEEDS 

TE::LE;PHO NE 543-4338 • P. 0. Box 706 

EUHL,IDAHO 

THORLEI P- RANG E N, Se:C.•TREAS, 

July 17, 1963 
"Our 38th Year" 

Chief Reclamation Engineer 
State House 
Boise, Idaho 

Dear Sirs 

Enclosed you will legal forms which must be signed by your 
organization so that final notice can be made regarding the 
completion of a water impoundment at our Res~arch Trout 
Hatchery in Hagerman, Idaho. 

Mr. Philip F. Puchner wa·s the surveying engineer, and ha-s 
since accepted an engineering position in Bankok, Thialand, 
and is unable at th is time to assist us further in the 
comnletion of these forms, and suggests that your office 
com-rlete them. 

Would you please sign the forms and return them to us in the 
enclosed envelope. Your assistance and cooperation in this 
matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Encl 

Very truely yours, 

RANGEN , INC • 

--1-~~t cl3"ll'2 · - ...... '2.,~"'..:-
;fune Christo rson 
Off ice Manage · 



Form No. 7 

::i.1"1 . - , ;0'i.x.lf,J.'f 

' i·torr~""re ··•· : P.11 
·(.~,odi~~~ 1J1;h;,·· 

Dear Sir:­

&tatr nf llha~n 
DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION 

BOISE 

INSTRUCTIONS 
PROOF OF COMPLETION OF WORKS 

Boise, Idaho, 

I enclose herewith blank form upon which to give notice that you are prepared and desire to 

3')(,&:;l , submit proof of completion of works under your permit No. ___ ___,. _____ _ 

This form should be fi11ed out and mailed to the Department of Reclamation, at least 60 days 

before the date upon which proof is to be submitted, which proof MUST be on or before ___ _ 

_ _ ,_;e_ot_._l_l_,._l_'.Y:_,:~_- Upon receipt of the blank properly filled out, notice of publication will 

be sent to the paper direct from this office, which notice must be published a period of four 

weeks prior to the date of proof. 

The proof may be submitted at any place convenient to you and two witnesses, where there is 

a notary public or other officer authorized to administer oaths. 

The certificate that shall be issued under this proof does not give you a perpetual right to the 

use of the water for which application is made, as it only confirms the completion of the works 

of a capacity to divert and convey to the place of intended use a certain amount of water. The 

law requires that another proof be submitted when the water has been fully applied to a bene­

ficial use, at which time license is issued for the amount of water actually in use. Information 

in regard to this la8t proof will be furnished on request. 

Fam /; - ll 
,:.,.- -·" . 

cc, ;i~, Inc. 
IJuhl.1 Idaho 

Very truly yours, 

;,'.A.RL : :. TA.Pi 'A!; 
Aas:f.atant State Reclamation Engineer , 

. 5C/ 
J u (_y 



Re : Permit No • .J)6~ 
Rii••, Ina. 

Attenti,.ont c.,u D. Holld!r 
GentlalllGDt 

We enclose Permit No. X6Sb in v.!hich we direct 
your attention to the limitations and conditions as given 
on the fourth page under approval of the State Reclamation 
EngineEir. 

We also enclose Departmental Receipt No. lU{)6 
which was issued covering paynent in the amount of ~~l7e25 
for the filing fee of the above mentioned permit. 

EPR:pmk 
Encl. · 
00. R411D81Dt -~· 

Bt.ulal, Idaho 

Very truly yours, 

GEO. N • CARTER 
State Reclamation Engineer 
By 

(Mrs,) Edna P. Rule 
Chief Clerk 

··, .rl( > { I (.C 7 



. ,a,. 

artjudq•~ and decree, thilt the defendant and intarvepar Hi•Jh .-. Fritchman Cc,m,.,,' 

,1 , ··,1·.,n~·3t:ion, ill the owner of , and entitled to the uae of, and tho ri<J"l: 

, , , l'!ill't for il·rigat ion and dor•at:ic 9urpo9f!s th .. follO\Ol'inCJ runounts of 

Thn.:r and 2 tenths (3.i} &Jecond t'eet of. water, with a priority uf 

t ~.:l.·ilJe; 1: 1, H l84 , developed and diverted from thr: watore, :1eep11, ftprin•J•: 

c~,,,~ ,:-i.v-nlets .in the rim rock abuve the head waterB of 91111ng11lrv ~rr.P,, 

,; .i ttwce i. n the sw_; ftti~ , So.:. 3~, 1\,p. 7 .E2IJ:ll, Rari9e 14 ca11t, ll. 1-•. , 

Gc>0d i119 county, Jd<1ho, and 4 . e second feet of the wate1.s ut •aid s•~R. 

S[Jt'in~J.'l, and rJ.vulotn diverted and developed by the 11ame t:unnel, with ;, 

p r1uri :~:' of April l, 1908 , taken rroa1 •aid tunnel by a pipe 11,- and 

:rnri u ~: ,10 o n Raid lam'ls frir irrigating and r-aisin'IJ cropo thereon and fru: 

.,.1.;m: '_n~ :;to.--:1, and other do-ath: pupoaea during the non irr.1gation .,c-a,-.or. . 

S<Aid wa :: t,.':' · 1:i(Jht.11 aro appurtenant to and h.> ~ u1ed upon and .111 L11"· 

i. r1· 1•J,1Li.~,n of the follOlo':i.ng described l.mds, situate in Oooding count-.y, 

Id,mo, of t h@ sa i<1 defend11nt and intervenor High & Pritchnan Co.11Pany, a 

<'.(1::pnrat ion, to-wit 1 

'!'he 90\ltheast -ouartor (aa~) ot the »ortheant ouartor (RB\): the 

saot Half (Sit) of the aoutheut Quarter (s•lti) of lection n11rty-one Pl J; 

the -souttn.r"t Ouartt!lr (aw\) of the aortbwNt Quarter<•'->: the West fl« i. f 

(wL;) of th• &out:tnfflat ouart:er (M) of Metion 1"trty-tlf0 (3l), all in 

\ 
'T'r-,wnahip S•v•n (7) South, aange Pourteen (14) Saat, 8.N., and Late Tlir~,. 

{:, J and Pour (4) of ~t1on P'ivc (5), TOwnship :light (ft) So~th, JI.An4e 

l"'ouru:en (14) Raet, B,M., tognttier with all watAr righte, ditc:l1e,i c1n,1 .-i 1 · 

l. ; ' '~ . 1.>r wl!rf ar,purtanant thereto. 



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION r.:, .". ; ;.,·. - , .. _ : ~ . .."° . t :.:;. · I i ' . ;;...., ' ---
' ] ! ~! J f , I (} ~ · ~-·, .. · ,; , ·.--., - \1 ; 1 -..• · I 

j:ifl :· dfi i(' ! \~! ;- , : i 
• ., . ' I '-·; ' \ ' -~ - - 1 I ~:":':' f '.~ ~ 
~ } -~--~I 

$Ef 5 Ji::: 

~rtmt-.:m nf Rt,_;~ ;~,-:.rnm, 
STATE OF IDAHO, } 

ss. 
COUNTY OF GOODING 

I, Leland G. Burress, do solemnly swear 
that I am the printer and publisher of THE 

GooDING LEADER, a weekly newspaper of general 
circulation, published once each week at Good­

ing, Idaho; that the notice a tic eel hereto was 
published in said newspaper. _________ ":!::~Y.._ .. ________ _ 

. ' 
consecutive weeks. Th~st · lication having 

been made on thed-~-----day of_(i__'(__~~,,-
196 __ :Jc. ___ , and th;i,ast publication havin/been 

made on thfJ--3~Y ot'Ll~t~d.--1.96 ___ ),::--
that said notice was published if) the regular 
and entire issue of every number of the paper 
during that period and time of publication, and 

that the said notice was published in the news­
paper proper, and not in the supplement thereof. 

That said newspaper; has been printed and 
published continuously in Gooding, Gooding 

County, Idaho, for a period of more than 78 
weeks prior to the first publication of the at-

tached 1:,¢.iFe. . .,,-- , .-·J ~ 

_--:~:;~nd-=c~::e;:-me this 

:~if!.d. .. ~~?E,;t.":;;219~-~ 
Notary Public 

--~---



t ,, •• 

. . : . " ' . ~ \ . ; : ., 

t5 FtA~Ct-, 1!!!11PD 

CECIL O . w O B O~Y 

LAW o,- ,-1c;ES 

B IRD & H e> DD EY 

GOODING , lOAHO 

:~ 

PMO~ l cI 
P . o ao~ 3 e & 

September 4, 1962 

Department of Reclamation 
107 state House 
Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

we inclose herewith affidavit of the publisher , 
The Gooding Leader , showing publication of the notice 
of application of Rangen, Inc. to appropriate water 
from Billingsley Creek for fish culture. 

CDH: f m 
Encls. 

Sincerely yours , 

BIRD & HOBDEY 

. ~ ~-- ' . 
, . .. , 

,- L( 
C: G: ) :;3 



CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY 

RANC£N, INC., SURVEY T. 7S., ~./-f.£, /3.M 

.30 l'J EASr 

1962 31 Jl. 

NE•N£• NW,NWf 
.JEC.JI S,c. . . n. 

SE"II~ 
U.C . .J/ 

l'oinf ol R•l1.,n, 

I/ P/Ji/jo F Puchnt!r, 

Ida.he,~ an e".Jineer /icen.Jed 

o f /(e.1c/,vm , 

bj /he Slale 
of /r/aho, <t'o here/,y cerlifi IAaf f/11:s 

/lfa/' Cva.s tnada ft-om noftt..s lo./f tth c/4r,ny 
a.cfoo / Sf.,lrV~1s macle by me on J/qy zo 01u/ 

2. I, at1</ June 20, l9t~) a,,r/ liaf if 
CorrtScf 1/ re'°rcJ enfs /he worKs c/escri.bc. / i '1 

/Je a Ced ht pany in_, o/'.t°kca liolJ. 

HOFFMANN· FISKE~ MILAR 
IOI.SI, 'fWIW ,1111J 

MAP Of RANCEN /#C. 
j 

TtRour· POND fJ!Jl!J?SION 
to Accon,,P"".Y Al'l'h~di~,, /6,- ,4,.,,,.,i1 
IJ)' ,RANCE~ /NC. 80I/L

1 
/lJAHO 

if{lf.Y ,21, l~t2. SCAff / 1
': 500 ' 



~ ···11.:-,·; ;_ u -~ ·i: . .;j• .,.r~m, .~ ' :;~;. . ::, ~Q•• of t~, Jdato, hao r..- -QPPl!.orAtaa 
:,o. Ji}.j70t 00 ilhO ~t, dAt,' of .i~.19<4_ :;o ~ n.~ (!JO) CUbU foot pll" 
:-.aar...ul of tbcr 1iR1·~ ut: w.o bold wa::.~·a o.t· .n:ai~o, c~ ~:w £1tt1 o~ 
.c,:J ll'.lff'll!I~' tlClCJe 

:l;,.•t q ;:,rot.u-1~ ~&nat i.tlU ((1~~,r_l\'litl o.: ·i1.11f 41~(;J.cri muc iAi i'Ued 
ir.:t.t.b !;he -~~ o;; oolalil .. .;.m. ai. , ~ ~o, lll.$in tony ().;0) ~ i'Jl'Oa 
;•• dnt«t r.¢. ~-hlo o~t 4'\d aucb ~ llbalJ. ..._ \bll ,a,ti :.-11'1 ac.J ..... o! t.?le 
r~vtll&.._ ~ :•u ~ -~ .- .r~ ilia ~•e11a t.o u. twovaJ. v.a. add 
OQ:)Plio ;t-1~1. 

dilo' of' _ , _____ __., .19'2• 

__ ..,... _________ _ 

~· .. .... , .. 

------------



OOTICE OF .APPLICAr.ICfi l'OR PERU': TO APPROffiI.t'tTi·, THE PIIDI.IC 1/A'i'H'..S OF 

TIIE SfATi~ OF IDAltl IN ACC<RDAll::E WITH THE PROVJSlDNS OF 

S.OO'l'ICN 42-203, IDAHO OODE 

' 

·' . 

\; 

aurICE :w lllil!EBY GIVfil!, 1.hat r.Am:En:, me., or Buhl, Idaho, has Dade application 
No. 38670, on t,he )lat da;r of Julg, 1962, t.o approl*"i,ate i'ifty ($0) cubio feet per 
:;econd of the lRl't<rl9 o£ the hoad waters of Blllingaley Creek, i'ar fish oultUl'al 
and chrostic uae. 

'i'hat the point, oi' diwrsion is located 1n the SW'4~~~, . .:.ieC • .32, T. 7 ~ •• 
R. 14 :::: ., D. !:.; aid that tbe place of ,:ae 11 in the SE.J IEi·, ::ec. lL, T. 7 s., 
R. ]lt s., J • M. 

That srsv protest& against the approval. of t.h1s awlicat:1c:n ::11.1wt be filed 
with the Department oi Reolamaticn, at Boiae, IdJho, wit.bin £orty (LO) dql, from 
tba date of this not.lee, aid such sroteat ah&U atate the mno and addrUa of tbll 
protestant, and aball olearl;r set forth hia objeot.1.on to tlW approval of sajd 
applicntion. 

Date oI t 'il"St PubUcaticnt £«yfN ~-- 9, /Yb .Z. 

na·;;e oi Last Public at.ion, £,'« :f e ,,,.,,;, ,I ,3 , / Yi::. .z.. 
p 

Laist date for Protestr Sept.timber 101 1962 

SE:NlCE 01 Tm; FOREGOlNG, by copy, is hereby acknaW'ledged this <~ 

!WIGEN, IDc • 



SRANC H SIRO 

CEC IL 0 , HOBOEY 

}fiafu @£fices PHONE WE9T 4 -42.71 

P . 0 . BOX 908 

~~§l;~t~:.~~~B-
Cioohmg, ~ liuqo 

~~~-~ 
:f/~.rZ-d~~~-~~/4L 

~ ~~~ --~ a~ 
/~~/ -~~, --~ 

/z.,;---~~~. ~ 
/£/ .--?__./ ~ ~ ,.,--/4" < ·e_ 

~L~- ~~~ 
--·-·- ----

.... ..... 



l'fOTlCE O'F PlJILl,CATlOK 
Notlr;:e ls hereby giv!}ll that a 

10:00 a.m., on the 5th 'day of Sep­
tember, 1983, at Buhl. County of 
Twin Falls, State of Idaho, before 
Eugene H. ChrlstoUerson proof will 
be submitted of the completlo!J of 

i works for the diversion of 50 "f"ubic 
, feet per second of the wate~ of 
, the headwaters of •Billlngsley"Creek 

I in accordance with the tenns and 
conditions of 11 certain pennlt ·here­
tofore issued by the State Recla­
mation Engineer of the State ot 
Idaho. 

1. The name of the person or 
corporation holding said permit Is 
~!li:t~J.uc, lflox 706, Buhl, Idaho. 

2. The postofflce address of such 
person or prtnclpal place of blL!lln­
ess of such corporation is Buhl, 
County ot Twln Falls, State of 
Idaho. 

3. Th~ number of such permit ls 
30654 and the date set for the 
comptetlon of such -i,vork is Sep­
tember n, 1963, 

4. Said wat!!r ls to be used tor 
fish cultura!Al.nd domestic use I>ur­
poses. 

5. Said works of -diversion will ,be 
fully completed on the date set 
for such completion, an1l the a­
mount of water whlch said works 
are capable of conducting to the 
place of intended use, in accord­
ance with the plans accompanying 
the application :for such perm.it, 
is 50 cubic feet per second. 

Carl E. Tappan, Acting , 
I State Reclamation Engineer 

39 

, '•11'\'l'U'!'I:: OF TRUSTEES' s.11,6: 

Legal Nof ice 
NOTICE FOR PUBUCATJON 

NOTICE OF PROOF 
APPUCATION OF WATER ro 

BENEnCIAL USE I 

Notice Is hereby given that at 
10:00 ·li.m. on the· 2nd day of Sep­
tember, 1964, at Buhl, Idaho, Coun­
ty ot Twin Falls, State o! Idaho, 
before Eugene H . Christoflerson, 
proof will be submitted of the ap­
plication to beneficial use of 50 CU· 
bic feet per second of the waters of 
Billingsley Creek in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of 
~m;ut ~Q, 39654 heretofore Issued 
by the Department of Reclamation 
ot the State of Idaho. 

The name and post office address 
of the person or corporation hold­
ing said permit ~~i.~!l, Inc., Box 
706, BUhl, lc;l_aho. 

The use to whicli. water has been 
applied is Fish culture and pro­
pagation. 

The amount applied to beneficial 
use Is 50 cubic feet. 

The point of diversion of said 
water ls S. 10• 28½' East 239.55 
feet from the NW comer of the 
NW¼NW¼, Section 32, Twp. 7 S., 
R. 14 E.B.M. 

The place where said water is 
used (LEGAL DESCRIPITON) 
!rom said point of diversion to the 
point where Billingsley Creek in­
tersects the County road which 
said point o! Intersection is in the 
SE corner of the NW¼NE¼ Sec­
tion 31, Twp. 7 S. R. 14 E.B.M. be­
Ing in the SW\~NW\!o ot Section 32 
and the S½NE¼ and NW\~NE\!o 
of Section 31, all in Twp. 7 S. R. 
14 E.B.M. 

The date or priorlty which sald 
user is prepared to establish is 
July 31, 1962. 

Carl E. Tappan, 
State Reclamation Engineer 

40-43 



Res Appl.icwtion No. 38670 
liangen, Inc • 

Cecil D. Hob<ley 
Attorney at Lmr 
1 . o. Box )86 
1.:: oodin[j, Idaho 

Dear Hr. Hobdeyi 

l;!e recei vad your l<1ttnr of .. ~.ugust 2nd with rettrood. 
oopy of the le gal notice. 

Elimination of the l::at part of tho notice 'WOul.d 
appeal" t.o be sat.tstaotory in thia oase as the first publ:1.cnt1on 
is Within 10 days of date of notice. I n cases lih3re the mticc 
is recei'V'ed with :,~ delay, t..hc last part wruld be neoess:iry 
to show publlcatton within the ten-day J.imit. 

rm.sed. 

RTaev 

Tr.is is the f iret time this question has beon 

Very truly yours, 

GOO• N. CARTm 
State Reolamat.1Cll Engineer 

RALi 'H W. THOMAS , Deput7 
St:ite Reclamation ~ er 

cl/ 30(11 .? 



.• •• • ~ 1• _._ • • ' ... ·.;· , .: • ' ,. .·_-;,_, . t • .· .; .. ' ----. • . , .. .,.. ; • •• . ~ .-~ ,,. . ...... ,,,. ' 

Hat Appliont1on no. 36670 
Regen_ mo. 

Bird t:: Hobdl7 
A\t.crn9Je at LtM' 
ilalt 386 
lloodinc, I daio 

Attru Cecil D • li.obdly 

Door }Ir. Hd>dlly1 

i·:OCloeed aft thNo oopl.• o.f a legal noU.oe. 1'11¥'0.y 
&1knoVlodc'a reaeipt by da1ne am a1gn1.ng eadl eopy. 

Innn date~ Ant aid l•t publiC:Jtim ·:n oaah 
OOV7 • 01 'Vlt t.blt original to thl pllPQr' ~bliahed in Goodine Count7 
for pubUoatic in ttw-ee euooua1w weakly wma, first publlcll\ica. 
to ilia mt emir ten (10) dA¥S from YOf# reoe11>" ~ tbl notice. 
Retain me copy tor your tua , and r9'urn one oq>y to Ulio ottioe. 

Son:). the &ttidr v.U; 0£ PubJ..lQ nt1cn t.o this o ff:l.c• 
prior to tllc last dato .tb:r prates t. 

RTaew 

Vaey ~1D'lrtl, 

Ql;O • N • CMT;;n 
Stote r.oolmatim ·,:D(;ineer 

R1'1.PH -.. • 'rU>.U.S, Deputy, 
!:Ztak Haolama · icn r:ngs.mar 

~·-.. ;. : .-. 



O RANCl-1 0 1~0 

CC:CI L,.. D • .... oao~Y 

BIRO & Ho:anE.Y 

GOODING, IDAffO 
P l'-IOr-1 E. Wl!!'.5 T -4-<4Z7f 

P o . eox 3'~~, ···-·-
. I I 

· ·1 ' C 

Department of Reclamation 
107 State House 

July 30,1962 
Jt.Jl J 1 &: '_ :·:' .. · 

uepamuem ot k~mato 

Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

Thank you for your letter of July 27th relative 
to the application of Rangen, Inc. 

The application has been changed to more closely 
conform to the facts. We direct your attention to 
No. J cf the application. 

If anything further is desired please advise. 

cdh:s 
en.a. 

Sincerely yours, 

Bird & Hobdey 
/'? .. by~z~~ 

-· I i / •, {,: 5 '-/ 
:-:·.:.;,; L. 

I --··• .. • • ..,. ... 



. ., .. ~ . -· , ' • . ' .' . - • ~ _.., ., -. -·--· -~- • -;,·-·r: ·r:~·, ., .,. . .... . ... ·. . .- . 

Re I Appli°'.ition £or Pomit 
:>.angen, :mo. 

Dud and Hobday 
,:ttcrneys at Law 
l:3a,c )86, Goodiz\;, Icil! • 

Attn: Cecil L!. llobdey 

,.. .. r· lvl-.. '. ·'Crll." j·J.r. iO-.:r. 

July 27, 19(~ 

P..aturnDd la>rewith io tlE ai~licntion t« pemit Vitti attached 
chock fer :.11.2s filinr fee. 

·:Jle srurce or wa-oor :ruppl.y shown "Curran Tunnel" indicates that 
it is oubtorrannan trnter, howewr tM t~:>p shotfll tb.e diVEraion i:\ f'.l-cim the 
atre;a bolow the tunnel, 3SS\lfflinz the circl".J d.th arrow- of direction of ncsr 
1:3 the mou.th or -tho tunnel. .Uso !11e T'li.!fJ8 3h at-1 anctlnr tr1wtary nbove the 
point of di'V"On.ian. .In ca::,e this divetsicn in at the sae point as nwnti.aned 
1n the decree, cou.l,i the source of ,,:rrtn .r sup:=,q bu oall.ed CUITan Tunnel 
Creek, triblltal7 or D1Jl:1ngsl0".; Creek? o·r cru.ld it be c nlled Billinealey 
Cl"Nk, if it is thfll ?:lain BCUl'Ce of supp].,:, fer that creek, as indic . .,ted by th, 
map? The pre3Snt anner to b~ pt:ll"ts of '13'' does not apt.~,ar to be corroct, 
as the mita:r 1s d!.'Vel"tod f\"oal a stroeaxn w~rl.ch w BUl:l.ng:,ley Creek, or a 
tri l:utary-. 

Upon~ o£ tbl aq,ll1o.at.1.m, we Will prepare tho lcr.:ol 
notice and sGDd it to yc,u., ld. th instl'\ctions. 

R'l'lft' 

::no. application '14.th attached 
check 

Ver:, truq YQ11'8, 

Gl<O • t:i • CAR~ 
Jtam accl.amnt.1.cn i::~mer 

:?.;\Lii! :i. 'llt::!-L''.S, De?Qty 
~3t :1ic P.eclsmntJ.on 1-.Jtg:incar 
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BJ:RD & HOBDEY 

!5,:)0 MAI N 5TFU!£.T 

Gooo JNC. I D AHO 

July 25, 1962 

Department of Reclamation 
State of I daho 
Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

; ; r. 
-·· ... ~ 
' . : : ! 

we inclose application for permit together with blue­
pr i nt and tracing map and also portion of decree referred 
to inthe application. 

Also inclosed i s our check in the amount of $17 . 25 filing 
fee. 

This is the first occas i on that the undersigned has had 
to submit an application where more than 25 cu. ft. are 
involved. we note from instruction #14 of the regulations 
and instr uctions that a notice of the application must be 
published i n three issues in this county. Is there a 
regular f orm u s e d f or this purpose or should we draft our 
own? 

Awaiting y our further advice, we are. 

Sincerely yours, 

CDH:fm 
Encl. 

BIRD & HOBDEY 

3 (' (.: 5 <-j 
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In Re SIIBA 

ta&et No. 39576 

) 
) 

> 

- -
IN THE OISTRICT CWRT Of TIit FIFTH JUOICIAL DISJRICT OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AUD FOR THE COUHTY OF TWIN FALLS . 

PARTIAL DECIIEE PURSUANT TO 
f.R.C.P. 54Cb) FOIi 

... .., 0 ,'.' .. I G, : L1,. 6 
\
~1 ~'.:°, . , c I 
, , ' 1_: _ ..,, -

.,.,..,-- t r-~ rr•::-- ·.- • c; q3:,., _________ ) 
W.ter Right 36· 07694 

~.' j .:"J~ l~i V I - • .- ., , \Jt ,, 

.... , ~,·~.! i; ' I ~ ·.: : ..... : .... 1 !DA.,;O 

NAME & ADDRESS: 

SOORCE: 

QUANTITY: 

PR IOIU TY DATE: 

POINT Of DIVERSIOH: 

PURPOSE ANO 
PEJIIOO OF USE: 

I ; , , , • : ' ... ... .J ... •• . 

----RANGEi! IIIC 
PO BOlC 706 
BUHL ID 83316 

MAllTlN·C~£N TlJIINE~ 

26.00 CFS 

TRJl!UlARY: 8ILLINGSLEY CREEK 

FAClllTY VOLlJME•287,640 CU. FT . 

04/12/1977 

T07S R14E S32 SES\INW Within GOODING C01.ity 

PER l OD OF use QUANTITY PUl!POSE OF use 
FISH PROPAGATION 01 ·01 12·31 26.00 CFS 

PLACE OF USE: FI SII PROPAGATtOII 
l\)~ R14E S31 

S32 

Wi th in GOOOING Co1M1ty 
SEllE 
SWNW 

Rut.E 54(b) CERTIFICATE 

With respect to the Issues determined by the above iud!Jlltnt or order, i t is h•reby CERTIFIED, in accordenee 
wi th Rule 54Cb), 1,1!.C.P., that th• caurt has dotemined that there is 110 ju~t reason for delav of th• entry of a 
ffnal j udgment and th!at the court hea and does hereby direct that the above Judgment or Ol'der $hel l be a f inel 
j~nt upon w,fch ex&cutfon may Issue and en appeal may be taken as provid.a by the Idaho Appell ate Rules • 

.. ,~L 

PARTIAL OECREE PUltSUANT tO I.R.C.P, 54(b) 
Weter Rigt,t 36·07694 

PRESIDING JIJ>GE 
Snake Ri ver 8asin AdjUdicatlon 

PACE l 
DEC·l7•1997 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIITH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 

InReSRBA 

Case No. 39576 

) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER OF PARTIAL DECREE 

For Water Right 3'-15S01 

On October 10, 1997, a Special Master's Report and Recommendation was filed for the 

above water right. No Challenges were filed to the Special Master's Report and Recomrt1Lndation 

and the time for filing CbalJenges has now expired. 

Pursuant to I.RC.P. 53(e)(2) andSRBAAdministrative Order I, Section 13f, th.is court has 

reviewed the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law contained in the Special Master~ Report and 

whoJly adopts them as its own. 

Therefore, IT JS ORDERED that water right 36-15501 is hereby decreed as set forth in the 

attached Partial Decree Pursuant to LR.C.P. 54(b). 

DATED December ;?'> , 1997. 

ORDER OF PARTIAL DECREE 

/;lJ;x:jJ.,J//tv-
DANlEL C. HURLBUTT, JR 
Presiding Judge 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 

Page I 



In Re SRBA 

Case No. 395 76 

NAME & ADDRESS: 

SOURCE: 

0UAN11TY: 

PIUORIT'I' DATE: 

POINT OF DIVERSION: 

PUIIPOSE AMD 
PERia) OF use: 

- -
IM TME DISTRICT COORT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

STATE Of IDAHO, IN AND FOR TH~ QlUNTY OF lYIN FALLS 

RAHGEN !NC 
PO BOX 706 
BUHL ID !ll316 

MMTtN·CIJRREN TUNNEL 

1.46 CFS 

PARTIAL DECRfE PURSUAMT ro 
I.R.C.P. 54(b) FOR 

Water Right 36· 15501 

TRIBUTARY: BllllNGSlE'I' CREEK 

THIS RIGHT Alll RIGHT NO. 36·02551 ARE LIMITED TO A TOTAL 
CC*B!NED FACILITY VOlUl'IE OF 123,272 DJ. FT. 

01101,,957 

T07S R14E S32 SES\INW ~fth!n GOODING County 

PERl!Xl OF USE QUANTITY PURPOSE OF USE 
FISH PROPAGATIOII 01·01 1,!•31 1.46 CFS 

PLACE OF USE: FISH PROPAGATION 
T07S R14E S31 

S32 

Within GOOOlNG Cot6lty 
SEHE 
SWllW 

RULE 54(b) CERTIFICATE 

Vfth rHpect to the is5UeS det•r~lned by the above JUdgment or order, It Is herebt,I CERTIFIED, in aecordftnce 
with Rule 54(b), !.R.C.P., that the court has d1ter111ined that there is no just reason for cittlay of the entry of a 
final jud911ant and that the court he,,, an:J does he~by direct that the .above judgment or order shall be a final 

,.., ... "'M ""'"' ~-~,iM ., iN~ '"' ,o .,,.., - ....... n~"' 'ho ldoh:;;:;;;;;'i,_ 
DANIEL C ... ~ 
!>RESIDING JWGe 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUAHT TO J.R.C.P. 54(b) 
Water ~ight 36·15501 

Snake River Basin Adjudlc•tion 

PAl:il: 1 
N0\1•28·1997 



-
1997 DEC 29 PM 02:00 
DISTRICT COURT - SRBA 
TWIN FALLS CO , , IDAHO 
FILED ______ _ 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF TEE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COtJNTY' OF TWIN FALLS 

In Re SRBA 

case No. 39576 

) 
) 
) ____________ ) 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

Water Right(s): 36-15501 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I certify that a true and correct copy of the PARTIAL DECREE 
PURSUANT TO I.R.C.P. 54{b) for WATER RIGHT 36-15501 was mailed 
on December 29, 1997, with sufficient first-class postage prepaid 
to the following: 

DIRECTOR OF IDWR 
PO BOX 83720 
BOISE, ID 83720-0098 

RANGEN INC 
Represented by: 

J DEB MAY 
PO BOX 1846 
TWIN FALLS, ID 83303 
Phone: 208-733 - 7180 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

DIANA DELANEY 
Chief Deputy Clerk 

PAGE 1 
12/29/97 
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State of Id& e 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
1301 North Orchard Street, Boise, ID 83706 - P.O. Box 83720, Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Phone: -(208) 327-7900 Fax: (208) 327-7866 Web Site: www.idwr.state.id.us 

October 31, 2003 

DIRK KEMPTHORNE 
Governor 

KARL J. DREHER 
Director 

J. Dee May 
May, Sudweeks & Browning, LLP 
S 16 Second Street East 
P. 0. Box 1846 
Twin Falls, ID 83303 

VIA FACSIMILE TO (208) 733-7967 AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Re: Distribution of Water to Water Rights Nos. 36-02551. 36-07694, and 36-15501 

Dear Mr. May: 

After reading your Jetter yesterday, I want to clarify my request for information conveyed 
by my Jetter to you dated October 17, 2003. In my letter, I stated that I need additional 
information as follows: 

(I) The amount of water available to supply the listed water rights from 
the surface water sources from which the right is diverted; 

(2) The configuration of diversion works used to divert water under the 
listed water rights; 

(3) The amounts of water being diverted at the present time as well as the 
amounts of water historically diverted under the listed water rights; 

(4) The configuration of water measuring and recording devices used to 
measure the quantity of water diverted under the listed rights; and 

(5) The potential for supplying water to the listed rights by implementing 
alternate reasonable means of diversion or alternate points of 
diversion. 



J. Dee May 
October 31 , 2003 
Page 2 of2 

It is the responsibility of the Department of Water Resources to gather this information, and I did 
not necessarily intend for Rangen, Inc. to develop this infonnation. Of course any of this 
infonnation that Rangen can provide will be helpful. 

. . 

What I requested of Rangen, Inc. was to: (1) contact Cindy Yenter, the watennaster for 
Water District No. 130 to arrange for site visits; and (2) provide a11 historical records of the 
amounts of water diverted under the listed rights. The purpose of the site visits is to develop the 
five items of information listed on the previous page. The reason for my request for historical 
records is that the Department only has records of diversions under the Rangen rights from 1995 
through 2002. 

If further clarification is needed, please contact me at your earliest convenience. 

Director 

c: Wayne Courtney - Rangen, Inc. 
Cindy Yenter- Water District No. )30 Waterrnaster 
Lewis Rounds- Water District No. 120 Watermaster 
Frank Irwin - Water District No. 36A Watermaster 
Tim Luke - IDWR 



- ' J' -
May, Sudweeks & Browning, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

JAY 0. SUDWEEKS, PC 
J.DEE MAY, PC 

Twin Falls, IOaho 

516 second Street East 
P .o. Box 1846 

Boise, Idaho 

1419 w. Washington 
P.O. Box 6091 

BART D. BROWNING, CHTD. 

J. JUSTIN MAY 

. 83303 
Telephone (208) 733-7180 
facsimile ( 208) 733· 7967 

83707 
Telephone (208) 429·09D5 
~l"l!le (208) 342-7278 

.. ·t;: C -
jdmay@tflaw.com Reply to Twin Falls Office . - t: ! v" ... 

M'O. I/ t: u 
r ... 'l 

~ .:· 2ot_; 
October 30, 2003 ent of Wa1er L 

'"Tf~s11, •. 
ViJ/l_.fl{ 

VIA FACSIMILE 
208-327-7866 

Mr. Karl Dreher, Director 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 
1301 North Orchard St. 
Boise, ID 83706-2237 

RE: Distribution of Water to Water Right Nos. 36-02551, 36-07694, and 
36-15501, said Water Rights owned by Rangen, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Dreher: 

This letter is in response to your October 17, 2003 letter which was 
received in my office on October 20, 2003. In that letter you indicl:l-te that you are 
initiating a response to our delivery call. In that process you say that you must first make 
findings that rnaterfaJ injury is occurring and also make a detennination of reasonableness 
of water diversions under those listed water rights pursuant to Rule 42 of the Conjunctive 
Management Rules. You then indicate that you do not have sufficient information to 
make the findings required by the Conjunctive Management Rules and that you need 
additional information from us. 

It is Rangen's position that the Conjunctive Management Rules were not 
promulgated with the requisite authority and therefore our call should not be administered 
under the jurisdiction of those Conjunctive Management Rules. We believe those Rules 
are unconstitutional both in their creation and in their application by the Department. We 
therefore believe that much of the information requested by you · is irrelevant to 
administering our call under the constitutional and statutory directives given to you as the 
Director of the Department of Water Resources. As you know those Rules along with 



Mr. Karl Dreher 
October 30, 2003 
Page2 

- -
their promulgation and application among other things are presently in litigation; a €ase 
in which we soon hope to be a party. 

Be that as it may, on an administrative level (to preserve our rights in that 
venue) we wish to provide the requested information to you where we feel it is 
appropriate. You first of all asked for the amount of water available to supply the listed 
water rights from the surface water sources from which the right is diverted. We do not 
presently have that information nor do we believe it is the responsibility and burden of 
the senior water right holder (in this case Rangen, Inc.) to supply a list of the individual 
water rights that impact Rangen' s above-referenced water rights. It is our understanding 
(based on what you said to me at our last meeting) that you already have compiled such a 
list and we believe that the burden is the Departments or at the very least would be the 
burden of the junior water right holder(s) who should be curtailed in order to supply our 
water rights as appropriated under the Prior Appropriation Doctrine. 

You also asked for a configuration of the diversion works used to deliver 
water under the Jisted water rights. We are in the process of trying to put together such a 
configuration. You asked the amounts of water being diverted at the present time as well 
as amounts of water historically diverted under the water rights listed above. Those 
records have been kept by Rangen since approximately 1966. We have a summary that 
has been prepared and are at the present time going through numerous boxes to find the 
underlying documents (from which the summary was prepared) which we will provide. 
However, in furnishing those records, we believe that the past records are irrelevant to the 
present call; Rangen, Inc. is not receiving its full appropriated right as appropriated; the 
past records would seem inappropriate for any necessary administration based on a 
present call. 

You also asked for a configuration of water measuring and recording 
devices. We are trying to get that configuration put together and will furnish it to you 
under the same protest set out in the preceding paragraph. 

You have asked what the potential is for supplying water under · an 
alternate reasonable means of diversion or alternate points of diversion. We do have 
some suggestions that we are compiling at the present which could be used by junior 
water right holders and when we have fleshed out those alternatives those also will be 
provided to you. 

We would welcome the site visits you suggest which would involve the 
Department, District 130's Water Master, as well as representatives of Rangen. We will 
make those arrangements with Cindy Yenter (whom I have recently talked with), the 
Water Master for Water District 130, in the near future once we have determined our own 
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Mr. Karl Dreher 
October 30, 2003 
Page 3 

-
schedules. When it is determined when_ such a site visit could be set up between all 
participants my secretary, Marilyn, will try and coordinate such site visit(s). 

Lastly, you ask that we provide you with historical records as to the 
amount of water diverted under the Rangen water rights as soon. as practicable. Again, 
we will provide those records but are doing so under protest in that we do not feel that 
that historical recordation is relevant to the present call made by Rangen. The fact 
remains that presently Rangen is not receiving its appropriated water and what has 
happened in the past really has no relevancy or value. It is the present that we are dealing 
with now ar.d under the present situation Rangen certainly is not receiving its full 
appropriation as outlined in previous correspondence. 

We will try and get the requested information to you as set out above as 
quickly as possible and appreciate your courtesy in that regard realizing that there ate 
several boxes of materials which must be perused, separated and correlated in order to 
provide the material in a form that would be understandable to all parties. We thank you 
for your patience in that regard and will be getting back to you very shortly. 

JDM:mab 
cc: Wayne Courtney 

Dan Steenson · 
John Simpson 
Jason Miciak. 

Very truly yours, 
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\ 
State of I.o 9 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
1301 North Orchard Street, Boise, ID 83706 - P.O. Box 83720, Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Phone: (208) 327-7900 Fax: (208) 327-7866 Web Site: www.idwr.state.id.us 

J. Dee May 
May, Sudweeks & Browning, LLP 
516 Second Street East 
P. 0. Box 1846 
Twin Falls, ID 83303 

October 17, 2003 

VIA F ACSlMILE TO (208) 733-7967 AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 

DIRK KEMPTHORNE 
Governor 

KARL J. DREHER 
Director 

Re: Distribution of Water to Water Rights Nos. 36-02551, 3H,1694.;. and 36-15501 

Dear Mr. May: 

This is in response to your letter dated October 6, 2003, which was received in my office 
on October 10, regarding the administration of water rights junior in priority to water rights no. 
36-02551 for 48.54 cfs (priority date of July 7, 1962), no. 36-07694 for 26.0 cfs (priority date of 
April 12, 1977), and no. 36-15501 for 1.46 cfs (priority date of July 1, 1957), used by Rangen, 
Inc. at its fish propagation facilities. I have been out of town at various meetings and did not see 
your letter until yesterday, October 16. 

The reason I sought additional clarification by my letter dated September 25, 2003, 
regarding your earlier letter dated September 21, was that in your letter you specifically asked to 
have "the diversion of water in District 36A" (emphasis added) administered such that Rangen, 
Inc. "receives its full appropriation of the above-referenced water rights." Because of the 
specific reference to Water District No. 36A, I did not understand your request to include the 
clarification provided in your October 6 letter that you had meant for your request to include 
administration of "all water right diversions junior to ours that are interfering with and impacting 
our water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." 

The spring flow available for water rights nos. 36-02S51, 36-07694, and 36-15501, is 
allocated to the rights in order of priority. To the extent that the more junior right(s) are not 
receiving the full quantity of water authorized under the right(s), and since there are no surface 
water rights that are junior in priority to the listed rights that divert from the same sources as the 
listed rights, your request for water rights administration wiU be treated as a caJI for water 
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J. Dee May 
October 17, 2003 
Page 2 of3 

-
delivery under the "Rules for Conjunctive Management of Surface and Ground Water 
Resources" (]DAPA 37.03.11) ("Conjunctive Management Rules"). The rules are available at 
the following website: 

http://www2.state.id.us/adm/adminrules/ru1es/idapa37/03 l l .pdf 

These rules prescribe how IDWR is to respond to a call for water delivery made by a holder of a 
senior priority surface or ground water right. Rules 40 and 30 of the Conjunctive Management 
Rules prescribe procedures for responding to delivery calls against junior priority ground water 
rights that are and are not within a water district where ground water regulation is included in the 
function of such districts, respectively. 

With this letter, I am initiating a response to your delivery call as against junior priority 
ground water rights in Water Districts Nos. 120 and 13C, ~!:;: ~:-.1? \·.-.. ~.;, c!;stricts over the Eastern 
Snake River Plain Aquifer(ESPA) upgradient from the Thousand Springs area within which 
ground water regulation is included. If you wish to have your delivery call applied against junior 
priority water rights from the ESPA that are not in Water Districts Nos. 120 or 130, you will 
need to follow the process outlined in Rule 30 of the Conjunctive Management Ru1es. 

In responding to your calls for ·water delivery under Rule 40 of the Conjunctive 
Management Rules, 1 must first make findings that material injury is occurring and 
determinations of reasonableness of water diversions under the listed water rights, as provided in 
Rule 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. I do not have sufficient information to make the 
findings required by Rules 40 and 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. Therefore, I will 
need certain additional infonnatiQn as foHows: 

(1) The amount of water available to supply-the listed water rights from 
the surface water sources from which the right is diverted; 

(2) The configuration of diversion works used to divert water under the 
listed water rights; 

(3) The amounts of water being diverted at the present time as well as the 
amounts of water historically diverted under the listed water rights; 

( 4) The configuration of water measuring and recording devices used to 
measure the quantity of water diverted under th.e listed rights; and 

(5) The potential for supplying water to the listed rights by implementing 
alternate reasonable means of diversion or alternate points of 
diversion. 

Developing the above information will require site visits by the watermaster for Water 
l)jstrict No. 36A, the watermaster for Water District No. 130, and at least one or two other­
employees ofIDWR. Please have a representative of Rangen, Inc. contact Cindy Yenter, the 



J. Dee May 
October 17, 2003 
Page 3 of 3 

watennaster for Water District No. 130, at the Department's offices in Twin Falls (telephone no. 
208-736-3033). as soon as possible to schedule site visits. In addition, please provide me with all 
historical records of the amounts of water diverted under the listed rights as soon as practicable. 

Director 

c: Cindy Venter - Water District No. 130 Watennaster 
Lewis Rounds - Water District No. 120 Watennaster 
Frank Irwin- Water District No. 36A Watermaster 
Tim Luke - JDWR 
North Snake Ground Water District 
Magic Valley Ground Water District 
Aberdeen-American Falls Ground Water District 
Bingham Ground Water District 
Bonneville-Jefferson Ground Water District 



Person to contact _____ _________________ _ __ Pho~~~-·' _ ___ · __ ,:_; i.,._.·_ 

2. Source of water supply: Groun<;lwarer O Surface waler ~ -..k-£.2'.!:~~::fj~:r.:::~~~Q~~~~(::::~~:,, 

3. Water w ill be used for the following purposes: 

p.a.~ . ~. Amoun,c21o, d-:(J d.s. for ~ LJ?-4;tJ4~tY/L-' 
_____ AF/An P~,(ature of use) 

Period of Use: from ~....,z;,q.._....,:c..L,_,_~----- to µ,(!, · d/ 
~ M (mo.-day) indusive (mo.-day) 

Amount ~. 3i c.f.s. for _____________________ _ 

' If 
~ 

Q 3 3 
3° ::.: 

a z 
o· ~ 
:) 

_ ____ AF/Annum (notu re of use) §' 

Period of Use: from ----------- ta _ __________ _ 

(mo.-day) inclusive (mo.-day) 

Amount ____ _,_.c.f.s. for _____ ________________ _ 

_____ AF/Annum (nature of use) 

~ ~ 
(' . ~ 

Period of Use: from - ----------- to ______ _ ____ _ 

(mo.-day) inclusive (mo.-doy) 

'-\) 

{,_ 

Other uses, 

4. Total amount to be appropriated: 

Mox Rate of Diversion c2/a..__ cubic f~t per second and annual volume ____ AF/Annum. 

5. locolion of Point(s) of Diversion: 

Township~N/S, Ronged£..E/W, B.M., Sectio~, Subdivision .. ~V4~¼,,w.==-·'1t.?,..., 
aunty 

Township ___ N/S, Rong ____ E/W, B.M., Sectia,~--- Svbdivision_l/,. ___ 4 ~ 

County 
Township ___ N/S, Range ___ EfW, B.M., Section, _ __ Svbdivisio,~---'/4 ___ ¼ ,- - -

County 

Other Points of Diversions: - ---------------------- - ------

Measuring device required: yes~ no 0 

6. lands to be irrigated or place of use. 

NIEl/4 NW¼ SW¼ SEl/4 
TWP. JIANGE sec. TOTAIS 

NE¼ NW¼ swv .. SEl/4 NE¼ NW'I• SWl/4 Si¼ NE¼ NWI/• swv. sev. NE1/• NWI/, swv. SE¼ 

~ - /"-IE ~I X 
[3>.;, x· 

I IR~.I 11,11 RMrli 
. . . .,, .-

TOTAL ACREAGE ________ _ 
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Diagram of System 

# ponds wid.th J.errjth JJept'A 
= (;;_o) 3. 6x /0:J I)< ~ 1 .:: 

(3o) 8x io5' x 1'==­
( 1 ;;_) I b X :li 05 1 X 

Sec. /l 

:5ec.B 
L/' = 

See. C 
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ft:. !L/70 ~c«.iJ...,i,c, # x ~o..;J,CJ'lo( 

8 .:: 3 3 &O _," I/ X 30 :/tx) ~0( 
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I ...,o--- '' // ,.., {!, ::= I 3 = ,x I 0 =-/51'/'lc 

J::a e1!t If Vo I u.me =- c:? f 7, (,pi./ l 
c.iw I c. 
feet- -
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DATE OF EXAM --d---·'-"~=-'-'-----'J,._.7.,.,_J__,_/ ...... 9---'7~1--­
ACREAGE Found ____ v-____________ _ 

Recommended _____ ___,V'~-------

lrrigotion Requirement ____ __:Ve__ ____ Ac Ft/Ac 

-

USE Irrigation Q'= ____ c.f.s. v-_____ AF/Ann. from _____ to ____ _ 
Domestic Q,.. ____ c.f,s. V-____ _ AF/Ann. from _____ to-----
Livestock Q- cf s. V -----.-..-AF/Ann. from ~ to· ____ _ 
F,sttPro~.,'io.+1orJ 7q;; z_c..o c.e;s ? fro"" Jiu.• J

7 to De, 31v> 

a !lo uJ 2/a, o o/4- c.o/<'hn d< Zien._, tp,,d-n~p ,i;-0~~ 6v 
7t . 0 ~ {!,&-rr, ~ W/ .3& ~;). ss I . 

Is woter co-mingled? yes.__ no~ 

Nome source, ____________________ _ 
twp ______ N/S, Rge.._ ___ ,._,F/W, B.M., Sec. ____ Sub ____ y4 ___ _ V4 

County 
Exchange? yes __ no----!:::: 

Nome source exchanged with:-- ----- -------------
twp _ ___ N/S, Rge, ____ E/W, B.M., Sec. ___ _, Sub. ____ y4 ___ _ ¼ 

County 
Point of injection: 

lwP·-----'N/S, Rge ___ .,.;f/W, B.M., Sec ____ Sub ____ ¼ ___ _ v .. 
County 

Point of exchange: 
twp. ___ ...,N/S, Rge ____ E/W, B.M., Sec. ____ Sub ____ ¼ ___ _ 1/4 

County 

Toto I Q measured ,S e c Re n, a. le k S Method of meosurement _.,l,,V=.._.,f....,, lu&""--"~...._ __ _ 
1'G.o ,511? ?.@ 

Total Q recommended ~r: c S Merer Na __ .:.......-__ Type .__ Condition ...,. .p. 

J Reco rn rne!U, usi /JJ- e a,o_ae t'tf-'1-, ~ 
Total v recommended __ _._N ......... .j.....JA ........ ______ 7"~ o P-, a,s esl-t 'r,-,a.ce.d.. b'+ Wa.e&mil!J. 

1 /·n °;o /-7·--> S ince /'low i,rspr/na g Flu.ct~ 
Recommended Amendments: 1/ ' ,,,_ _ / .,j) J 

So muen-~,6: Cff~.f!/ 
~=.°'"~ ~o-~ 
~ tct~-1#-

MEASUREMENT CALCULATION: /' jj.)1- ~ 
MEA,'$U2;,;p 2, .. ~'5'.:, c..ss. STU/bA~Q 

SYSTEM DESCRIPTION: 
I t:H "5. Pit! llc;., \NSTf R, l > c.o\~ ec..+c.d I ,J S+,e.i,.L CoL-VFIZ.CS 

4.A.IP CeoN'1EVEb T:o T":l:E CoNC:&£TS R.Acf 
1 MTu :0, LL, N1a"S,Ley Cg.. 

Checked by --..::J~~~U...IQnt.J:~ ____ JL. ___ Dote--.!!2==:.....-~2::c..:,,:Jc...-__,_7~9~-

Approved by -....,t---h&-"-',:Y...-4,A,-~;.&.:t~~-L---.,---- Dote....18...t.._-1-/..,_I./_-J..8.L:'f:5-=---

MICROAI.Mm-
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• 
P.O. BOX 706 • 115 13 AVE. SO.• BUHL, IDAHO 83316 • (208) 543-6421 

RANGEN RESEARCH ST A TION 
TROUT AND SALMON DIETS • LIVE TROUT • FISH PA THO LOGY • 

DISEASE CERTIFICATION • CONTRACT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
TELEPHONE (208) 837-6192 LABORATORY 

December 14, 1978 

Re: Permit No. (_;36-7691 .. ___ .,. 
::--.:-~~--· ··.· .· -- -

State of Idaho 
Department of Water Resources 
Statehouse Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

(208) 837-6191 HATCHERY 

Recently Gary Funderburg, senior water resource agent southern 
region, made a field examination of our water system so that 
our license could be issued. At this time he noted that we 
did not have a measuring device at the inlet. With the terrain 
and collection system of the water it is not feasible to have 
a measuring device at the inlet. 

All the water is run thruasteel or concrete pipes and concrete 
ponds and thru a measuring device at the outlet. I would like 
to request that the measuring device at the inlet be waivered . 
If this is possible please contact me, and Gary in the Twin 
Falls office. 

Sincerely 

Lynn Babington, Manager 
Rangen research hatchery 

i. COMMODITIES DIV ISION: GRAINS • SEEDS • BEANS II. FERTILIZER DIVISION: CHEMICALS• CUSTOM APPLICATION • SPRAYING • SOIL 
TESTING • MICRO NUTRIENTS • FLUID FEED • LIQUID & DRY FERTILIZERS • AERIAL APPLICATION Ill. FISHERIES DIVISION: TROUT FEED • LIVE 
TROUT • FISH DISEASE RESEARCH AND PATHOLOGY LABORATORY IV. GENERAL FEEDS DIVISION; CUSTOM STEAM ROLLING • GRINDING 
• MOLASSIFYING • PELLETJNG • BLOCKING • BULK FEED DELIVERY V. TRUCK BROKERAGE & COMMODITY TRADING DIVISION VI. TRUCK 
I.!: EQUIPMENT DIVISION: RANGEN GMC TRUCKS INC .• PARTS & SERVICE • COMPLETE DIESEL & AUTOMOTWI; REPAIR • CUMMINS • CATER-I PILLAR • DETROIT DIESEL. ALLISON • TRUCK BOo'IES & EQUIPMENT VII. TRUCKING DIVISION: RANGEN TRAN 8g'rylfJ19fll.:'1lfijfO' 

l -r~gMf ~tJf nJH 



J. 

' 

-
Identification No; _ _ _ _ 

STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Permit No. ___ _ 

PROOF OF APPLICATION OF WATER TO BENEFICIAL USE 

I. a) Name of Permit Holder 

b)PostOfficeAddress P.O. Box 706 Buhl Idahc 

2. ~rmit Number( 36--7694 ~_j 
......... ·-~: ... ,--· --··,,,.. 

3. Date of Priority that you are prepared to establish .IDmtllXY.lrn April 12, 19?7 

4. a) Source from which water was appropriated Billingsley Creek (head) Curran Turmel 

b) Location of the point of diverslon: Sw ¼ Nw ¼, Section - ~3_2 ________ _ 

Township 7 S , Range 14 E Boise Meridian, Other points of diversion: ___ _ 

5. a) The amount of water and use to which the water has been applied: 

Amount 42. 38 Total ~priAI fish propagatiO:):>w-poses from Jan. 1 ;i, to Dec.31 incl. 
(cfs and/or acre-feet per annum) (Month-Day) (Month-Day) 

Amount for purposes from to incl. 
(cfs and/or acre-feet per annum) (Month-Day) (Month-Day) 

Amount for purposes from to incl. 
( cfs and/or acre-feet per annum) (Month-Day) (Month-Day) 

b)Totalamountappropriated 42. 38 (total 8 pring flow) cfs and/or acre-feet per annum 

c) Describe how and by whom measurement of rate of flow or unount of storage was made and the qualifications of the 

pm.on making the rneal!urement: Morrt.hl_y flow mea.surements by George l,emmon 
water ma ster (Ha.german) 

6. Ii the means of diversion and wnveyance are owned by someone other than the Pe,mit Holder: 

a) Give the name or description of the canal, ditch or other works by which the water is conducted to the p!Jlce of use: 

b) Describe the agreement or understanding by whlch you take water from the works=- ---~ -------

7. a) Briefly describe the works for diverting and conveYing the water to the place of use, (if from a subterranean source, 

give the pump size, motor size, me of well casing, depth of well; If from surface water, give brief description of diversion 

structure and/or canal or ditch) Spring flbowing out of canyon wall thru fish 
hatchery into Billingsley Creek 

b) Describe the type and size of measuring device which you have installed at your point of diversion: _____ _ 

Twelve ·( 12) cement and wood :structures wjth 56 inch wide openings 

c) Give well driller's name and address and the date the well was completed: _____ ________ _ 

-----·· -- -- - - --- - ----------------
8. If for other than irrigation, describe the beneficial use to which you have applied the water and the place of use : ____ ._ 

Beneficia l us e of wa t er for the propagat i on of f i s h 

~ ¼ of ~ t of Section j~ Township 7S Ra nge l4E B.M. 



• a 
·" 

9. lrrigation uses: describe the lands ird&ated by glVUJ8 the act'ea#S inigated within each 40 acre subdivision: ___ _ 

T Ft SEC. NEV. NWV. swv. SEl/o TOTAL 

NE,_ NW\lo SWV. SE¼ NEl/o N- $- SE~ NEV< NWIII SWV. 'SE'4 NE¼ NW\lo SWII, SEl/t 

TOUI oombw of ,ct .. ln'1Mted ____ _ 

JO. Remar.k.s: Supplement to water permit No. Jo654, Dated J~ y 31, 1962 

t o i nclud e betal soring f low for benefici al use of fish propagation. 

The above information is a true statement or the extent to which the above numbered pennlt has been developed. 

(Date) 

State of ~ ~-=-_..><C..,_.-=-..._ _ _____ ) 

County of =G,.J h /Is 
) aa. 
) 

On thls i l!, day of y "'- ·, 19 .2[_, personally appeared before me 

the slgne!{cfof the ~bove instrument, who duly acknowledged to me that he (w) (tl\ey) executed the same. 

My commission expires ... ,/,..,~""· ... 'f1:*'/2~=-- ----- -

•. ,. 



In Re SRBA 

Case No. 39576 

NAME & ADDRESS: 

SOURCE: 

QUANTITY: 

PRIORITY DATE: 

POINT OF DIVERSION: 

PURPOSE ANO 
PERIOD OF USE: 

PLACE OF USE: 

' 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN ANO FOR THE COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS . 

RANGEN INC 
PO BOX 706 
BUHL 10 83316 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUANT TO 
I.R.C.P. 54(b) FOR 

Water Right 36·07694 

, r ... ,.. ""'I" l"" -' . u 1;·1: ·- _\,,I -' 

MART IN- CURREN TUNNEL 

26.00 CFS 

TRIBUTARY: BILLINGSLEY CREEK 

FACILITY VOLUME=287,640 CU. FT. 

04/12/19TT 

-----

T07S R14E S32 SESWNW Within GOODING County 

PURPOSE OF USE 
FISH PROPAGATION 

FISH PROPAGATI ON 
T07S R14E S31 

S32 

Within GOODI NG County 
SENE 
SWNW 

RULE 54(b) CERTIFICATE 

PER IOD OF USE QUANTITY 
01-01 12·31 26.00 CFS 

With respect to the issues determined by the above judgment or order, it is hereby CERTIFIED, in accordance 
with Rule 54(b), I.R.C.P., that the court has determined that there is no just reason for delay of the ent ry of a 
final judgment and that the court has and does hereby direct that the above judgment or order shall be a final 
j...,_, upon wh;oh .,.,u,;~ may ;,,u, aad '"appeal~, 00 <ak,o as ~:&L 

DAN iei.c.iiuRi.su;~ 
PRES ID I NG JUDGE 
Snake River Basin Ad judication 

PARTIAL DECREE PURSUANT TO I .R.C.P. 54(b) 
Water Right 36-07694 

, . . PAGE 1 
M ICR()F 1d'.,'1cC°·DEc-17-1997 

/ 



This ··· ·· . 
Right has been 
Decreed in the 

SRBA. 



.. :,i 11, .rnn .Jm\ .'1111\ .'Im\ LI.Ill' . 1111u1m\ .f !IMIMl!9Jl!..Q.fil,g;m,g!J1.\l.,~ . "Hill _:,m\.ilill )Hlll / I U1\,1UH.il.111\. 'llll l ;n .· : ... 
, . . ; ~ 

~ ... 
~ ~- State of Idaho ,,.. 

g .. 
""' Department of Water Resources ~ 
~ ~ 

WATER RIGHT LICENSE ~ ~ 
""· ... 
~ License of Water Right No. 36-7694 Priority April 12, 1977 Amount 26.0 cfs i 
g THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that Rangen, Inc. ~ "" s of Bubl, Idaho , has complied with the terms and conditions of Permit ~ 
"" Apri l 12, 1977 ;::: ... No. 36-7694 issued pursuant to Application for Permit dated "" ~ ' ~ 
g and has submitted proof to the Department of Water Resources on June 7, 1978 

~ , .,,, .. 
g that he has applied water to a beneficial use; an examination by the Department indicates that the works have a ~ .,, 

76 .0 cfs springs ... 
~ capacity for the diversion of of water from "" , 

~ "'· Billingsley Creek 
~ 

tributary to , and that the permit holder has applied to a beneficial use and -~ 

g established a right to use water as follows: '"' ,.,. ~ 
::::: F .Brf!elicial Use Period of Use Rate of Diversion Annual Volume :: 
:::;; ::; 
"" 1 S • ... ProQagat,on from Januar,l". 1 to December 31 at 26.0 cfs and N/A ~ ~ ·, 

~ from to at cfs and ; ' "" .I 
~ ' from- to at cfs and ~i .,. (both dates inclusive) I .,. 

~ 
'. ·-. 

Subject, however, to the condition that no more than 26.0 cfs 
of water be diverted at any one time, and ~ 

;,; ~ - that the amount of water so diverted and to which such right is entit led and confirmed is for the purpose ~ 
""' ... ~ §; aforementioned and is limited to the amount which can actually be beneficially used and shall not exceed ... 

'"' i N/A acre feet per year, said waters to be diverted within the SW¼NW¼ Section 32, ~ 
~ Twp 7S, Rge 14E ,Gooding "-

in the County of ~ 
~ - .... 

Description and location of place of use: I 

~ ,.,, 

~ 

I .,,, 
NE'/4 NW¼ .. 

SW\/4 SE¼ ..,· . 

~-
Twp. Range Sec. Totals 

NE1/4 NW¼ SW¼ SE1/4 NE1/4 NW¼ SW1/4 SE1/4 NE1/4 NW1/4 SW¼ SE1/4 NE1/4 NW¼ SW1/4 SE¼ 
g . 

""' 7S 14E 31 X ... 
~ 

32 X ~ .,., 
;; :::: 
~ ~ 

~ "' ;; 
g ~ -

"' §' ·-
-- ~ 

~ I ~ Total number of acres irrigated "' 
~ ~ 
~ 

MICROAIJID ij .;. 

~ 
::: "-

~ 
";flll"t • 1111( \ltrl,' \1111( , 11, ( 111lt'\ifl( 111u( , i 11111,\ fill \ TIU" \ f lffc" \l lT f(\ lII 1t \1111( \llff/ \ll!fi \llffi" {tlfl( \lift," \llff( \ 1r t""\llHi \llH( , flf I( rnu/ \fl Hi \1, ~· 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

a. Modifications to or variance from this license must be made within the limits of Section 42-222, Idaho 
Code, or the applicable Idaho Law. This right may be forfeited by five years of non-use. 

b. The right to the use of the water hereby confirmed is restricted and appurtenant to lands or place of use 
herein described, and is subject to all prior water rights, as provided by the laws of Idaho. 

c. Any water right confirmed in this license for hydropower purposes shall be junior and subordinate to all 
rights to the use of water, other than hydropower, within the State of Idaho that are initiated later in time than 
the priority of this license and shall not give rise to any right or claim against any future rights to the use of water 
other than hydropower, within the State of Idaho initiated later in time than the priority of this license. 

Facility Volume= 287,640 cubic feet 

A measuring device of a type approved by this Department shall be maintained 
on the outlet works. 

This right when combined with Rt. 36-2551 shall not exceed 76.0 cfs. 
Source known locally as Curran Tunnel. 

Use of water under this right is subject to policies set fort h in the 
State of Idaho Water Plan, including Policy No. 32F. 

I C}!!!-
Witness the seal and signature of the Director, affixed at Boise, Idaho, this - --~-~/ ______ day of 

5e..1::d e.. ""'- .£....- ' 19 ~ . 
I 

( 



BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO 

IN THE MATTER OF REMOVAL OF THE MEASURING 

DEVICE REQUIREMENT FOR PERMIT NO. 36-7694 

IN THE NAME OF RANGEN, INC . 

ORDER 

WHEREAS, on April 12, 1977, Rangen, Inc. applied to the Department of 

Hater Resources for a permit to appropriate 26. 00 cubic feet per second from 

underground springs to be diverted within the SW!~NH¼, Sec. 32, T~1p. 7S, Rge. l 4E, 

B.M . , Gooding County, to be used for fish propagation; and, 

HHEREAS, on June 29, 1977, the Department approved said application and 

issued Permit No. 36-7694 with the condition that proof of construction of works 

and application of water to beneficial use be submitted to the Department on or 

before July l, 1978, and that a measurinp device of a type approved by the Depart­

!'lent· be permanently installed and maintained as part of the divertin9 works; and, 

fiHEREAS, on June 7, 1978, the Department received proof of benefi ci a 1 

use; and , 

\mEREAS, on December 18, 1978, the Department received a request from the 

permit holder for the removal of the measuring device requirement at the inlet 

works; and, 

~/HEREAS, it has been determined by the Department that the permit holder 

has shown just cause to remove the measuring device requirement at the in 1 et works; 

IT IS, THEREFORE, HEREBY ORDERED that the condition of approval of Permit 

No . 36-7694 that a measuring device be installed at the inlet works is REMOVED. The 

permit hol der shoul d be a1~a re, ho~1ever , that the Department 1·lill require a measuring 

device to be insta l led and maintained at the outlet wor ks . 

Dated this -4 ¾,- of January, JQ79. 

Chief, Operations Bureau 



,._,,,, 

Identification No. ________ _ 

Appl ication No. _ 3_6_-_7_6_9_4 ___ _ _ 

STATE OF IDAHO 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT APPROVED 
To Appropriate the Public Waters of the State of Idaho 

(TYPE OR PRINT IN INK) 

l. Name of applicant __ ...:Ran:..:c:.;c:::cgs,.e.=.n=-, ...:In=.:c..:.• ___________ Phone: _ __:5:...:4:..:3=--....:6:...:4:..:2:.:1=----- ---

post office address, __ ...,B,e;uhl=t'h-'.lf;=IQ:.,..~A--f.T i(;( >.) kJ ~ r: . 
2. Source of water supply underground springs which is a tributary of Billingsley Creek.__ 

3. a. Locarion of point of diversion is SW ¼ of NW ¼ of Section-=3c:2'--__ Township __ Jf, _ _ _ 

Range 14E B.M. Goodin County; additional points of diversion if any: ____ _ 

b. If water is not consumed, it will be discharged into ______________ at a point i,L.. ___ _ ¼ 

of _____ ¼ of Section ____ Township ____ Range ____ B.M. __________ _ 

4. Water will be used for ffs'hfollowing purposes: 

Amount 26. 00 for propagation purpose from Jan. 1 
(ch or ,Kre-feet per anl"lum) 

to~Q.wil, ___ (both dates inclusive) 

Amount _ _ __ for ___ ~-- purpose from _______ to ______ (both dates inclusive) 
(ch or acre-feet per annum) 

Amount ____ for ______ purpose from _______ to _______ (both dates inclusive) 
{cfs or acre-feet i:er annum) 

5- Total quanti ty to be appropriated: 

a. _ _ -=2:.::6c:.•....:o:...:o;__ _____ cubic feet per second and/or 

b. _ _ _________ acre feet per annum. 

6. Proposed diverting works: 

a. Description of ditches, flumes, pumps, headgates, etc. _ _ ....:Sp=r=-m=· .:ig:,_::f:c;lo=-w=in=g....:o=-u=t"-.::o:::fc...C=a:::n:.,y..::o:.::n:.....cwc.:a::.:ll"'--_ 
thru fish hatchery into Billingsley Creek. 

b. Height of storage dam _ _ feet, act ive reservoir capacity _ ____ _ _ acre feet; total reservoir 

ca pacity acre feet, materials used in 

Period of year during which storage wi 11 occur 

C. Proposed well diameter is inches; proposed 

storage dam: 

(Mo . Day) 

depth of well is 

to _ _ _______ inclusive. 
tMo. Daiv) 

_ _ _ _ feet. 

7. a. Time requ ired for the complet ion o f the works and application of the water to the proposed beneficial use 

is _ _ ! _ _ years. 

b . Es timated construct ion cost is $ _____ _ _ 

8. Descr iption of proposed uses: 

a. If water 1s not for irriga tion , 

(1) Give the place of use of water,_s._E __ ¼ of_~N~E~ __ ¼ of Section_;l_l __ Township ... JJL __ _ 
SW NW 32 

Range_ l4E _ _ B.M. 

(2) Amount o f power to be generated: ____ hp under ___ __ feet of head. 

(3) List number of each kind of livestock to be watered _______ _ ___ _ ____ _ 

~ = (;"~) 
~~ 
s;.;:~ .... ; ~(-~) ;--,:~-: ~ 
~~ 
r"l/'l 
... t::/~ 

Name of municipality to be served. __ , or number of families to be 

suppl ied with domestic water, ____ _ 

If water ,s to be used fo r other purposes describe: ______ ___ _ _ ________ _ 



b. If w~lcr is for i rriga lion, i11dicatc acreage in each subdivision "1 the 1.3bulation be low: 

~=""'c'===,====~----,=·•- .-·•. - --. - -·--- --- - ------- · ····. ~ • .;._ ~.:-.;.::--:-.c,.·•. · ---==== 
NEl1,1 NWI/• SW' , SEif, 

TWP. RANGE SEC. 1---~-~, 1 1 1 : - · ,- r--,- - ---- -- · TOTALS 
NE1/4 NW1·r· sw,, .. I SEt/.e. NH, : NW I/, ~ SW II4 1 S£l4 NE'". NW'" i swv .. St'! .. NET4 NWl4 SW¼ , SEl/, . -r--~t-, '.'~- -- -~~~F-=-l-- I =-;c--

- ---1----1--+-----'--'--- -1---1----'---f--7---t­
= --+----+---+----1---+---+-- -+-- -t--;-----1 _J --··-->--+-=-+ -----,I---+--------

i-- • ---~ +---+--+-~;----,--,- --.l.. 

----!----·-+----+---+--t--+-=+---+---+---1--+---+---+---+---l=-+--· . --+---i- -------

- · -------------

Total number of acres to be irrigated 

c. Describe any other waler rights used for the same purposes as described above ______ _ _ _____ _ 

Supplemental water to License No. 30654/36-2551 

9. a. Who owns the property at the point o f diversion _____ Applicant 

b. Who owns the land to be irrigated or place of use ____ ~A=P~P=l=i=can==t ________________ _ 

c. If the property is owned by a person other than the applicant, describe the arrangement enabling the 

applicant to make this fil ing __________ _ 

10. Remarks _______________ _ _ _ 

I 
' ,_ 



\ , .,.• 

11 Map of proposed proicct: show clearly the 1xoposed poin t of diversion, place of use, section number, townsh ip 

and range number. 
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Scale: 2 inches equal l mi le 

BE IT KNOW~I rhar the undersig ned hereby makes 

wa ters o f the Stare o f Idaho as herein se t for th. 

application for permit to appropriate the public 

2 r--­£ ~ --Q ~ 

(A pplicb,( ~ ~ -=:: 



4/ 12/77 

Publication approved _ _ Date _______ _ 

l'riorily reduced to ____ Reason 

Prolesls fil ed by: ____ ___ _ 

Copies of protests forwarded by ________ _ 

Hearing held by ___ Date -

Recommended f~ppr~I denial by M4 
ACTION OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Th,s is to certify that I have examined Application for Permit to appropriate the public waters of the State of 

Idaho No. 36-7694 , and said applica tion is hereb)' APPROVED 

I. Approval of said application is sub ject lo the following limitations and conditions: 

a. SUBJECT TO ALL PRIOR WATER RIGHTS. 

b. Proof of construction of works and application of water to beneficial use shall be submilted on or 

before July 1 __ _ __ , 19-1.lL. 

c. Other, A measuring device of a type approved by the Director shall be 
permanently installed and maintai ned as part of the diverting works. 

That should the use of the water on this permit reduce the quality 
of water available to prior water rights and make it unusable to sati sfy 

t he prior appropriations, then the diversion under this permit must cease. 
Return water shall be treated to insure that the effluent meets 

intrastate stream water quality standards. 

Witness my hand this-2.j!._day of _ __ ~,~J1~m~e _ ____ 19.I]__ 

------

,.._ --



AFFIDAVIT of PLJbLICA TION 

te of Idaho, 

ooding 

being first duly sworn, 
e is the prm ublisher) of the Gooding 

mty Leader, a newsp er published every week in Gooding, County 
::;ooding, State of Idaho, that said newspaper has been continuous­
md uninterruptedly published for a period of seventy-eight conseeu-
1 weeks prior to the first publication of the annexed notice, and Is 
ewspaper qualified to publish legal notices as provided by act of 
1919 session of the legislature of the State of Idaho, known as 

1se Bill 145; that the annexed advertisement was published once 

h week for ;:2... consecutive Issues in said newspaper 
per and not in a supplement; that the date of the first publication 

:aid advertisement was on the ::2./ day of ~ , • .( 

2;2., and the date of the last publication was on the .;i..,;P 

o~- - .k::::;;:ia.a..:--4=::::.._ ___ _, 19..22.... 
EAL) 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

~-.·, .,..-~··· 
:...'"a:. 

GOODING COUNTY LEADEB 

Gooding, Idaho 

COST OF PUBLICATION 

1ber cif~es in Notice - ·-·-

nber~ oi: Insertions - ·-·-··--
r:.,·' 

__ ···--.-~ ~ Lines tabular at ____ 315c 

Lines straight at ___ 7 & 21c 

Subsequent lines at .1.£_ 15c 

TOTAL COST .... 

2- re 
.r. f:: o 

II 
Ii 

COPl ~JF NOTICE 
(Pa st.11,. ll~r.c; l 

.• .•·. ·t<;;i? . . 

. NoT1clii·oF:~~Lii'ATION, 1 
"FOR'W~TER·BERMl'f -- ­

:. _--: N~:ti'ce~,ti:~~ttWr ~iveri\ 
~t~- . Q~,i·J3~. 14.,. 

_ ~3-~~6~h _ .ff{f~/,77 sub-
. m.itt~d·rApp tcatron :~o; 3~_­
.. 7694i ,lot·: a ,, pei;m it- to 'ij p- \ 
. · ·prop)ii,i~te,..~§1Q9 ·.c1,1~i-~.fe~t' per 

second' of·water' from Curra_n·. 
Tutiqel{ t~b.ut~ry, of _BiUi!!~~- - ·· 

· Iey Cre$. by means of ·spring 
'flowing _out .of . Canyon· w~ll 

· thru fish hatchery into . J3il­
lingsley.Cr. ·within. ~e SW¼-· 
NW¼,. Sec .. 3~, Twp. 7S, Rge: . 
14E., B.M:, Gooding County to 
be used from Jan. 1 to Dec. 31 
for fis}l pr.opagation within the. 
SE¼N_E¼, Sec., 31; SWlt4- I Dk J 
NW¼, Sec. 32, Twp. 7S, Rge. y 
14E.', B.Ml . . . . jf> 

If issued, this perrmt will 
be subject to all prior water c /. , 
rights. Protests against the O /f/7 
granting of the permit must be · f; 7 
filed with the Idaho Depart-
ment of Water R_J!sources, 1041 
Blue.Lakes Blvd., North, Twin' 
Falis,. ' Idaho, 83301 ori or 
before May 9, 1977. 

~· .. :,.}<," :, .~ .. \.t ·,,_ ,;:",; y. 

- ,, Director· · 
Pul'J;° . 4-.2i, 2a . 

PUBLIC.A TIOH RATES 
Cldaho Code, Bev. Statutell 1.971) 

7 pt. per line, 1tralght ·- ··· 21c 

7 pt. per line. tabular ·---- ~ 
7 pt. per llne,succe111ve 

Insertion., - ----··-·- - l!!c 

1195 
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This 
Right has been 
Decreed in the 

SRBA. 



( ( 
State of Idaho 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

JOHN V. EVANS 
~ 

A. KENNETH DUNN 
Oitectot 

September 20. 1985 

STATE OFFICE, 450 W. Srote Street, Boise. Idaho 

RE: Permit No. 36-7694 

Rangeg ,. Inc. 
Box 706 
Buhl. ID 83316 

Gentlemen: 

Moiling address: 
Statehouse 

Boise, Idaho 83720 
(208) 334-4440 

Enclosed herewith is a copy of the Water Right License issued on the above 

referenced Permit. 

Sincere 1 y, 

JIM JOHNSON 
Water Distribution Supervisor 

JJ:sc 

Enclosure 



' \ 
es\(;?, (jl 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOU' ':s \\ J, \ . 
....... FIELD REPORT '' "Jr'~' , '/ 

. -~ ,_\/' ''bl 
l. Name of permit holder _ff~,,,,';,-~~<=,'--'"--=->;1•- -"'~c......--?l,,L=->(?_..,,"-'-. - ------~v'-}r-,y--'-_:.....· ---'~-

Post office address A1?<.ell ~""c:....LC=-· _2-"--"CJ""'--'{p=------- ~bone 3~,..;i -(£1-1/'d / 
7 . ·~~ 

2. 

3. 

Person to contact _ ______ , _________ ________ _ 

Source of water supply: Groundwater 

Water will be used for the fol lowing purposes: 
ru.~ 

Amount cx(o. d--<J c.f.s. for - ......;~o,,=::..>=· ·=~=-~
7

,,,_0l,=-===~::....,.,<>· """},""'(2"",:::..,;;1a_i<-!i!2_.:s· ..:::/12=::,- ""~"'-"-· --=----
----- AF/An ~ (nature of use) ,Y 

Period of Use: from --+:;q...1.&"'-"..L...J.-+-----to~ 

vMo#. 
Amount<,{;/, .3Y c.f.s. for _ _________________ _ _ _ _ 

(mo.-day) inclusive (mo.-day) 

_ _ ___ AF/Annum (natu re of use) 

Period of Use: from ---------- - to ___________ _ 

(mo.-day) inclusive (ma.-day) 

Amount _____ c,f.s. for ________ _____________ _ 

AF/Annum (nature of use) 

Period of Use: from __________ _ to ___________ _ 

(mo.-day) inclusive (mo.-day) 

Other uses: 

4. Total amount to be approp riated: 

Max Rate of Diversion ~ cubic feet per second and annual volume _ _ __ AF/Annum. 

5. Location of Paint(s) of Diversion: 

j 
If 

"" <1) 

0 [ 3 
s· 
9. z 
6' 0 
:, 

~ -

C)_ \.j 
~ 

t 

Township_&..N/S, Ronge,L!./£..__E/W, B.M., Section~, Subdivision§ uJ ¼ /l.J0 ¼,,);.,4.<~2z::'.l4,'.JA-< 

aunty rJ 
Township _ _ _ N/S, Ronge _ _ _ E/W, B.M., Section _ __ , Subdivision ___ ¼ ____ •,---

County 
Township _ _ _ N/S, Range _ _ _ E/W, B.M., Section ___ Subdivision ___ ¼ ___ ¼,- - -

County 

Other Po ints of Diversions, _______ _ 

Measuring device required: yes~ no 0 

6. Lands to be irrigated or place of use. 

-r· .. 1 ·· ·· - - .. -~ ,. 

NEl/4 NWI/.,_ SW¼ SE¼ 
TWP, I RANGE SEC. TOTALS 

I i NEl/c NWl/4 SWl/41 SEl/4 NE 1/4 NW¼ SWl/4 SE¼ NE¼ NWl/4 SW¼ SE¼ NEJ/4 NWl/4 SW¼ SE¼ 

~ 1/11£!~' lx- ! 

3;? ! x· l 
I 

I l I 
I I i ! 

! ! 
I 

IIC] !IH Om-
TOTAL ACREAGE ________ _ 

') 

~ -
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Diagram of System 

:if p:7nds 

- (;?o) 
{30) 

(I:;;_) 

wid.th 1.ergth JJept'A 
3. 5'x105, x 1../,-= 

8x/O!S' X -f'=:-
/ft;'x ;J.05' X L/'= 

Sec . ll 

5ec.B 
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DATE OF EXAM--(]~·:~/ CIA1~----"1"-'Z"'--)-+--l'-9'-----'-7-'C/'--­

ACREAGE 
Found ____ 1--_____________ _ 

Recommended ______ ;.// _ _ _____ _ 

Irrigation Requirement _____ v-______ Ac Ft/Ac 

USE 
Irrigation Q-____ c.f.s. V - _____ AF/Ann. from ______ to ____ _ 
Domestic Q= ____ c.f .s. V-_ ____ AF/Ann. from _____ to ____ _ 

Livestock Q - -~ _ ____,,....f. s. V - _____ ,.,~AF/Ann. from , to----~ 
F1S.l-\l\ o po.9a.-l-10N >"Q:::. Z.,G;, .O C.ES 7 £ra'41 ,l,1:u,l 17 to Dec. 3/ v" 

a Ila,<,) ,21o. Or:;, u wl<>&rzdt±~. l!.,,_.;,.,,_;..z:i;,;p .'7'1/?ac~r,< 6v 
7& . o tv--~ ~~~/.3tr;;;.S5/ · 

Is water co-mingled? yes.___ no___L 

Name source: _____________________ _ 

twp .. ____ N/S, Rge. ____ E/W, B.M., Sec ____ Sub, ____ ¼ _ __ _ ¼ 
County 

Exchange? yes.___ no~ 

Name source exchanged with: ____________________ _ 

twp ___ ~ /S, Rg~ ___ ,E/W, B.M., Sec ____ Sub ____ ¼ ___ _ ¼ 
County 

Point of injection: 
twp. _ __ ~N/S, Rg~ ___ E/W, B.M., Sec. ____ Sub ____ ¼ ___ _ 1/4 

County 
Point of exchange: 

twp. ___ ~,/S, Rge ____ E/W, B.M., Sec. ____ Sub _ _ __ ¼ ___ _ ¼ 
County 

Total Q measured S o: e Re I'.)') a k: le S Method of measurement ~IAf~~t~r~g__~~~- --
7&.i,o ~ 

Total Q recommended ,2,(.:,§c Es Meter No ___ ....... __ Type ....... Condition .,_.,. /2 

I '/feco rnrneU ,:,.t..5li-7Jl- ea.../.Jae1~~ ,r · 

Total V recommended __ ~N......,_,'7,_____,_A.~------- ·7t; .0 ~ d..5 e.sft ma.t-ed' h'+ {A.h.ter1na:, 

/
./7 10 /7 -, .5/nce f'/o<--u or:s.pr111,~j!1 Flu.cfa'd.le. 

Recommended Amendments: 1/ ' "" _ / A) 
So muel\ .~ /i e.rr'--.. ·-!J,f 

;;~;.ofUre l,Vpu,fj;p' ' 
~v µrqg)?Jr= 

MEASUREMENT CALCULATION: _,.-~ b"7; 
MEA.~\J'l2:-0 2-.4. ,s .· cs.S. STUl l> ARD 

SYSTEM 
I k¼ l 

A.NP 
qJTo 

DESCRIPTION: I 
's. P It I ll '=- W BT i R I ~ C. o \ \ e,c, 't-e.d , ,j 

c...a rJV EYEP To Ti+ E Co,,; c &r Ts R !'\C.i 
QI LL, N<;:S. Lg'{ Cg_ 

REMARKS: 

S + ,e.'i..L Co L.Vprz..rs 

NI E/q s \HH.Me~n Wf i'.,E MADE 4T bOIAJ FLOW OF rHE 

FLOu:n FoR SsUf.AAL J>esr Yuu:.s. & oY"', W'A·q:.R.. fl\a.S.\..".__v G;,c.o. Le."101'\.. 
LYN P--pB.1N1<> To'-I ,J,.)A-'!1. P&Es:uv, ovRIN <o Tl\-:E 1;;:xeM. 

Examiner's Signature ~='iJ>.,,_,.~1-4,,.-.\~~~~~,&.,,<LL.6,,l-~~~--- Date ~cfl~_-_/_0-_-~7~9~_ 

Checked by ----JC:::....,.1-"":::!!!!..A...!c....po<!!..!!:.L!.-'---- - -~:._ ___ Date ~ Z~-~2~J~-~7~9~_ 
Approved by - --l'-t-t....,."-5----4.-'e>.....C-'-d..'°""'~ "--"-'-.G..------- Date ~B~-~/_ij-~-~8~£5-___ _ 
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iO 20 .:o ,·i.O .so .f.0 .7U .75 

.JTAfi:r 
/, , cJcJ 11 /Yl, 

ST/1.TE OF iDI\HO 
DEPAF~TMENT . OF REGLt2\M.C\TION 

13..1/l' , C, RA /./<Je,,-v ,h1
~'1 n-.11 ,S:-tf' 1/ ' J / F1 C'I •:· /.-=.,J/ ,I- . Tii~cr :i.t ., 

~ 

., 
Dist. ge- Timo '.'Z U ) GI'fY .A.djUH· 

cJ for !rom Width Dopth Rcvo- in 1,fean l!nr. Arca Discluri;e ' iu!tiol ~-:: luLiODS 
..: C: scr- ?. t iD\"H· nu~!i! or poin t 
0~ Clid~ pcir.t tics.! - --------· 

• t, ~. s 
' - -

~5 , C_ I, 'i ,...2 
.::)_ s.s .t.oi 0. C/ I. J? 7 ..,, 

o. --7 ,7<_; 3. I (-, 9 1-0 ", '> @.77 ~L31. 

/~ 3 , ) 4-6 1-0 / t? JS- ll ~-.-.;.,. · l,3X 7,33v 
.,1.. J) T J D 3 .3 62 <:fO J.J9 -
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&tau nf Jha4n 
License and Certificate of Water Right 

Water License No._ ... .J..9.~5.~.·-··········· Amount. .. 5.9.,.Q . .s •.•. f..,.$., ..... . 

Water District No ............... ·-··············· Priority ... ~!-!.!.Y_).!.1 .. .!.~§.?. 

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that RANG EN, INC. 

of Buhl, Idaho 

public waters of the State of Idaho, dated July 31 

, made application for a permit to appropriate the 

, 19 62 ; that Permit No. 30654 
was issued under said application; that Certificate of Completion of works, with a carrying capacity of 

50.0 second feet, was Issued thereunder on Apr! 1 26 , 19 6 7 , showing that said works 

were completed on the 27th day of July , 19 6 3 ; and that on the :2.ndi 

day of , 19 64 , RANGEN, INC. 

of Buhl , State of Idaho , made proof t.i the satisfaction of the 

State Reclamation Engineer of Idaho, of the right to use the waters of under-

ground sprf ngs, a tributary of Bi 111 ngs l ey Creek ,forthepurposeof fish cultura l and 

domestic use)lnder Use Permit No. 30654 of the Department of Reclamation, 
and •hat said right to the use of said waters has been perfected in accordance with the laws of Idaho, 

and is hereby confirmed by the State Reclamation Engineer of Idaho and entered of record In Volume 

14 of Licenses at page 8804 , on the26 day of Apr! 1 , 19 67 

, 19 62 ; The right hereby confirmed dntes from 

TI1e Point of Diversion is located 

July 31 

in the SW ¼ NW 1/.1, Sec. 32 , Tp. 7 f , R. 14 E , B. M,, County of Gooding. 

That the amount of water to which such right is entitled and hereby confirmed, for the purposes 

aforesaid, is limited to an amount actually needed and beneficially used for said purposes, and shall 

not exceed 50.0 cubic feet per second. 

Description and location of use: 

Twp. Range Sec. Forty-acre Tract No. Acres No. Acres 
Described in Permit Actually Irrigated ---

7 S 14 E 31 SE!i: NE!i; None None 
32 sw!i; NW!i; None None 

For fiih culture and domes ic use. 

The right to the use of the water aforesaid hereby conflrmed is restricted to the lands or place 

of use herein described, as provided by the Jaws of Idaho. 

WITNESS the seal and signature of the State Reclamation Engineer, affixed at Boise, Idaho, this 

26th day of 

(SEAL) 

Apr I 1 , 19 67 . 

.s/ R •••• Keith .Hi_ggi nson_···--····-·········-··-··-······· 
State Reclamation Engineer. 



HIGH & FRI'l'C:::l.'.n.:; co::Pi..llY 

It is !1ereby ordered, ndju,i e;ed ~nd decreed, and t:1is does 

order, adjudge and decree1 that the defendant and intervenor 

High & Fritohoan Conpany, a corporat i on, is the owner of , and 

entitled to the use of , and the rii;ht to use for irricution and 

<l9mes·t ic purposes the followine; amoun&s of water, to-wit: 

Three and 2 tenths (3.2) second feet of water, wi~h a pri­

ority of October 9, 1884 , devel ~ped and diverted fron &he wa&ers , 

seeps, springs and rivulets in the ri~ rock above the head 

waters of Billingsley Creek, by means of a tunnel com:1only known 

as the Curran Tunnel, or Curran Spring, situa te in &he S','i½ N'.1½, 
I ? 

Sec. 32, Twp. £~~Range 14 East, B, ; .. :., Goodine County, 
.;:5o...._e-: 

3G.-o l 35 Idaho , and ..!.&-second feet of the 1w ;;ers of said see ~:>S, s pr inss, 

, .. 

und rivulets diverted and developed by the sa::ie i;u:mel, wi Lh a 

priority of April 1, 1908, 1;alcen fron said tunnel by a pipe line 

and ditch into and upon the lands of the said defendan~ herein­

after descr ib':!d and used on said lands for irrigating und rais -

ing cro:gs ___ -i;hereon and for v1aterine; s;;ock und o;;her do,aestic pur-

poses durinc the non i rrieation season . --- Said 'ITUter riglns are appurtenani; &o and to be used upon 

and in the irrigation of the foll0wing described lands , situate 

in Gooding County , Idaho, of the said defendant and intervenor 

High&. Fritchman Con;iuny , a corpora1:.ion , to-nit: 

The Southeas t ,iuarter (SE¼) of the No.rtheo.st '"uar;;er 
(NE¼) ; the East Half (E}) of t he Southeust ~u'arter 
(SE¼) of Section 'I'hiny- one (31) ; the Southv;est (..uarter 
(SW¼) of the Horth,1esc; ,:~uurter (N'<'i:;-); the ·::es't Half (W½) 
of the Sou·thwest Quarter (SW;!) of Section Thir;;y- -;;wo 
(32), all in Township Seven (7) South , Range Fourteen 
(14) East, B, M., and Lots Three (3) and Four (4) of 
Section Five (5) , ~ownship Eigh1:. (8) South,Ran[ e Four­
teen (14) East, B. n., toge.her wit.hall water ri6h~s, 
ditches and ditch rights of way uppurtenant thereto . 

LA t~ ~ .. !l!!.ffl:W ?_,, --..-T.J ---------- -. -/ ...----_-'.';- - --- - ~ ---

32. 
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lQAliQ DEPARTMENT Q[ W A T E R R E S O U R C E S ---------

WATER RIGHT 
DATA ENTRY LOG 

Initials Date Item 

Original form entered 

Edit Report Correct 

Date Protested 

Date of Hearing 

Date Approved/Denied 
(Proof due date, stage and/or status, 
conditions of approval, water district) 

Record Verified 

Amendment Approved 

Extension Approved 

Partial Proof 

Proof Complete 

Field Exam Received 

Field Exam Accepted 
and changes entered 

License Signed 

Transfer Approved 

(!JJ} s-2-11 Keypunched by State Office 



January '1, 1979 

f~a n qe n , I nc • 
Buhl , 
Idaho 83316 

Gentlemen: 

Re: Permit No. 36-7694 

Enclosed is a copy of Order removina the measuring device 
requi reTP.ent at the inlet nrks. Hm,,ever, please note that 
requirermnt for the outlet works to have a measuring det+ee 
is still required. 

Sincerely, 

JAN GROVER 
Water Rights Supervisor 

JG:rf 

Enc: 1 



t · • 
CONVERSA,T!ON MEMORANDUM 

( 
DA,TE 1/o:f/79 

l . .. ,. ~ 

FILE at;- ?~ 9</ ' ' 
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P.O. BOX 706 • 11513 AVE. SO.• BUHL, IOAHO 83316 • (208) 543-6421 

RANG EN RESEARCH STATION 
TROUT AND SALMON DIETS • LIVE TROUT • FISH PATHOLOGY • 

DISEASE CERTIFICATION • CONTRACT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
TELEPHONE (208) 837-6192 LABORATORY 

December 14, 1978 

Re: Permit No. 36-7694 

State of Idaho 
Department of Water Resources 
Statehouse Boise, Idaho 

Gentlemen: 

(208) 837 6191 HATCHERY 

Recently Gary Funderburg, senior water resource agen t southern 
region, made a field examination of our water system so that 
our license could be issued. At this time he noted that we 
did not have a measuring device at the inlet. With the terrain 
and collection system of the water it is not feasible to have 
a measuring device at the inlet. 

All t he water is run thru a ~eel or concrete pipes and concrete 
p onds and thru a measuring device at the outlet . I would like 
to request that the measuring device at the inlet be waivered. 
If this is possible please contact me, and Gary in the Twin 
Falls office. 

Sincerely 

Lynn Babington, Manager 
Rangen research hatchery 

I. COMMODITIES DIVISION: GRA!NS • SEEDS • BEANS II. FERTILIZER DIVISION: CHEMlCALS • CUSTOM APPLICATION • SPRAY!NG • SO!L 
Tl:ST1N(, • MICRONUTRlENTS • cu.JiD FEED • LIQUID & D•W FERT!LIZERS • AERIAL APPL!CATICN Ill. FISHERIES DIVISION: TROUT FEED • LIVE 
TROUT • FISH DISE,'\SE RESEARCH AND PATHOLOGY LABORATORY IV. GENERAL FEEDS DIVISION: CUSTOM STEAM ROLLING • 3RINOING 
• MOLAS..SIFYING • PELLETING • BlDCKING • BULK FEED DEUVFRY V. TRUCK BROKERAGE & COMMODITY TRADING DIVISION VI. TRUCK 
& EQUIPMENT DIVISION: R/\NGEN GMC THUCKS, INC. • PARIS & SERVICE • COMPLETE DIESEi.. & /\UTOMOTLVI;; FiEPAIH • CU!v\MINS • Cf\TEFl· 
0 11.LAF! . OETFK)IT DIESEL · f\LLISON . TRUCK BODIES & rnu1F>MENT VII. TRUCKING o,v,slON: H/,NGt,N TRAN~F:\f,j"f.ATION:.-11 .. ,CfaiifD v· 

~,~,-,!- ,.:~.; ,t'!l i/fil 
fvfi~~"".,·f~~,~q i~.,~/hV::J· 



August 4, 1978 

Re: Permit No. 36-7694 

Rangen, Inc. 
P.O. Box 706 
Buhl, ID 83316 

Gentlemen: 

l 

We acknowledge receipt of the affidavit submitted as proof of beneficial use for 
the above referenced permit. 

Before a license can be issued, a field examination must be made by a representa­
tive of this Department. We cannot tell just when this examination will be ·made, 
but our examiner will try to contact you at the time he makes the examination so 
that you may show him the system, 

If you have any questions regarding the field examination, please contact our Region­
a ·. Office in Twin Falls. 

Sincerely, 

JANICE RENK 
Water Rights 



rorm NO. 11t- t 11 
1-18-197& 

, Y,., I 
I '•..,./ 

.) I r, 

i Identification No. ___ _ 

Permit No. ___ _ 

STATE OF IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
lPd~@f~W~~ 

PROOF OF APPLICATION OF WATER TO BENEFICIAL USE JUN 7 19780\l 
Departmi/11 of Waler Resou,J;\ J 

I. a) Name of Permit Holder : 

b) Post Office Address _::...P.:..• 0::....:... -=13=-ocax"-'7c..;0""6'--_B_u_h_l'---I_d _P_hc _____ _ _____ _ 

2. Permit Number __ ·.,_6"--_,_"-69_,._-"'------------------ --------·- ___ _ 

3. Date of Priority that you are prepared to establish Nlll!i,l!ti:3')'.!XX.X Anril 12 . 1977 _____ _ 
4. a) Source from which water was appropriated Billingsley Creek (he/l.d) Curran Tur,n'--e-=l~--

b) Location of the point of diversion: Sw ¼ Nw ¼, Section --=--32 ____ _ 

Township _ 7~ S~-- --~• Range "'1""1,::.....::.F:.:...' _____ Boise Meridian, Other points of diversion: _____ _ 

5. a) The amount of water and use to which the water has been applied: 

Amount 42 . 38 'l'ot3 l spring f ish propap,iiltio~urposes from J an. 1 ll to Oec.31 incl. 

{cfs and/or acre-feet per annum) (Month-Day) (Month-Day) 

Amount for purposes from to incl. 
{cfs and/or acre-feet per annum) (Month-Day) (Month-Day) 

Amount for purposes from to incl. --~---
(cfs and/or acre-feet per annum) (Month-Day) (Month-Day) 

b) Total amount appropriated 42. 3P ( tot,:, 1 spring flm-1) cfs and/or acre-feet per annum 

c) Describe how and by whom measurement of rate of flow or amount of storage was made and the qualif1cations of the 

person making the measurement: [•ionthly flow mea sureme:'.lts by Geor ge Lemmon 

wa ter m-,ster (H!)germen) 

6. Ii the means of diversion and conveyance are owned by someone other than the Permit Holder: 

a) Give the name or description of the canal, ditch or other works by which the water is conducted to the place of use: 

b) Describe the agreement or understanding by which you take water from the works=----~-

7. a) Briefly describe the works for diverting and conveying the water to the place of use, (if from a subterranean source, 

give the pump size, motor size, size of well casing, depth of well; if f'rom surface water, give brief description of diversion 

structure and/or canal or ditch) 3 prinr, filJowing out of canyon wall t h ru f i sh 

hatchery i nto Billlngsley Cr eek 

---------------- ---------------------·· ··----
b) Describe the type and size of measuring device which you have installed at your point of diversion: __ . __ _ 

cemerit ;,n;J wcod structqres 1-,i th 56 inch wi de op~JliJJgi;_ 

c) Give well driller's name and address and the date the well was completed: ____________ _ 

------------------------------ ------ --------

8. If for other than irrigation, describe the beneficial use to which you have applied the water and the place of use: 

S•rne fici2l use of 11at<>r fo r the o rooagati on of fish 

-!- of !ili ). of Se ion - 1 Township 
·,v 

3 forne:e 14E b . H. 

Exam typerl~~~~q~rr 
O 

,'. lr,1\ ' ,I 



9. Irrigation uses: describe the lands irrigated by giVing the acreages irrigated within each 40 acre subdivision: ___ _ 

T R S E C. N EI/, NWI/• SWV• SEif• TOTAL 

N El/4 NW¼ SW¼ se,, .. NEl/1 NWl/1 S W¼ SEif• NEI/• N Wl/1 SWI/, SEI/, NE'f" NWI/, SWl/, SE•t, 

·-

~ 

T otal numbor of acres lrrlgatod _____ _ 

10. Remarks: Supple~ient. to 1-12.ter }'Yc ,·1nit i',;o. Jo654 , Datr_.;d J\llY J l, 1962 

t.o incl ude petal spring flow for benefici2.l u:;e of fish pro0agati on. 

The above information is a true statement of the extent to which the above numbered permit has been developed. 

(Date) 

State of ~ --l9 
County of -rw,,J lli /Is 

) 

) ss. 
) 

On this £ l!... day of :Jy. "'~ , 19 .2{, personally appeared before me 

the signer(s]of the above instrument, who duly acknowledged to me that he (~ey) executed the same. 

My commission expires ~/;,._,_,~"'-''H"'"-c.,*"2=·'=------- - --

/ 



.:, 
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STATE OF IDAHO 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Cecil O; Andrus 
Governor· 

R. Keith Higginson 
Director · 

P,pri l_ 2n, 1078 

Re: Permit No. 36-7(04 

Ran0en"i Inc. 
Buhl" 
Id<1 l10 r.3~1r, 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

Statehouse 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

(208) 384-2215. 

One of the conditions of approval of your water Permit No. 16a7694 (see last 
page of your approved permit) was that evidence of the extent or development be sub­
mitted as proof of application of water to beneficial use to this office on or before 

July 1 1972 Enclosed is an affidavit form which must be used to sub-
mit the required proof of beneficial use. 

If you have not fully completed your project, and you have not previously received an 
extension of time, you may request an extension of time provided the delay is for rea­
sonable cause as indicated in Section 42-204, Idaho Code, amended. If you have been 
prevented from proceeding by a governmental agency or by litigation, more than one 
extension of time can be granted. 

Either the beneficial use affidavit or a request for an extension of time must be re­
ceived by this Department on or before the above mentioned date, otherwise the permit 
wi.11 l apse and be of no further for ce or effect. 

N~c u 
'T?== Adminis t rator , 

Resources Administration Di vision 

NCY : jfr 

Encl: Proof affidavit 
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July 13, 1977 

Re: Permit No. 36-7694 

Rangen, Inc. 
Buhl, ID 83316 

Dear Sirs: 

I 

~ 
\ 

Enclosed is a copy of your approved Application for Permit No. 36_7694 . We direct 
your attention to the conditions of approval as listed on the fourth page. 

1 Be sure to note that a special condition requiring you to install and maintain a 
measuring device at your point of diversion has been placed upon your permit. We 
are enclosing a l etter describing different types of measuring devices accepted by 

' this office. 

· Sincerely, 

BOBBY D. FLEENOR 
~hief, Water Rights 

;n~ ure: Copy of permit 
;5i -~ 
~ 
C,'~ 

' .-~11 
IP::==2 

I f~;'.; 
I!,- .;:'""~ 

1
1 ··] 
l~ J 

I 



Item 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

Initial 

ws 

~ 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
- STAFF ANALYSIS -

Date 

4--14-7 7 

5..::.f.Q.:-77 

S-lb-77 

Application No. 36- 7694 - Rangen, Inc . 

:./ Source 
v' Point of Diversion 
V'.'. County 
v'.'. Quantity of Water and Period of Use 
V::: Description of Diverting Works 

· v Time required for B/U of water 
V:: Place of Use or Acres Irrigated 
,./ Map 

_-..JV::...__Signature 
v: Fee 

In form to receipt 

Send Copies to: 
____ Idaho State Health Department 
____ Idaho Fish and Game Department 
____ Bureau of Land Management 

____ Request Special Use Permit from O.S.F.S. 
____ Request Easement from B.L .M. 
____ Request Information from Applicant 

In form for advertising 

Platted on Map No. ___ _ 

Located within Water District No. __________ _ 

Critical groundwater area: yes ___ no~ 

Groundwater levels: 

____ Declining, ___ V ___ Stable, ____ Increasing 

(comment) _____________________ _ 

.\ .' 
'',: Other rights on the same place of use 

I 

Comments: _____________________ _ 

Affidavit of Publication receiv~ate) 

Final date for protests __ sJ.....,/2,__f'--<(1,___J_f _______ _ 
Protests received: yes ~no __ _ 

All requested information received from agencies or 
applicant: yes ___ no __ _ 

Action recommended: 

V::: Approve ____ Deny 

____ Proposed Priority 

____ Reason for Reduction:__ ___________ _ 

-~V-:~_Measuring device required 
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NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR WATER PERMIT 

Notice is hereby given that --~R~~~n~s~~~n'4-r-,_..ru ...... c----------------

has on _ _..,~,.~'i~i~.~'7~7+----- submitted Application No. 

for a permit to appropriate 26 , 00 cubic feet per second ;e,~~..X.~~.5ol,8'.,l\,'l\.,~ 

of water from , r 1r ---"""'Cb-~\¼"E'-E-!:'"E'i:i3GH--.,7-t:1tmoHla-9>,1lM,,....;tr1;...ii .. ~MoUHt:"a.,.ry...,,_ .... o.,.f.......,B...,1 ... 1..,1 .... 1 ... n .... g~s .. =e-¥-y_.._,_r .... e ... e .... ______ _ 

by means of 

within the 

spring !:louililS gut; of Canyon uel 1 thr11 fi sb Jrntchery iota Bi J lingsley Cr, 

m-11:;;;::tt.;, Sec. 32, 'D;~p. 7S, Rgia l4R , r, : r , Good ing Conoty 

to be used from .Jan. l to nee. 31 __ .;...a:;:.::..:;..-=--==-.aa..;;;;...;..;.___;;;=---------------- -------

for ____ f~.i~·~sh=-~p~r ~o~p~a~?~a~t~i~o~n'----------------------------

within the S.!t.;NE!·-; , Sec . 31 ; SW\;:,n-:1~: , Sec. 32, '.c•::p . 7S, Rgc . ll!E. , B.N. ------'----'------------'------'----'---___..;.-~--------

If issued, this permit will be subject to all prior water rights. Protests 

against the granting of the permit must be filed with the Idaho Department of 

Water Resources, 1041 Blue Lakes Blvd., North, Twin Falls, Idaho, 83301 on or be-

fore ---~W_l·!_a~y_9~7_1_97_7 ______ _ 

<~ rM::l'l."!.l :J 

Director 

'""""""' F,;.~ Published in t he Gooding County Leader 
~~t~ -----~ --~'-----------------------

!f~:½ \oril 21 
H:i:'~·r.:a 
-.:.-...... -

..,;{., ---~ ·_·-.--:.~ 
~ .. - -.: 
~:.j 

and April 28 , 1977 



, &Jt/58 
LEGAL - le 1//I f /?·? 
NOTICE OF APPLICATION 

FOR WATER PERMIT 
Notice is hereby given 

that Rangen, Inc. Buhl, Id., 
83316 has on 4/ 12/77 sub­
mitted Application No. 36-
7694 for a permit to ap­
propriate 26.00 cubic feet per 
second of water from Curran 
Tunnel, tributary of Billings­
ley Creek by means of spring 
flowing out of Canyon wall 
thru fish ha~ into Bil­
ling;ley Cr.1· :~-~ the SW¼.­
t,.'W ·-1 , Sec. 3 _tw'P. 7S, Rge. 
14E., B.M., G _ _ jp'g County to 
be used from f:JanJ 1 to Dec. 31 
for fish pro~~I§'n within the 
SE 1/4NE¼, ~ec.:;:.- 31; SW¼­
NW1/1, Sec. ~~P- 7S, Rge. 
14E., B.M._fl--':"l 

If issu~~-i~ permit will . 
be subject to a1l prior water 
rights. Protests against the 
granting of the permit must be 
filed with· the Idaho Depart­
ment of Water Resources, 1041 
Blue Lakes Blvd., North, Twin 
Falls, Idaho, 83301 on or 
before May 9, 1977. 

Director 
Pub: 4-21, ?.8 



April llf , 1977 

Gooding County Leader 
301:: 56 
Gooding , Id . 8 3330 

HE : Application For Permit #J6-- 769lf-·Rangen, Inc . 

.(Jent l emen : 

Enclosed you will find a legal notice which we wish to have published once a 
week for two consecutive weekly issues of your newspaper . We have inserted 
the publication dates allowing ample time for you to submit us a galley proof 
for review before publication . 

After sending us a galley proof, proceed with the publi cation on the dat es 
we have inserted, assuming the notice is correct. If we ha ve any corrections, 
we will notify you before the first publication . If you cannot publish the 
notice on the proposed dates, please contact us immediately . 

In order to receive p·ayment, an affidavit of publication must be submitted to 
the Department a long with the publication bil 1 . 

Sincerely, 

:lichael L. Steele 
Southern Region Supervis or 

b 
~~­
~~osur e 

~ 
Bill submitted: ---------
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 

IN THE MATTER OF DISTRIBUTION OF ) 
WATER TO WATER RIGHTS NOS. 36-15501, ) ORDER 
36-02551, AND 36-07694 ) 

This matter comes before the Director of the Department of Water Resourc~s ("Director" 
or "Department") as ..i result of a letter dated September 23, 2001, and a subsequent letter dated 
\;tober 6, 2003. Both letters were from J. Dee May ('"May"), an attorney representing Rangen, 

Tnc. The September 23 letter sought administration of"the diversion of water in District 36A in 
such a way that (Rangen] receives its full appropriation of the above referenced water rights" for 
use at hatchery facilities owned and operated by Rangen near Hagerman, Idaho. Because there 
are no water rights in Water District No. 36A that are junior in priority to the water rights listed 
above and divert from the same sources as the listed rights, the Director requested additional 
clarification concerning the nature of the administration of water rights sought by Rangen. In his 
October 6 letter, May described the administration sought by .Rangen to be the administration of 
"all water right diversions junior to [Rangen's] that are interfering with and impacting 
[Rangen'sJ water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." The Director enters 
the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order in response to these two letters. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer and the Department's Ground Water Model 

1. The Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer ("ESP A") is deuned as the aquifer 
underlying the Eastern Snake River Plain as delineated in the report "Hydrology and Digital 
Simulation of the Regional Aquifer System, Eastern Snake River Plain, Idaho," USGS 
Professional Paper 1408-F, 1992, excluding areas lying both south of the Snake River and west 
of the line separating Sections 34 and 35, Township IO South, Range 20 East, Boise Meridian. 
The ESPA is also defined as an area having a common ground water supply. (See IDAPA 
37.03.11.050). 

2. The water supply in the ESP A is hydraulically connected to the Snake River and 
tributary surface water sources at various places and to varying degrees. One of the locations at 
which a direct hydraulic connection exists between the ESP A and surface water sources tributary 
to the Snake River is in the Thousand Springs area located at the western edge of the ESP A east 
and southeast of Hagern1an, Idaho. 
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3. Simulations using the Department's calibrated computer model of the ESPA show 
that ground water ·withdrawals from ce1tain po1iions of the ESPA for inigation and other 
consumptive purposes cause reductions in spring flows tributary to the Kimberly to King Hill (or 
Thousand Springs) reach of the Snake River, although the reductions in flows from individual 
springs caused by ground water withdrawals from individual wells or groups of wells cannot be 
determined using the Department's existing ground water model for the ESP A. 

4. Surface and ground water studies for the Eastern Snake River Plain, funded in part 
by the Idaho Legislature, were recently completed by or on behalf of the Department, with the 
participation of other public and private entities. These studies provide additional data that is 
being used to reformulate and recalibrate the ground water model used by the Department to 
calculate the amount, location, and timing of surface water depletions caused by the 'Nithdrawal 
ind 11se of ground water throughout the plain overlying the ESPA. l'he purpose for rhe 
.. dditional data collection and model refonnulation/calibration is to ce<luce w1certainty in 
modeled r.::su!ts. Although development of the reformulated and recalibrated ground water 
model is nearly complete, the model will not be ready for use in making water management 
determinations until the latter part of 2004. In the meantime, the results from simulations using 
the Department's existing ground water model provide the best available technical basis for 
making some water management decisions. 

5. The Department is implementing full conjunctive administration ofrights to the 
use of interconnected surface and ground waters within the Eastern Snake River Plain consistent 
with Idaho law and available information. The results of simulations from the Department's 
existing ground water model are suitable for determining the area containing those ground water 
diversions for which the depletion of water from the ESP A results in the most direct and 
significant reduction in the flow of water from springs tributary to the Snake River in the 
Thousand Springs reach. 

The Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area and Interim Stipulated Agreement 

6. Discharges from springs in the Thousand Springs area have diminished and are 
expected to be further diminished primarily because of significant reductions in incidental 
recharge of the ESP A from surface water irrigation, resulting from changes in surface water 
i1Tigation systems and application practices (conversion from application by flood irrigation to 
application by sprinkler systems), and the last four consecutive years of drought. For example, 
decreases in the springs supplying the Rangen hatchery facilities can be correlated with repairs 
made to the facilities of the North Side Canal Company to reduce losses of surface water to 
ground water from the canal company's facilities above those springs in 1987, 1998, and 2000. 
Spring discharges are also reduced as a result of ground water withdrawals from the ESPA for 
irrigation and other consumptive purposes that.are diverted in relatively close proximity to the 
area of the springs. When superimposed on diminished spring discharges resulting from changes 
in surface water irrigation and drought, reductions in spring discharges caused by ground water 
depletions under relatively junior priority water rights can potentially cause injury to senior 
priority water rights dependent on spring sources. 

Order in the Matter of Distribution of Water 
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7. On August 3, 2001, the Director issued orders designating the Thousand Springs 
Ground Water Management Area and the American Falls Ground Water Management Area in 
exercise of his statutory authorities to administer rights to the use of growid water, in a manner 
that recognizes and protects senior priority surface water rights in accordance with the directives 
of Idaho law. In issuing these orders, the Director also announced his intent to issue additional 
orders prior to September 1, 2001, directing that holders of certain water rights for the use of 
ground water cease ground water withdrawals beginning March 15, 2002, pursuant to Idaho Code 
§ 42-233b. 

8. On August 31, 2001, the Director was advised by representatives of certain 
holders of senior priority surface water rights and certain holders of junior priority ground water 
rights that an agreement in principle had been reached under which the holders of junior priority 
~ound water rights agreed to provide rep.lacement surface water for the next two i1Tigation 
:eusons in an amount equal to what the information then available to the Director indicated 
would have resulted from the curtailment of ground water diversions intended by the Director 
within the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area, or an appropriate reduction in 
ground water diversions to the extent that replacement water was not provided. 

9. Based upon the representations that an agreement in principle had been reached, 
the Director announced on August 31, 2001, that no curtailment orders would be issued for the 
Thousand Springs or American Falls Ground Water Management Areas. 

10. After August 31, 2001, representatives of holders of most of the affected grnund 
water rights entered into a detailed, written, stipulated agreement with representatives of certain 
holders of senior priority surface water rights in the Thousand Springs area titled: "Interim 
Stipulated Agreement for Areas Within and Near IDWR Administrative Basin 36" (the 
"Stipulated Agreement"). The Director conditiona1ly approved the Stipulated Agreement by 
interlocutory order on January 18, 2002. Rangen was not a signatory to the Stipulated 
Agreement. 

11. Under the Stipulated Agreement, the represented holders of senior priority surface 
water rights agreed not to exercise their senior priorities against the represented holders of junior 
priority ground water rights in exchange for commitments by the ground water right holders to 
provide 40,000 acre feet of replacement water during each inigation season of each year of the 
two-year term of the Stipulated Agreement as replacement for the estimated increase in the 
quantity of water that would have been discharged through springs in the Thousand Springs area 
as a result of curtailment of ground water diversions intended by the Director after six months, 
based on the Department's simulations of curtailment using the existing ground water model for 
the ESP A. The estimated increase in the amount of water that would have been discharged 
through springs in the Thousand Springs area after one full year of cwtailment of the ground 
water diversions intended by the Director, based on the simulations of curtailment using the 
Department's existing ground water model for the ESP A, is 48,000 acre feet. The replacement 
water was to be used to enhance spring tlows in the Thousand Springs reach. In the event the full 
amount of replacement water could not be provided, the Stipulated Agreement provided that the 
holders of ground water rights would reduce their diversion and use of ground water for 
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irrigation in proportion to the [ack of replacement water provided up to a maximum reduction of 
10 percent. 

12 . Under the Stipulated Agreement, the parties also agreed not to oppose the State of 
Idaho's motion to the District Court for the Snake River Basin Adjudication ("SRBA District 
Court") requesting authority for the Director to implement interim administration of water rights 
in Basin 36. Basin 36 is the administrative basin defined by the Department primarily for the 
purpose of managing surface water and for administering water rights for the use of surface water 
decreed in proceedings preceding the Snake River Basin Adjudication. Basin 36 includes most 
of the area in the Thousand Springs GroW1d Water Management Area. The remaining portion of 
the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area is within the Department's 
, \drninistrati ve Basin 3 7. 

l J. l he holders of groW1d water rights party to the Stipulated Agreement fully rne~ 
0heir obligations under the Stipulated Agreement in 2002 and 2003. 

14, On October 10, 2003, the Director issued Order In the Matter of Distribution of 
Water to Water Rights Nos. 36-02659, 36-02680, 36-04032A, 36-04032B, 36-04032C, 36-
04032D, 36-07004, 36-07080, 36-07167, 36-07176, 36-07725, 36-07731, and 36-08089 in which 
the Director determined that through his approval of the Stipulated Agreement, he approved the 
amount of replacement water as being adequate mitigation to the Thousand Springs reach for the 
dcpletionary effects of ground water withdrawals for the two-year term of the agreement. By 
offseting the depletionary effects, any material injury potentially caused by out-of-priority 
diversion of ground water was adequately mitigated during the term of the Stipulated Agreement. 

15. The Stipulated Agreement expired on December 31, 2003, and is no longer in 
· effect. 

Creation and Operation of Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130, 
And Status of Thousand Springs and Ame.-ican Falls Ground Water Management Areas 

16. Consistent with the Stipulated Agreement, the State of!daho filed a motion with 
the SRBA District Court on November 19, 2001, requesting an order authorizing the interim 
administration of water rights by the Director in all or parts of the Department's Administrative 
Basins 36 and 43 overlying the ESP A in the Thousand Springs area. The State ofldaho also 
~ought authorization for the interim administration of water rights by the Director in all or parts 
of the Department' s Administrative Basins 35 and 41 overlying the ESPA in the American Falls 
area. On January 8, 2002, the SRBA District Court issued an order authorizing the interim 
administration by the Director. After notice and hearing, the Director issued two orders on 
February 19, 2002, creating Water Dist1ict No. 120 and V.Tater District No. 130 pursuant to the 
provisions of Idaho Code § 42-604. 

17. On August 30, 2002, the State ofidaho filed a second motion with the SRBA 
District Court requesting an order authorizing the interim administration of water rights by the 
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Director in the portion of the Department' s Administrative Basin 3 7 overlying the ESP A in the 
Thousand Springs area. On November 19, 2002, the SR.BA District Court issued an order 
authorizing the interim administration by the Director. After notice and hearing, the Director 
issued an order on January 8, 2003, revising the boundaries of Water District No. 130 to include 
the portion of Administrative Basin 37 overlying the ESPA, pursuant to the provisions ofTdaho 
Code§ 42-604. The boundaries for Water District No. 130 encompass the North Snake Ground 
Water District and most of the Magic Valley Ground Water District. 

18. On July 10, 2003, the State of Idaho filed a third motion with the SR.BA District 
Court requesting an order authorizing the interim administration of water rights by the Director 
in the portion of the Department's Administrative Basin 29 overlying the ESPA in the American 
Falls area. On October 29, 2 003, the 8RBA District Court issued an order authorizing the 
interim administration by the Director. After notice mid hearing, Lhe Director issue<l an order <Jn 

January 22, ?..004, revising the bom1dnrics of Water Dislrict No. 120 to include the portion of 
Administrative Basin 29 overlying the ESPA, pursuant to the provisions ofidaho Code § 42-604. 

19. Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 were created, and the respective boundaries 
revised, to provide for the administration of water rights, pursuant to chapter 6, title 42, Idaho 
Code, for the protection of prior srnface and ground water rights. As a result, the watermasters 
for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 were given the following duties to be performed in 
accordance with guidelines, direction, and supervision provided by the Director: 

a. Curtail illegal diversions (i.e., any diversion without a water right or in 
excess of the elements or conditions of a water right); 

b. Measure and report the diversions under water rights; 

c. Enforce the provisions of any stipulated agreement; and 

d. Curtail out-of-priority diversions detennined by the Director to be causing 
injury to senior priority water rights that are not covered by a stipulated 
agreement or a mitigation plan approved by the Director. 

20. During 2002, in the course of carrying out the duties set forth in Finding! 9, the 
watermaster for Water District No. 130 identified five unauthorized diversions of ground water 
for uses that were in excess of the beneficial use authorized under a water right or for uses at 
unauthorized places of use. Pursuant to instructions from the Director, Notices of Violation were 
issued, Consent Orders entered, and penalties were assessed for each of these five illegal uses of 
ground water. 

21. During 2003, in the cow-se of carrying out the duties set forth in Finding 19, the 
watermaster for Water District No. 130 identified two additional unauthorized diversions of 
ground water; one for violation of a Consent Order entered in 2002, and another for a large 
expansion in use beyond the beneficial use authorized under a water right. A Notice of Violation 
has been issued for the former, and a Notice of Violation is pending for the latter. 
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22. The Director issued final orders on August 29, 2003, dissolving the Thousand 
Springs Ground Water Management Area and reducing the area of the American Falls Ground 
\Vater Management Area Even though spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area have 
generally not improved since·2001 when the Thousand Springs GroW1d Water Management Area 
was designated, the Director determined that the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management 
Area was no longer necessary and preserving the original area of the American Falls Ground 
Water Management Area was no longer necessary to administer water rights for the protection of 
senior surface and ground water rights because administration of such rights is now 
accomplished through the operation of Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130. 

fhe Con;,mctive Management Rules 

23. Idaho Code § 42-603 authorizes the Director "to adopt rules and regulations for 
the distribution of water from the streams, rivers, lakes, ground water and other natural water 
sources as shall be necessary to carry out the laws in accordance with the priorities of the rights 
of the users thereof." Promulgation of such rules and regulations must be in accordance with the 
procedures of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code. 

24. On October 7, 1994, the Director issued Order Adopting Final Rules; the Rules 
for Conjunctive Management o/Swface and Ground Water Resources (IDAPA 37.03. l I) 
("Conjunctive Management Rules"), promulgated pursuant to chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code, 
and Idaho Code § 42-603. 

25. The Conjunctive Management Rules "apply to all situations in the state where the 
diversion and use of water under junior-priority ground water rights either individually or 
collectively causes material injury to uses of water wider senior-priority water rights. The rules 
govern the distribution of water from grow1d water sources and areas having a common ground 
water supply." IDAPA 37.03.11.020.01. 

26. The Conjunctive Management Rules "acknowledge all elements of the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law." ID APA 37 .03 .11.020.02. 

27. The Conjunctive Management Rules "may require mitigation or staged or phased 
curtailment of a junior-priority use if diversion and use of water by the holder of the junior­
priority water right causes material injury, even though not immediately measurable, to the 
holder of a senior-priority surface or ground water right .... " IDAP A 37.03. 11.020.04. 

28. Pursuant to Idaho Code § 67-5291, the Conjtmctive Management Rules were 
submitted to the 1st Regular Session of the 53rd Idaho Legislature (1995 session). During no 
legislative session, beginning with the 1st Regular Session of the 53 rd Idaho Legislature, have the 
Conjunctive Management Rules been rejected, amended, or modified by the Idaho Legislature. 
Therefore, the Conjunctive Management Rules are final and effective. 
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The Letters Submitted on Behalf of Ran gen Seeking Administration of Water Rights and 
Application of the Conjunctive Management Rules 

29. On September 23, 2003, the Director receive<l a letter from May representing 
Rangen, Inc. seeking the administration of"the diversion of water in District 36A in such a way 
that [Rangen] receives its full appropriation of the above referenced water rights." 

30. On September 25, 2003, the Director responded to the letter of September 23, 
2003, from May requesting "additional clarification concerning the nature of the administration 
of water rights in Water District 36A" being sought, since " there are no water rights in Water 
District No. 36A that arc junior in priority to the li::;ted rights and divert from the same sources as 
the listed rights.'' 

31. Un October [ 0, LOOJ, Lhe Director rccei vc<l n second letter from May dated 
October 6, 2003. fn that letter, May clarified that Rangen was seeking the administration of"all 
water right diversions junior to [Rang en's] that are interfering wi th and impacting [Rangen ' s l 
water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." 

32. The water rights held by Rangen that Rangen sought to have protected by the 
administration of junior priority water rights are as follows pursuant to decrees issued by the 
SRBA District Court: 

Water Right No.: 36-1 5501 36-02551 36-07694 

Priority Date: July 1, 1957 July 13, 1962 April 12, 1977 

Beneficial Use: Fish Propagation Domestic (0.1 cfa) and Fish Propagation 
Fish Propagation (48.54 cfs) 

Diversion Rate: 1.46 cfs 48.54 cfs 26.00 cfs 

Period of Use: Jan. 1 - Dec. 31 Jan. I -Dec. 31 Jan. I -Dec. 31 

33. Rule 10.04 of the Conjunctive Management Rules defines a "delivery call" as: "A 
request from the holder of a water right for administration of water rights under the prior 
appropriation doctrine." The two letters from May seeking administration of water rights 
interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights described in Findings 29 and 31 come 
within the definition of a delivery call. 

34. Water Districts No. 36A, No. 120, and No. 130 were created pursuant to Idaho 
Code§ 42-604. Water District No. 36A contains water rights senior in priority to Rangen's 
water rights that divert from a portion of the same sources as Rangen's water rights as well as 
water rights that divert from other sources, most of which are hydraulically connected but some 
of which are not hydraulically connected to the sources for Rangen's water rights. Although 
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some of the other somces are hydraulically connected to the sources for Rangen's water r ights, 
water rights diverted from those somces do not interfere with and impact Rangen's water rights. 
Therefore, there are no water rights in Water District No. 36A that can be administered to 
prevent injury to Rangen's rights. 

35. Water District No. 120 contains water rights that are junior in priority to Rangen's 
water rights and divert from ground water that is hydraulically connected to the source for 
Rangen's water rights. Such water rights could potentially interfere with and potentially impact 
Rangen's water rights. 

36. Water District No. l 30 contains surface water rights that <livert from sources that 
:.u-c hydraulical.ly connected to the sow·ces for Rangen's water rights h11t <lo not interterc with or 
impact Rangen's water rights. \.].hter District No. 130 also contains water nghts that .ire jw1ior in 
priority to Rangen's water rights and Jive1t from ground ,vater that is hydraulically connected to 
the sources for Rangen's water rights. Such water rights could potentially interfere with and 
potentially impact Rangen's water rights. 

37. Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled "Responses to Calls for 
Water Delivery Made by the Holders of Senior-Priority Surface or Ground Water Rights Against 
the Holders of Junior-Priority Ground Water Rights from Areas Having a Common Ground 
Water Supply in an Organized Water District." Rule 40 applies to the delivery calls made by 
Rangen against the holders of junior priority ground water rights in both Water District No. 120 
and Water District No. 130. 

38. Some of the junior priority ground water rights that could potentially interfere 
with and potentially impact Rangen's water rights are not in a water district created pursuant to 
the provisions ofidaho Code § 42-604 because a final decree has not been issued by the SRBA 
District Court and the requirements for interim administration of these rights pursuant to Idaho 
Code§ 42-1417 have not been met. Also, some of the junior priority ground water rights that 
could potentially interfere with and potentially impact Rangen's water rights are in the American 
Falls Ground Water Management Area described in Findings 7 and 22. 

39. Rule 30 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled "Responses to Calls for 
Water Delivery Made by the Holders of Senior-Priority Surface or Ground Water llights Against 
the Holders of Junior-Priority Ground Water Rights Within Areas of the State Not in Organized 
Water Districts or Within Water Districts Where Grol.llld Water Regulation Has Not Been 
Included in the Function of Such Districts or Within Areas That Have Not Been Designated 
Ground Water Management Areas." 

40. Rule 41 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled "Administration of 
Diversion and Use of Water Within a Ground Water Management Area." 

41. The two letters from May, described in Findings 29 and 31, seeking 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights did not meet 
the requirements set forth in Rule 30 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. Also, the two 

Order in the Matter of Distribution of Water 
Page8 

RAN 12 



letters from May did not seek administration of junior priority ground water rights in the 
American Falls Ground Water Management Area as provided in Rule 41 of the Conjunctive 
Management Rules. Pursuant to Rule 41, such administration could not occur until the irrigation 
season of 2005, even if material injury to Rangen's rights was determined to be occurring as a 
result of diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights in the American Falls 
Ground Water Management Area. 

42. While Rule 40 of the Conjuctive Management Rules is applicable to the two 
letters from May, described in Findings 29 and 31, neither Rule 40 nor any other provisions of 
the Conjunctive Management Rules are applicable to delivery calls or demands for water 
d istribution by the holder of a senior priority water right against the holder of a jtmior priority 
:;urface water right. 

,n. On October l 7, 2003, the Director provided a tette1 to May initially respondii,g to 
May's letter of October LO, 2003, tlescribed in Finding 3 1, making a delivery call by seek ing 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights. In his 
October 17 letter, the Director advised that determinations regarding "material injury" and 
"reasonableness of water diversions" would be made pursuant to Rule 40 and Rule 42 of the 
Conjunctive Management Rules in responding to the delivery call against junior priority ground 
water rights in Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130. In his October 17 letter, the Director also 
requested that he be provided copies of "all historical records of the amoW1ts of water diverted 
under the listed rights as soon as practicable." Such records were not available to the Director 
for diversions under Rangen's water rights prior to l995 because prior to 1995, the Department 
did not require the measurement and reporting of diversions under Rangen's rights and most 
other water rights that were not in organized water districts created pursuant to Idaho Code § 42-
604. 

44. On November 21, 2003, May transmitted on behalf ofRangen historical records 
of flow through the hatchery facilities owned and operated by Rangen. Included was the 
following sketch depicting the layout of the Rangen hatchery facilities, a summary of flows on a 
monthly basis, and records of periodic flow measurements beginning in 1966 through part of 
2003. 
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Rangen Hatchery Facilities 
Hagerman, Idaho 
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45. The ilow measurements that are considered to be representative of the total supply 
of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities under water rights nos. 36- 15501, 36-02551 , 
and 36-07694, consist of the sum of the discharge from raceways designated by Rangen as the 
"CTR" raceways and the flow over the check "Dam." The dam is sited upstream from the 
discharge points from the CTR raceways and downstream from the discharge points from 
raceways designated by Rangen as the "Large" raceways. The swn of the discharge from the 
CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam is considered to be representative of the total 
supply of water available even though at times some of the flow over the check dam may include 
water flowing :from small springs downstream from the diversion to the Large raceways, water 
discharged from the Large raceways that was not diverted through the CTR raceways, and 
inigation return flows. 

46. fhe rccor<ls n f flow measurements submitted by May on b~half of R~mgen I 11r , h~ 
y :::ars i %6 through 1974 consist of measurements or ,!slimates of discharges from the Curran 
~)pring made by George Lemmon, a former watemiaster for Water District No. 36A. These 
recorded 'flows are not representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen 
hatchery facilities because water rights for irrigation that are senior in priority to Rangen's rights 
are entitled to divert the first portion of the discharge from the Curran Spring during the 
irrigation season. In addition, the recorded flows do not include discharges from springs 
downstream of the Curran Spring that are upstream of Rangen's diversion to the Large raceways. 

47. Without further explanation from Rangen, the Department can not confirm that 
the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of Ran gen for the years 197 5 
through 1980 are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities. Based on subsequent :findings in this order, however, it is not necessary to confirm 
whether the flow measurements for the years 1975 through 1980 are representative of the total 
supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities. 

Authorized Diversion Rate for Water Rights Nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, and 36-07694 

48. Springs discharging in the Thousand Springs area do not discharge at a constant 
rate or at a rate that progressively increases or decreases from year to year. While there are 
overall increases or decreases in the discharge from individual springs between years (inter-year 
variations), there are also pronounced within-year or intra-year variations in discharge from 
individual springs. 

49. Simplistically, overall variations between years in the discharge of springs in the 
Thousand Springs area result from differences between the amounts of ground water depletions 
and recharge to the ESP A above the springs, with delays in the response of spring discharge 
ranging at the extremes from days to decades depending on the proximity of ground water 
depletions and recharge as well as geologic and hydraulic characteristics of the ESP A. Factors 
affecting overall variations bet\veen years in the cumulative discharge from springs in the 
Thousand Springs area as well as from individual springs include but are not necessarily limited 
to: variations in surface water supplies available for irrigation above the ESP A, which affect 
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croppjng decisions and the amount of incidental recharge to the ESP A; changes in the amounts 
and timing of tributary underflow to the ESPA, which also reflect numerous variations 
upgradient from where tributary underflow contributes to the ESPA; inter-year variations in 
precipitation and temperature, which not only affect the amount of surface water used above the 
ESPA and associated incidental recharge to the ESP A, but also affect the quantity of ground 
water withdrawals and depletions from the ESPA; and differences between years in the quantity 
of intentional or managed recharge to the ESP A. 

50. Intra-year variations in the discharge from individual springs result from the 
factors described in Finding 49 but also from other factors including: variations in stuface water 
application above the ESPA and associated incidental recharge in response to seasonal changes 
in precipitation and tempernture; variations in timing of ground water withdrawals and 
iepletions from the ESPA in close proximity to mdividual :,prings; ·1nd the timing of intentional 
or managed recharge lo the r,SPA m dose proximity to individual springs. 

51. While both the regional and local factors affecting inter-year and intra-year 
variations in spring discharge are generally understood, the interactions between these factors are 
complex and the specific effects of individual factors and various combinations of factors on the 
discharge from individual springs are not presently quantifiable. 

52. Both inter-year and intra-year variations in the discharge from the springs that are 
the sources for water rights nos. 36-15501 , 36-02551, and 36-07694 existed when appropriations 
fortheserightswereinitiated(July 1, 1957; July 31, 1962; andApril 12, 1977; respectively). 
Furthermore, the authorized diversion rates for water rights nos. 36-02551 and 36-07694 were 
licensed based on when the discharges from the springs that are the source for these rights were 
at or near the maximum intra-year discharges during the years for which the extent of beneficial 
use was deemed to be established or confirmed (November 1962 for 36-02551 and October 1972 
for 36-07694), although erroneously for water light no. 36-07694 (see Findings 53 and 54 
below). There are no other measurements of the total supply of water available to the Rangen 
hatchery facilities in 1962, nor any other means for detennining the intra-year variations in the 
discharges from the springs comprising the source for water right no. 36-02551. 

53. Water right no. 36-07694 was licensed on September 19, 1985, and has an 
authorized diversion rate of 26.00 cfs. The authorized diversion rate, as licensed, was not based 
on measurements of the amount of water actually diverted and applied to beneficial use. Rather, 
the authorized diversion rate was based on an estimate (not an actual measurement) made by 
George Lemon, a fonner watermaster for Water District No. 36A, of the discharge from the 
Curran Spring at or near its seasonal maximum flow in October of 1972. This estimate of the 
discharge from the Curran Spring was made nearly 5 years before the application for permit to 
appropriate water was filed for water right no. 36-07694. 

54. Based on available records, there was not water available for appropriation at the 
time or subsequent to the date of appropriation for water 1ight no. 36-07694. Therefore, the 
Department erred in licensing water right no. 36-07694, and should not have recommended this 
right for decree in the SRBA. Nonetheless, since the SRBA District Court decreed water right 
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( 
no. 36-07694, Rangen may be entitled to divert water under this right when such water is 
physically available. However, because water was not available to appropriate on the date of 
appropriation for right no. 36-07694, Rangen may or not be entitled to have a delivery call 
recognized against junior priority water rights. 

55. The records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of Rangen that are 
representative of the total supply of water available to the Ran gen hatchery facilities and the 
records maintained by the Department since 1995 show that the quantity of water available at the 
Rangen hatchery facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the 
check dam) has been sufficient to continuously fill water right no. 36-15501 at the authorized 
diversion rate of 1.46 cfs. 

56. · I he records of flow measurements submitted by May tm behalf of Ran gen that ,Lre 
1·epresentative of the total supply of water available to thl.: Rangen hutt.:hery facilities show that 
1987 was the last year in 1,,vhich the quantity of water available at the Rangen hatchery facilities 
(sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam) was sufficient to 
fill water right no. 36-02551 at the authorized diversion rate of 48.54 cfs, when the cumulative 
discharges from springs supplying the Rangen hatchery facilities were at seasonal maximums 
(November). Since 1987, the quantity of water available at the Rangen hatchery facilities has not 
been sufficient to fill water right no. 36-02551 at the authorized diversion rate of 48.54 cfs 
although in 1997 and 1998, the seasonal maximum quantity of water available came within about 
5 cfs (or about 10 percent) of the authorized diversion rate. 

57. The rates of diversion authorized pursuant to water rights nos. 36-15501 and 36-
02551 (1.46 cfs and 48.54 cfs, respectively) are not quantity entitlements that are guaranteed to 
be available to Rangen. Rather, the authorized rates of diversion are the maximwn rates at which 
water can be diverted under these rights, respectively, when such quantities of water are 
physically available and the rights are in priority. Rangen can not call for the curtailment of 
junior priority water rights at all times that insufficient water is physically available to fill water 
rights no. 36-02551 or no. 36-07694 at the authorized rates of diversion. Rangen is not entitled 
to a water supply that is enhanced beyond the conditions that existed at the time such rights were 
established; i.e., Rangen can not call for the curtailment of j w1ior priority water rights simply 
because seasonally the discharge from springs is less than the authorized rates of diversion for 
Rangen's rights unless such seasonal variations are caused by depletions resulting from diversion 
and use of water under junior priority rights. 

58. Rangen can only call for the distribution of water to its rights through the 
curtailment of junior priority grow1d water rights from the hydraulically-connected ESP A when 
such curtailment would result in a usable amount of water reaching Rangen's points of diversion 
in time of need, and depletions causing material injury as a result of diversion and use of ground 
water under such junior priority rights have not been adequately mitigated. 
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Factors Cousidered in Determining Material Injury To and Reasonableness of Water 
Diversions Under Water Rights Nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, and 36-07694 

59. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years l 981 through part of 2003 and annual rep01is submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the ye-ars 1995 through 2003, the following table summarizes the maximum daily 
flow and average daily flow by month for the water supply available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam) in 1987 
and 2003. The year 1987 was the last year within which the discharge from springs supplying the 
Rangen hatchery faciljties at the seasonal maximum (November) was sufficient to fill water 
rights nos. 36-l 5501 and 36-0255 l 1t the crnnulalive authorized diversion rate of 50 cfs, ~nd 
2003 was the last yc~,r t'iH" 'Vhich complete d3ta 1r~ available. 
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Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Year Maximum Daily Flow Average Daily Flow 

1987 42.89 39.75 
2003 16.15 15.07 

:~::F.-:t-»~1~Q~1f~:~~~;-?-~ ~:!;:~~:~\:~t>::t:NM~~~::~}.:-:;w~;:~~~~\:!~~t ~;:?tt?:~¥}.:J-:~~;:151M!f:1~t~!;)~~·E·:~::}~~~~:~:_· 

j,t@/f·~O.Ol~t.}if~{ ~1!::·~tf.~:i~~·f41$.l;)ft~::-;½jt?~11f~i~t f01~:{~¥.f;~~17Sf$·2~1~tfff~~+~~~?::i?. 
1987 32.52 28.55 
2003 13 .45 l 2.8 1 

:_~::~_:;J9.$.7!tf+ ,:t;·, -:{~3i.9.-7i? -;::, .. f'.\\\;, .::C: ./. ~h?iJ,19.f{~J\.f!f ,F 
·-,-~: 2cYQJt.'./ ·, r·:- ·: , '1-l.f4'~ ?·- ··};::f/ ',f/;/·-'\::f;l2'~&9.t::/:f?1ttr: 

1987 J0.43 27.58 
2003 13.00 12.59 

1987 40.13 36.70 
2003 12.49 12.02 

:~ {:~;~~~.iQ$.~{! ti}J~t ffi::-;:· .... : ·:'. ·:\:j;i~.4.1~ 9.4~.-~.::,-ii$f~{~:"\}.:t~~)' iti}~;~;}!.fi:t~~ o~·o(}.{:~;{:{J~;;-~ (; .. :}t f :;i 
r~;~t-~~~001r~~~;·;~':t· ·_:t:;i!i~:}/ .. \1 :~i·9.a,:.::11>:.:tt}. ;z;~:~~ ~-1\;~~ .~~;f.}t~f)l/~92f~{:rff:~t- t~f{.~:H: 

1987 46.93 46.93 
2003 19.26 18.30 

1987 44.39 44.22 
2003 I 7.10 16.10 

*NM = No measurement 

60. Comparing same-month maximwn daily and average daily flows representing the 
water supply available to the Rangen hatchery facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR 
raceways and the flow over the check dam) between years for the years shown above 
demonstrates that there have been significant decreases in the water supply available to the 
Rangen hatchery facilities between 1987 and 2003. Flow measurements for the other years 
between 1987 and 2003 not shown above demonstrate that the water supply available to the 
Rangen hatchery facilities generally decreased from 1990 through 1996, rebounded in 1997 and 
1998, and then significantly decreased again after 1998 to record lows by 2002 and 2003 for the 
post-1981 time period. 

61 . Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, the quantity of water available at the source for 

Order in the Matter of Distribution of Wa ter 
Page 15 

RAN 19 



water right no. 36-15501 with the priority date of July l, l 957, is cunently sufficient to fill this 
right at the authorized diversion rate of 1.46 cfs. (See fDAPA 37.03.11.042.01 .a). 

62. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, and taking into account the variations in spring 
flows between months that have existed since the date of appropriation for water right no. 36-
02551, the quantity of water available at the source for water right no. 36-02551 with the priority 
date of July 13, 1962, is currently insufficient to fill th.is right at the authorized diversion rate of 
48.54 cfs, e ven during months when the springs providing the source for this right are 
discharging at the highest seasonal flows during the year, generally October through January. 
l3aseJ on differences between ,iverage monthly flows tor rhe years l987 ,md W03, the e1:,timatc~d 
1nnual rlecrease i 11 the quantity of wa.ter available ,1t the source for water right no. 36-0255 l for 
2003 is 16,000 acre feet. The annual shortage in the qu antity of water available at t he source for 
water right no. 36-02551 for 2004 js expected to be similar. (See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01 .a). 

63. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Ran gen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rang en hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, the quantity of water available at the source for 
water right no. 36-07694 with the priority date of April l2, 1977, is wholly insufficient to fill this 
right at the authorized diversion rate of 26.00 cfs, even during months when the springs 
providing the source of water for this right are discharging at the highest seasonal flows during 
the year, generally October through January. As described in Findings 53 and 54, there was not 
any water available for appropriation at the time or subsequent to the time that the application for 
permit to appropriate water for water right no. 36-07694 was filed. (See IDAPA 
37.03.11 .042.01 .a). 

64. Based on the results from field inspections conducted on November 25, 2003, by 
the watermaster for Water District No. 130 and Brian Patton, a registered professional civil 
engineer, Rangen has expended reasonable efforts to divert water for right no. 36-02551 from its 
source for use at the Rangen hatchery facilities. (See IDAPA 37.03. l 1.042.01.b). 

65. Based on simulations using the Department's existing ground water model for the 
ESPA, the diversion and use of ground water under water rights having priority dates later than 
the priority date for water right no. 36-025 51 (July 13, 1962) do affect the quantity and timing of 
when water is available from springs discharging in the Thousand Springs area. (See IDAPA 
J 7 .03.11.042.0 l .c). 

66. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May 011 behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Ran gen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of 2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, as well as the field investigations on November 25, 
2003, described in Finding 64, Ran.gen is currently diverting and using surface water within the 
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authorized diversion rate for water rights nos. 36-15501 and 36-02551 (50 cfs total). 
(See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.e) 

67. Based on the field investigations on November 25, 2003, described in Finding 64, 
the Rangen hatchery facilities have marginally adequate water measuring and recording devices. 
However, the watermaster for Water District No. 130 reports that the amounts of water diverted 
to domestic and irrigation uses is not measured, and the measurements of flows through hatchery 
raceways reported by Rangen may be systematically about 10 percent lower than actual flows. 
(See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.f). 

68. Based on the results from the field inspection on November 25, 2003, dcscribcc.l in 
Finding 64, lwo potential mot1ifications to the existing Rangcn hatchery faci lities were identiiicd 
that could increase 1[,e supply of water to the Rangcn hatchery facili ties dwing limes that waTcr 
tight no. ,6-0255 l is not -iatisfied. However, the combined additional ilow that t:ou!d be 
diverted is estimated to be 0.64 cfs, which is not significant given tile shortages in water supply 
Jhown and described in Findings 59 and 60. (See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.g). 

69. Based on the results from the field inspection on November 25, 2003, described in 
Finding 64, there are actions that potentially could provide alternate means of diversion or 
alternate points of diversion to increase the supply of water to the Rangen hatchery facilities 
during times that water right no. 36-02551 is not satisfied. However, the feasibility of these 
actions is unknown and it is not clear that the actions identified would result in a sufficient 
increase in the water supply available to fill water 1ight no. 36-0255 l. Therefore, it can not be 
determined at the present time whether there are alternate reasonable means of diversion or 
alternate points of diversion that should be pursued. (See IDAPA 37.03. l 1.042.01 .h). 

70. Given the magnitude of the decreases in the water supply available to the Rangen 
hatchery facilities between 1987 and 2003, shown and described in Findings 59 and 60, and 
given the facts set forth in Findings 64 through 69, material cont:Iibutions to the decreased water 
supply available to the Rangen hatchery facilities caused by depletions to the ESP A resulting 
from diversion and use of ground water under water rights that are junior in priority to Rangen's 
water right no. 36-02551 cause material injury. The maximum extent of the material injury is 
currently estimated to be 16,000 acre feet per year (see Finding 62). The extent of material injw-y 
is dependent on the factors described in Findings 49 and 50, which can vary significantly from 
year to year. If material injury to Rangen 's water right no. 36-02551 occurs beyond 2004, the 
amount of material .i.njmy must be determined on an annual basis, and will be set forth jn 
subsequent order(s) as necessary. 

Effects of Curtailing Ground Water Diversions Under Rights Junior to \Yater Right No. 36-02551 

71. The Department's existing ground water model was used to simulate the effects of 
curtailing all diversions and use of ground water for agricultural irrigation purposes in Water 
Districts No. 120 and No. 130, pursuant to water rights that are jWlior in priority to Rangen's 
water right no. 36-02551, which has a priority date of July 13, 1962. 
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72. Only ground water diverted and used for agricultural irrigation purposes was 
included in the modeled curtailment simulation. Disregarding the priority dates of ground water 
rights from the ESPA, the Department has determined that agricultural irrigation using ground 
water results in 93.5 percent of the total consumptive use causing depletions to the ESPA that 
contributes to reduced reach gains (or spring discharges) in the Thousand Springs area and 
reaches of the Snake River that are hydraulically connected to the ESPA. Uses pursuant to all 
ground water rights from the ESP A for commercial, municipal, domestic, and other purposes 
besides agricultural irrigation have been determined by the Department to cause depletions to the 
ESPA of 1.5 percent, 4 percent, 0.5 percent, and 0.5 percent of the total depletions to the ESPA, 
respectively. 

JJ. rhe results from the simulateJ cmtailment described in Findings 7l :md '/?. 
·howcd no signiJicanc simulated incrcas<:::s in reach gains (spring discharges) in the ThousanJ 
~:;prings area from simulated complete curtailment of ground water rights for agricultural 
irrigation junior in priority to July 13, 1962, in Water District No. 120 at any time period 
following simulated curtailment. Therefore, depletions to the ESPA from the diversion and use 
of ground water in Water District No. 120 under water rights junior in priority to July 13, 1962, 
do not cause material injury to Rangen's water 1ight no. 36-02551. 

74. The results from the simulated curtailment described in findings 7 1 and 72 
showed an increase in reach gains (spring discharges) in the Thousand Springs area of 53,000 
acre feet after one yeru· of simulated complete curtailment of ground water rights for agricultural 
irrigation junior in priority to July 13, 1962, in Water District No. 130. 

75. The 53,000 acre feet of increased reach gain (spring discharges) that resulted from 
simulated curtailment of ground water diversion and use under water rights for agricultural 
irrigation in Water District No. 130 junior in priority to Rangen's water right no. 36-02551 
accrued to the reach of the modeled Thousand Springs area as a whole. The Department's 
existing ground water model for the ESPA cannot provide accurate simulations of the effects on 
individual springs in the Thousand Springs area from curtailing individual ground water rights or 
groups of ground water rights. 

76. The Department's existing ground water model for the ESPA provides the best 
and most technically sow1d information that is currently available concerning the effects of 
ground water depletions on spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area. The new ground 
water model resulting from the reformulation and recalibration described in Finding 4 is expected 
to provide more detailed information concerning the effects of ground water depletions on spring 
discharges in the Thousand Springs area. The new ground water model is not expected to be 
ready for use in making water management decisions until the latter part of 2004. 

77. There currently is no other technical basis as accurate as the simulations from the 
Department's existing ground water model for the ESPA that could be used to determine the 
amount of reductions in spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area caused by depletions 
from the diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights that result in material 
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injmy to senior priority rights to use water from sources provided by such spring discharges. 
There also is not currently a sufficient basis to detennine that the amount of replacement water or 
mitigation required to offset such depletions in lieu of curtailment is different than the 53,000 
acre feet in increased reach gains (spring discharges) that is simulated to result after one year of 
curtailing water rights for agricultural inigation in Water District No. 130 that are jW1ior to the 
July 13, 1962, priority date ofRangen's water right no. 36-02551. 

78. The amount of replacement water or other mitigation required that could offset 
depletions from continued out-of-priority diversion and use of groW1d water is subject to change 
and may increase or decrease after 2004, depending on hydrologic conditions, the factors 
described in Findings 49 and 50, and other additional infonnation that will become available, 
including simulations using the new ground water mode l resul ting from the reformulation ·mJ 
·ccalibration desciibed in Finding 4. 

79. Assuming a crop mix based on averages for Gooding, Jerome, and Minidoka 
Counties weighted by area for the years 2000 through 2002 from the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 80 percent of the consumptive crop irrigation 
use occurs for irrigation through August 14 for years similar to 2002, using the reference 
consumptive use measured at the Agrimet Station in Kimberly, Idaho. 

79. Matters expressed herein as a Finding of Fact tbat are later deemed to be a 
Conclusion of Law are J1ereby made as a Conclusion of Law. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LA \V 

1. Idaho Code§ 42-602, addressing the authority of the Director over the supervision 
of water distribution within water districts, provides: 

The director of the department of water resources shall have direction and control of the 
distribution of water from all natural water sources within a water district to the canals, 
ditches, pumps and other facilit ies diverting therefrom. Distribution of water within water 
districts created pursuant to section 42-604, Idaho Code, shall be accomplished by 
watermasters as provided in this chapter and supervised by the director. The director of the 
department of water resources shall distribute water in water districts in accordance with the 
prior appropriation doctrine. The provisions of chapter 6, title 42, Idaho Code, shall apply 
only to distribution of water within a water district. 

2. Idaho Code§ 42-603, which grants the Director authority to adopt rules governing 
water distribution, provides as follows: 

The director of the depaitment of water resources is authorized to adopt rules and regulations 
for the distribution of water from the streams, rivers, lakes, ground water and other natural 
water sources as shall be necessary to carry out the Jaws in accordance with the priorities of 
the rights of the users thereof. Promulgation of mies and regulations shall be in accordance 
with the procedures of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code. 
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rn addition, Idaho Code § 42-1805(8) provides the Dir~ctor with authority to "promulgate, adopt, 
modify, repeal and enforce rules implementing or effectuating the powers and· duties of the 
department." 

3. It is the duty of a watemiaster, acting under the supervision of the Director, to 
distribute water from the public water supplies within a water district among those holding rights 
to the use of the water in accordance with the respective priority of the rights subject to 
applicable Idaho Jaw, including applicable rules promulgated pursuant to the Idaho 
Administrative Procedure Act. See Idaho Code § 42-607. 

4. The Department adopted Conjunctive Manag~ment Rules, c ffeclive October 7, 
i994. TDAP!\ 37 03. l l. l'he Conjunctive Management Rules prescribe prnce([mcs for 
~sponding LO :1 ddiv,,ry ,'.all made by ihe holder of a senior priority surface nr gn)lmtl water right 

1gainstjunior priority ground water rights in an a rea having a common ground water supply. 
IDAPA 37.03.11.00 l . 

5. Rule l O of the Conjunctive Management Rules contains the following pertinent 
definitions: 

01. Area Having a Common Ground Water Supply. A ground water source within which 
the diversion and use of ground water or changes in ground water recharge affect the .flow of 
water in a surface water source or within which the diversion and use of water by a holder of a 
ground water right affects the ground water supply available to the holders of other ground 
water rights. ID APA 37.03.11.010.01. · 

03. Conjunctive Management. Legal and hydrologic integration of administration of the 
diversion and use of water under water rights from surface and ground water sources, 
including areas having a common ground water supply. IDAPA 37.03.11.010.03. 

04. Delivery Call. A request from the holder of a water right for administration of water 
rights under the prior appropriation doctrine. IDAPA 37.03.11.010.04. 

6. Rule 20 of the Conjunctive Management Rules contains the following pertinent 
statements of purpose and policies for conjunctive management of surface and ground water 
resources: 

01. Distribution of Water Among the Holders of Senior and Junior-Priority Rights. 
The rules apply to all situations in the State where the diversion and use of water under 
junior-priority ground water rights either individually or collectively causes material injury to 
uses of water under senior-priority water rights. The rules govern the distribution of water 
from ground water sources and areas having a common ground water supply. IDAPA 
37.03.11.020.01. 

02. Prior Appropriation Doctrine. These rules acknowledge all elements of the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho Jaw. IDAPA 37.03.1 l.020.02. 
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04. Delivery Calls. These ru!es provide the basis and procedure for responding to del ive1y 
calls made by the holder of a senior-priority surface or ground water right against the holder 
of a junior-priority ground water right. The principle of the futile call applies to the 
distribution of water under these rules. Although a call may be denied under the futile call 
doctrine, these rules may require mitigation or staged or phased curtailment of a junior­
priority use if diversion and use of water by the holder of the junior-priority water right causes 
material injury, even though not immediately measurable, to the holder of a senior-priority 
surface or ground water right in instances where the hydro logic connection may be remote, 
the resource is large and no direct immediate relief wou ld be ach ieved if the junior-priority 
water use was discontinued. IDAPA 37.03. I 1.020.04. 

7. Rule 40 of the Co~jtmctive Management Rules sets forth the following procedures 
to be followed for responses to calls for water delivery made by the holders of qenior prio1it1 
,nrfac..:e or gronnd water rights agai11st the holders of junior piinrity ground vater rights from 
1reas having tl t.;Omu11rn ground water supply in an orgamzed water Jistrict. {DAPA 
37.03. l 1.040. 

01 . Responding to a Delivery Call. When a delivery call is made by the holder of a 
senior-priority water right (petitioner) alleging that by reason of diversion of water by the 
holders of one or more junior-priority ground water rights (respondents) from an area having a 
common ground water supply in an organized water district tJ1e petitioner is suffering material 
injury, and upon a finding .by the Director as provided in R1ile 42 that material injury is 
occmTing, the Director, through the watermaster, shall: 

a. Regulate the diversion and use of water in accordance with the priorities ofrights 
of the various surface or ground water users whose rights are included within the district, 
provided, that regulation of junior-priority ground water diversion and use where the material 
injury is delayed or long range may, by order of the Director, be phased-in over not more than 
a five-year period to lessen the economic impact of immediate and complete curtailment; or 

b. Allow out-of-priority diversion of water by junior-priority ground water users 
pursuant to a mitigation plan that has been approved by the Director. 

02. Regulation of Uses of Water by Watermaster. The Director, through the 
watermaster, shall regulate use of water within the water district pursuant to Idaho law and the 
priorities of water rights as provided in section 42-604, Idaho Code, and under the following 
procedures: 

a. The watennaster shall detennine the quantity of surface water of any stream 
included within the water district which is available for diversion and shall shut the headgates 
of the holders of junior-priority surface water rights as necessary to assure that water is being 
diverted and used in accordance with the priorities of the respective water rights from the 
surface water source. 

b. The watennaster shall regulate the diversion and use of ground water in 
accordance with the rights thereto, approved mitigation plans and orders issued by the 
Director. 

c. Where a call is made by the holder of a senior-priority water right against the 
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holder of a junior-pr iority ground water right in the water district the watemrnster shall first 
determine whether a mitigation plan bas been approved by the Director whereby diversion of 
ground water may be allowed to continue out of priority order. lf the holder of a junior­
priority ground water right is a participant in such approved mitigation plan, and is operating 
in conformance therewith, the watermaster shall allow tJ1e ground water use to continue out of 
priority. 

d. The watem1aster shall maintain records of the diversions of water by surface and 
ground water users within the water district and records of water provided and other 
compensation supplied under the approved mitigation plan which shall be compiled into the 
annual report which is required by section 42-606, Idaho Code. 

e. U ndcr the direction of the Department, w:1tennasters of separate water districts 
·hal l C0l)peratc :.mJ reciprocate in assisting each other in 'tssuring that c!ivr.rsion ·md use of 
vater under waler rights is administernd in a manner to assure protection ~1f senior-priority 

•vater rights provided the relative priorities of the water rights within dte separate water 
districts have been adjudicated. 

03. Reasonable Exercise of Rights. In determining whether diversion and use of 
water under rigl1ts will be regulated under Rules 40.0 l .a., or 40.0 l .b., the Director shall 
consider whether the petitioner making the delivery call is suffering material injury to a 

senior-priority water right and is diverting and using water efficiently and without waste, and 
in a manner consistent with the goal of reasonable use of surface and ground waters as 
described in Rule 42. The Director will also consider whether the respondent j unior-priority 
water right holder is using water efficiently and without waste. 

04. Actions of the Watermaster under a Mitigation Plan. Where a mitigation 
plan has been approved as provided in Rule 42, the watennaster may permit the diversion and 
use of ground water to continue out of priority orde r within the water district provided the 
holder of the junior-priority ground water right operates in accordance with such approved 
mitigation plan. 

8. Rule 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules sets forth the factors the Director 
may consider in determining material injury and the reasonableness of water diversions: 

01. Factors the Director may consider in determining whether the holders of water 
rights are suffering material injury and using water efficiently and w ithout waste include, but 
are not limited to, the following: 

a. The amount of water available in the source from which the water right is diverted. 

b. The effort or expense of the holder of the water right to divert water from the 
source. 

c. Whether the exercise of junior-priority ground water rights individually or 
collectively affects the quantity and timing of when water is available to, and the cost of 
exercising, a senior-priority surface or ground water right. This may include the seasonal as 
well as the multi-year and cumulative impacts of all ground water withdrawals from the area 
having a common ground water supply. 
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d. If for irrigation, the rate of diversion compared to the acreage of land served, the 
annual volume of water diverted, the system diversion and conveyance efficiency, and the 
method of irrigation water application. 

e. The amount of water being dive1ted and used compared to the water rights. 

f. The existence of water measuring and recording devices. 

g. The extent to which the requirements of the holder of a senior-priority water right 
could be met with the user's existing facilities and water supplies by employing reasonable 
diversion and conveyance efficiency and conservation practices; provided, however, the 
holder of a surface water storage right shall be entitled to maintain a reasonable amount nf 
,·any-over storage to assure water supplies for foture dry years. fn determining a reasonable 
.1monnt of carry-over storage water, the Director shall consider the average annual rate of fill 
of storage reservoirs and the average annual carry-over for p1ior comparable water conditions 
and the projected water supply for the system. 

b. The extent to which the requirements of the senior-priority surface water right 
could be met using alternate reasonable means of diversion or alternate points of diversion, 
including the construction of wells or the use of existing wells to divert and use water from 
the area having a common ground water supply under the petitioner's surface water right 
priority. 

02. The holder of a senior-priority surface or ground water right will be prevented 
from making a delivery call for curtailment of pumping of any well used by the holder of a 
junior-priority ground water right where use of water under the junior-priority right is covered 
by an approved and effectively operating mitigation plan. 

9. The Director created Water Districts No. 130 and No. 120 on February 19, 2002, 
and extended the boundaries of Water Districts No. 130 and No. 120 on January 8, 2003, and 
January 22, 2004, respectively, to provide for the administration of ground water rights in the 
area overlying the ESP A in the Thousand Springs area and the American Falls area, pursuant to 
the provisions of chapter 6, title 42, Idaho Code, for the protection of prior surface and ground 
water rights. 

10. The Director has appointed watermasters for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 
13 0 to perform the statutory duties of a watermaster in accordance with guidelines, direction, and 
supervision provided by the Director. The Director has given specific directions to the 
watermasters for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 to curtail illegal diversions, measure and 
report diversions, and curtail out-of-priority diversions determined by the Director to be causing 
injury to senior priority water rights that are not covered by a stipulated agreement or a mitigation 
plan approved by the Director. 

11. The two letters received on September 23 and October 10, 2003, by the Director 
from J. Dee May, representing Rangen, Inc., seeking the administration of "all water right 
diversions junior to [Rangen 's] that are interfering with and impacting [Rangen's] water rights" 
are either delivery calls as defined by Rule 10.04 of the Conjunctive Management Rules against 
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junior priority ground water rights or demands for the administration of surface water rights 
pursuant to Idaho Code§ 42-607. 

12. Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules applies to the delivery calls made 
by Rangen against the holders of junior priority ground water lights, but not surface water lights, 
in Water Districts No. 36A, No. 120, and No. 130. 

13. There are no surface water rights in Water Districts No. 36A or No. 130 that are 
junior in priority to Rangen's water right no. 36-02551 and that are diverted from the same 
surface water source as right no. 36-02551. There are also no surface water rights in Water 
District No. 120. 

14. l'herc m·e no ~round water rights in Water District No. 36A that are diverted from 
1 sonrcc ibat 1s hydraulically wnnected to the sow-ce for water right 110. 36-02551. 

15. Rules 40 and 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules require the D irector to 
make determinations regarding "material injury" and the "reasonableness of water diversions" in 
responding to a delivery call against junior p1iority ground water rights in Water Districts 
No. 120 and No. 130. 

16. The reductions in the quantity of water discharging from springs in the Thousand 
Springs area attributable to depletions to the ESPA from the diversion and use of ground water in 
Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 do not automatically constitute mate1ial injury to surface 
water rights diverting from springs or dependent on sources formed by springs even when the 
diversion and use of ground water occur under water rights that are junior in priority to such 
surface water rights. Whether reductions in the quantity of water discharging from springs 
caused by the diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights in Water Districts 
No. 120 and No. 130 constitute material iujury is dependent on the factors enumerated in Rule 42 
of the Conjunctive Management Rules. 

J 7. Based on simulations using the Department's existing ground water model 
simulating curtailment of all ground water rights for agricultural iuigation in Water District 
No. 120 junior inp1iority to July 13, 1962, there would be no material increase in reach gains 
(spring discharges) in the Thousand Springs area from such curtailment. Therefore, there are no 
material contributions to the decreased water supply caused by depletions to the ESP A resulting 
from diversion and use of ground water in ·water District No. 120 under water rights that are 
junior in priority to water right no. 36-02551, and there is no material injury to water right no. 
36-02551 from the diversion and use of ground water for agricultural irrigation under such rights 

18. Given the magnitude of the decrease in the spring-dependent water supply 
currently available to the Rangen hatchery facilities, contributions to the decreased water supply 
caused by depletions to the ESPA resulting from diversion and use of ground water under water 
rights in Water District No. 130 that are junior in priority to Rangen's water right no. 36-02551 
cause material injury. 
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19. Rule 42.02 of the Conjunctive Management Rules provides that the ho lder of a 
senior priority surface water right is prevented from making a delivery call for curtailment of 
pumping of any well under a junior priority ground water right if the ground water right is 
covered by an approved and effectively operating mitigation plan. IDAPA 37.03. 11.042.02. 

20. There currently is no approved and effectively operating mitigation plan in place 
to mitigate for reductions in discharges from the springs supplying Rangen's water right no. 36-
02551 caused by depletions to the ESPA resulting from diversion and use of ground water under 
rights in Water District No. 130 that are junior to water right no. 36-02551. Therefore, the 
delivery call by Rangen for distribution of water to water right no. 36-02551 for use at the 
Rangen hatchery facilities is recognized. 

21. fhe Department's 1:xisting ground water model for rbe ESPA cannot provide 
accurate simulations of the effects on individual ::;prings in the Thousand Springs area from 
curtailing individual ground water rights or groups of ground water rights. There currently is no 
reliable method or basis for determining the effects of diversion and use of ground water under 
an individual water right or groups of water rights on individual springs in the Thousand Springs 
area. 

22. Based on simulations using the Department's existing ground water model 
simulating curtailment of all ground water rights for agricultural irrigation in Water District 
No. 130 junior in priority to July 13, 1962, reach gains (spring discharges) in the Thousand 
Springs area would increase by a total of 53,000 acre feet after one year of simulated complete 
cwiailment of such rights in Water District No. 130. To the extent that 53,000 acre feet of 
replacement water is supplied to increase spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area in 
2004, or is used to obtain comparable results, no material injury could be determined to occur to 
water right no. 36-0255 1 in 2004 as a result of diversion and use of ground water for agricultural 
irrigation in Water District No. 130 under rights junior in priority to July 13, 1962. 

23. Ground water districts created pursuant to Idaho Code §§ 42-5202 et seq. are 
specifically authorized by Idaho Code§ 42-5224(11) to" .. . implement mitigation plans designed 
to mitigate any material injury caused by ground water use within the district upon senior water 
uses within and/or without the district." 

24. Rule 40.02.b of the Conjunctive Management Rules requires the watermaster of 
Water District No. 130 to "regulate the diversions and use of ground water in accordance with 
the rights thereto, approved mitigation plans and orders issued by the Director." lDAPA 
37.03.1 1.040.02.b. 
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ORDER 

In response to the water delivery call made by Rangen, Inc., and for the reasons stated in 
the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Director orders as follows: 

IT IS, THEREFORE, HEREBY ORDERED that based on the information currently 
available to the Director, the watermaster for Water District No. 130 is directed to issue written 
notices within five (5) days of the date below to all holders of consumptive ground water rights 
in Water District No. 130 that are junior in priority to July 13, 1962, including consumptive 
ground water rights for agricultural, commercial, industrial, and municipal or other uses. The 
written notices are to advise the holders of such consrnnptive ground water r ights of this order 
and to instruct the holders of such rights that they are not to divert ground water pm suant to their 
eights beginning April I, 1004, jn accordance with t.he provisions of Idaho Code§§ 42--602 a.nu 
-~2-607, applicable rules adopted pursuru1t to Idaho Cod.e § 42-603, and the directions and orders 
of the Director, unless sufficient replacement water is provided as set fo1th herein. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that holders of conswnptive ground water rights in Water 
District No. 130 that are junior in priority to July 13, 1962, who are members of the North Snake 
Ground Water District or the Magic Valley Ground Water District (the "Grow1d Water 
Districts") will be allowed to divert or continue to divert ground water pursuant to their rights 
beginning on April 1, 2004, or subsequent date as herein provided, through March 31, 2005, 
provided the following actions are taken by the Ground Water Districts and the associated 
conditions are satisfied: 

(1) The Ground Water Districts must submit a plan to the Director, which the 
Director approves by April I, 2004, for providing Rangen with 16,000 acre 
feet of replacement water of suitable water quality for use by Rangen, and at 
a location and time usable by Rangen*. 

(2) As an alternative to provision (1 ), the Ground Water Districts must submit a 
plan to the Director, which the Director approves by April 1, 2004, for 
providing replacement water, including surface water used in place of 
diversion and use of ground water, in the amount of 53,000 acre feet between 
April 1, 2004, and March 31, 2005, to increase spring discharges in the 
Thousand Springs area, or is used to obtain comparable results. 

(3) In the event a plan for providing-replacement water pmsuant to either 
provision (1) or provision (2) is submitted or approved after April 1, 2004, 
then those rights subject to this Order will not be allowed to divert or 
continue to divert ground water pursuant to their rights until such plan is 
approved. 

* This Order is issued in response to the delivery call made by Rangen, Inc. There is at least one other order pending 
that may cause this action, in and of itself: to be inadequate to avoid curtailment of some portion of consumptive 
ground water rights in the North Snake and Magic VaUey Ground Water Districts that are junior in priority to July 
13, 1962. 
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( 4) If a plan to provide replacement water pursuant to either provision ( 1) or 
provision (2) above is approved by the Director, monthly reports 
documenting the am0tmt, location, and timing for replacement water supplied 
shall be submitted to the Director on the first of each month following the 
month in which the Director approves such plan for providing replacement 
water. 

(5) The Director shall evaluate the monthly reports documenting the amount, 
location, and timing for replacement water supplied by the Ground Water 
Districts. If at any time the Ground Water Districts are not substantially on 
schedule to supply the required amount ofrepJacement water in act;ordance 
with the plan approveu by the Director, ~:xcept as otherwis•! proviJcd in 
provision (6) below, the Director shall determine, baseJ upon the monthly 
reports and other current water supply information, whether the actions of the 
districts constitute good faith substantial compliance with the provisions of 
the water replacement plan. If the Director determines that the Ground Water 
Districts are not in substantial compliance with the plan, the Director may 
order the immediate curtailment of all or a portion of the consumptive ground 
water rights in Water District No. 130 junior in priority to July 13, 1962. 

(6) ff a plan to provide replacement water pursuant to either provision (1) or 
provision (2) above is approved by the Director, and the full quantity of 
replacement water is not supplied, a portion of the replacement water not to 
exceed 20 percent may be supplied between April 1 and August 31, 2005. 
Documentation that such portion of the replacement water has been secured 
for delivery in 2005 must be submitted to the Director by August 1, 2004, 
and such replacement water shall be provided in addition to any other 
replacement water that may be required beginning April 1, 2005, by any 
subsequent order of the Director. TI1is carryover provision is for contingency 
purposes only and will not be approved as an initial element of a plan to 
provide replacement water pursuant to either provision (1) or provision (2) 
above. 

(7) If a plan to provide replacement water pursuant to either provision ( 1) or 
provision (2) above is approved by the Director, and the monthly report 
required to be submitted on August l , 2004, required in (4) above does not 
demonstrate that the full quantity of replacement water will be supplied prior 
to March 31, 2005, and the carryover provisions in (6) above are not 
satisfied, then all or a portion of consumptive ground water rights in Water 
District No. 130 junior in priority to July 13, 1962, will be curtailed by the 
watermaster beginning on August 15, 2004, for the remainder of the 2004 
irrigation season as follows: 
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a. If the amow1t of replacement water confirmed to be supplied 
prior to March 31 , 2005, is 80 percent or less of the amount 
required herein, then all consumptive ground water rights in 
Water District No. 130 junior in piiority to July 13, 1962, will be 
curtailed beginning on August 15, 2004; or 

b. If the amount of replacement water confirmed to be supplied 
prior to March 31, 2005, is more than 80 percent of the amount 
required herein, then the priority date for consumptive ground 
water rights in Water District No. 130 to be curtailed will be 
adjusted by the Director to a later date such that the curtailed 
ground water depletion equals the shortfall in the quantity o f 
confirmed replacement water 

l l' IS FURTHER ORDERED that the holder of any consumptive ground water right in 
Water District N o. 130 that is junior in priority to July lJ, I 962, who is not a member of either 
the North Snake Ground Water District or the Magic Valley Ground Water District, may petition 
the Director prior to March 15, 2004, setting forth the reasons why such right holder should not 
be subject to this order, or proposing a plan to offset the depletions to the ESP A caused by 
diversion and use of ground water under that holder's water right(s). 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any person aggrieved by this decision shall be entitled 
to a hearing before the Director to contest the action taken provided the person files with the 
Director, with.in fifteen (15) days after receipt of written notice of the order, or receipt of actual 
notice, a written petition stating the grounds for contesting the action and requesting a hearing. 
Any hearing conducted shall be in accordance with the provisions of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho 
Code, and the Rules of Procedure of the Department, IDAPA 37.01.01. Judicial review of any 
final order of the Director issued following the hearing may be had pursuant to Section 42~ 
l 701A(4), Idaho Code. 

DA TED this 2.~ th day of February 2004. 
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EXHIBIT E 



BKFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 

IN THE MATTER OF DISTRIBUTION OF ) 
WATER TO WATER RlGHTS NOS. 36-15501, ) AMENDED ORDER 
36-02551 , AND 36-07694 ) 

This matter comes before the Director of the Department of Water Resources ("Director" 
or ·'Department") as a result of a letter dated September '.23 . '.2003. and a subsequent letter dated 
October 6, 2003. Bolh letters were from J. Dee \fay ('"May"). an .ittomey representing Rangen. 
Inc. rhe Sept~mber 2J letter !;ought miministratinn \)f "the di,,ersion of water in District 36A in 
such a way that [Rangen] receives its full c1ppropna1ion ot the above referenced water eights" for 
use at hatchery faci lities owned and operated by Rangen near Hagerman, fdaho. Because there 
are no water rights in Water District No. 36A that are junior in priority to the water rights listed 
above and divert from the same sources as the listed rights, the Director requested additional 
clarification concerning the nature of the administration of water rights sought by Rangen. In his 
October 6 letter, May described the administration sought by Rangen to be the administration of 
"'all water right diversions junior to [Rangen's] that are interfering with and impacting 
(Rangen ·s] water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." The Director issued 
an Order on February 25. 2004, in response to these two letters. The Director now enters the 
following findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Amended Order with revisions to Findings 
of Fact Nos. 21, 54. 70, 74, 75, and 77. and Conclusions of Law No. 22. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer and the Department's Ground Water Model 

1. The Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer ("ESPA") is defined as the aquifer 
underlying the Eastern Snake River Plain as delineated in the report "Hydrology and Digital 
Simulation of the Regional Aquifer System, Eastern Snake River Plain, Idaho," USGS 
Professional Paper 1408-f, I 992. excluding areas lying both south of the Snake River and west 
of the line separating Sections 34 and 35, Township 10 South, Range 20 East, Boise Meridian. 
The ESPA is also defined as an area having a common ground water supply. (See IDAPA 
37.03.11.050). 

2. The water supply in the ESPA is hydraulically connected to the Snake River and 
tributary surface water sources at various places and to varying degrees. One of the locations at 
which a direct hydraulic connection exists between the ESPA and surface water sources tributary 
to the Snake River is in the Thousand Springs area located at the western ~dge of the ESP~ east 
and southeast of Ha2.erman. Idaho. l wr~ ~ 1F.: !~ r \\,/7 i, = Ir\\, I 
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3. Simulations using the Department's calibrated computer model of the ESPA show 
that ground water withdrawals from certain portions of the ESPA for irrigation and other 
consumptive purposes cause reductions in spring flows tributary to the Kimberly to King Hill (or 
Thousand Springs) reach of the Snake River, although the reductions in flows from individual 
springs caused by ground water w ithdrawals from individual wells or groups of wells cannot be 
determined using the Department's existing ground water model for the ESPA. 

4. Surface and ground water studies for the Eastern Snake River Plain, funded in part 
by the Idaho Legislature, were recently completed by or on behalf of the Department, with the 
participation of other public and private entities. These studies provide additional data that is 
being used to reformulate and recalibrate the ground water model used by the Department to 
calc11Jate the amount, location, and timing of surface water depletions caused by the withdrawal 
111d use of ground water throughout the plain overlying the ESPA. The purpose for the 
1<.lditional data collection and model reformulntion/calibration is to reduce 11ncertainty in 
modeled results. A lthough development of the reformulated and recalibrated ground water 
model is nearly complete, the model will not be ready for use in making water management 
determinations until the latter part of 2004. In the meantime, the results from simulations using 
the Department"s existing ground water model provide the best available technical basis for 
making some water management decisions. 

5. The Department is implementing full conjunctive administration of rights to the 
use of interconnected surface and ground waters within the Eastern Snake River Plain consistent 
with Idaho law and available information. The results of simulations from the Department's 
existing ground water model are suitable for determining the area containing those ground water 
diversions for which the depletion of water from the ESPA results in the most direct and 
significant reduction in the flow of water from springs tributary to the Snake River in the 
Thousand Springs reach. 

The Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area and Interim Stipulated Agreement 

6. Discharges from springs in the Thousand Springs area have diminished and are 
expected to be further diminished primarily because of significant reductions in incidental 
recharge of the ESPA from surface water irrigation, resulting from changes in surface water 
irrigation systems and application practices (conversion from application by flood irrigation to 
application by sprinkler systems), and the last four consecutive years of drought. For example, 
decreases in the springs supplying the Rangen hatchery facilities can be correlated with repairs 
made to the facilities of the North Side Canal Company to reduce losses of surface water to 
ground water from the canal company's facilities above those springs in 1987, 1998, and 2000. 
Spring discharges are also reduced as a result of ground water \Vithdrawals from the ESPA for 
irrigation and other consumptive purposes that are diverted in relatively close proximity to the 
area of the springs. When superimposed on diminished spring discharges resulting from changes 
in surface water irrigation and drought. reductions in spring discharges caused by ground water 
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depletions under relatively junior priority water rights can potentially cause injury to senior 
priority water rights dependent on spring sources. 

7. On August 3 , 2001, the Director issued orders designating the Thousand Springs 
Ground Water Management Area and the American Falls Ground Water Management Area in 
exercise of his statutory authorities to administer rights to the use of ground water, in a manner 
that recognizes and protects senior priority surface water rights in accordance with the directives 
of Idaho law. In issuing these orders, the Director also announced his intent to issue additional 
orders prior to September I, 200 I , directing that holders of certain water rights for the use of 
ground water cease ground water withdrawals beginning March 15, 2002, pursuant to Idaho Code 
§ 42-233b. 

8. On August 3 1, 2001, the D irector was advised by representati ves of certa in 
holders of -;enior priority surface water rights and certain holders of junior priority ground water 
t 1ghts that an agreement in principle had been reached under which the holders of junior priority 
ground wmer rights agreed to provide replacement surface water fo r the next two irrigation 
seasons in an amount eq ual to wha t the information then available to the Director indicated 
would have resulted from the curtailment of ground water diversions intended by the D irector 
within the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area. or an appropriate reduction in 
ground water diversions to the extent that replacement water was not provided. 

9. Based upon the representations that an agreement in principle had been reached. 
the Director announced on August 31, 200 1. that no curtailment orders would be issued fo r the 
Thousand Springs or American Falls Ground Water Management Areas. 

10. After August 3 L 200 L representatives of holders of most of the affected ground 
water rights entered into a detailed, written, stipulated agreement with representatives of certain 
holders of senior priority surface water rights in the Thousand Springs area titled: " Interim 
Stipulated Agreement for Areas Within and Near IDWR Administrative Basin 36" (the 
" Stipulated Agreement"). The Director conditionally approved the Stipulated Agreement by 
interlocutory order on January 18, 2002. Rangen was not a signatory to the Stipulated 
Agreement. 

11. Under the Sti pulated Agreement, the represented holders of senior priority surface 
water rights agreed not to exercise their senior priorities against the represented holders ofjunior 
priority ground water rights in exchange for commitments by the ground water right holders to 
provide 40,000 acre feet of replacement water during each irrigation season of each year of the 
two-year tenn of the Stipulated Agreement as replacement for the estimated increase in the 
quantity of water that would have been discharged through springs in the Thousand Springs area 
as a result of curtailment of ground water diversions intended by the Director after six months, 
based on the Department' s simulations of curtailment using the existing ground water model for 
the ESPA. The estimated increase in the amount of \.Vater that would have been discharged 
through springs in the Thousand Springs area after one full year of curtailment of the ground 
\.Vater diversions intended by the Director, based on the simulations of curtailment using the 
Department ' s existing ground water model for the ESPA, is 48.000 acre feet. TI1e replacement 
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water was to be used to enhance spring flows in the Thousand Springs reach. In the event the full 
amount of replacement water could not be provided, the Stipulated Agreement provided that the 
holders of ground water rights would reduce their diversion and use of ground water for 
irrigation in proportion to the lack of replacement water provided up to a maximum reduction of 
l O percent. 

12. Under the Stipulated Agreement, the parties also agreed not to oppose the State of 
Idaho's motion to the District Court for the Snake River Basin Adjudication ("SRBA District 
Court") requesting authority for the Director to implement interim administration of water rights 
in Basin 36. Basin 36 is the administrative basin defined by the Department primarily for the 
purpose of managing surface water and for administering water rights for the use of surface water 
decreed in proceedings preceding the Snake River Basin Adjudication. Basin 36 includes most 
of the area in the Thousand Springs G round Water Management Area. The remaining portion of 
the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area is within the Deportment"s 
,\dministrat1ve Basin 37. 

l 3. The holders of ground water rights party to the Stipulated Agreement fully met 
their obligations under the Stipulated Agreement in 2002 and 2003. 

14 , On October I 0, 2003, the Director issued Order In the iv!atter ofDistribulion of 
Warer to Water Rights Nos. 36-02659, 36-02680. 36-0.:/032A, 36-0../032B, 36-04032C, 36-
04032D, 36-07004, 36-07080, 36-07167. 36-07 l 76, 36-07725. 36-07731, and 36-08089 in which 
the Director determined that through his approval of the Stipulated Agreement, he approved the 
amount of replacement water as being adequate mitigation to the Thousand Springs reach for the 
depletionary effects of ground water w ithdrawals for the two-year term of the agreement. By 
offseting the depletionary effects, any ma terial inj ury potentially caused by out-of-priority 
divers ion of ground water was adequately mitigated during the term of the Stipulated Agreement. 

15. The Stipulated Agreement expired on December 31, 2003. and is no longer in 
effect. 

C reation and Operation of Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130, 
And Status of Thousand Springs and American Falls Ground Water Management Areas 

I 6. Consistent with the Stipulated Agreement, the State of Idaho fi led a motion with 
the SRBA District Court on November I 9, 2001 , requesting an order authorizing the interim 
administration of water rights by the Director in all or parts of the Department's Administrative 
Basins 36 and 43 overlying the ESPA in the Thousand Springs area. The State ofldaho also 
sought authorization for the interi m admin istration of water rights by the Director in all or parts 
of the Department's Administrati ve Basins 35 and 41 overlying the ESPA in the Am erican Falls 
area. On January 8. 2002, the SRBA District Court issued an order authorizing the interim 
administration bv the Director. After notice and hearing_ the Director issued two orders on , -· 
February I 9, 2002, creating Water District No. 120 and Water District No. 130 pursuant to the 
provis ions of Idaho Code § 42-604. 
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17. On August JO, 2002, the State of Idaho filed a second motion with the SRBA 
District Court requesting an order authorizing the interim administration of water rights by the 
Director in the portion of the Department's Administrative Basin 37 overlying the ESPA in the 
Thousand Springs area. On November 19, 2002, the SRBA District Court issued an order 
authorizing the interim administration by the Director. After notice and hearing, the Director 
issued an order on January 8, 2003, revising the boundaries of Water District No. 130 to include 
the portion of Administrative Basin 37 overlying the ESPA, pursuant to the provisions ofldaho 
Code § 42-604. The boundaries for Water District No. 130 encompass the North Snake Ground 
Water District and most of the Magic Valley Ground Water District. 

I 8. On July I 0, 2003, the State ofldaho filed a third motion with the SRBA District 
Court requesting an order authorizing the interim administration of \Vater rights by the Direc tor 
in the portion of the Department' s Administrative Basin 29 overl ying the ESPA in the American 
F.dls area. On October 29. 2003. he SRBA District C)urt issued 1n order author11:ing the 
interim administration by the Director. A.fter notice and hearing, the Director isst1ed an order on 
January 22. 2004, revising the boundaries of Water District No. l 20 to include the portion of 
Administrative Basin 29 overlying the ESPA, pursuant to the provisions of Idaho Code § 42-604. 

19. Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 were created. and the respective boundaries 
revised, to provide for the administration of water rights, pursuant to chapter 6, title 42. Idaho 
Code. for the protection of prior surface and ground water rights. As a result, the watermasters 
for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 were given the following duties to be performed in 
accordance with guidelines. direction, and supervision provided by the Director: 

a. Curtail illegal diversions (i.e., any diversion without a water right or in 
excess of the elements or conditions of a water right); 

b. Measure and report the diversions under water rights; 

c. Enforce the provisions of any stipulated agreement; and 

d. Curtail out-of-priority diversions determined by the Director to be causing 
injury to senior priority water rights that are not covered by a stipulated 
agreement or a mitigation plan approved by the Director. 

10. During 2002, in the course of carrying out the duties set forth in Finding 19. the 
watermaster for Water District No. 130 identified five unauthorized diversions of ground water 
for uses that were in excess of the beneficial use authorized under a water right or for uses at 
un:lLithorized places of use. Pursuant to instructions from the Director, Notices of Violation were 
issued, Consent Orders entered, and penalties were assessed for each of these five illegal uses of 
ground water. 

21. During 2003, in the course of carrying out the duties set forth in Finding 19. the 
watermaster for Water District No. 130 identified two additional unauthorized diversions of 
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ground water; one for violation of a Consent Order entered in 2002. and another for a large 
expansion in use beyond the beneficial use authorized under a water right. Notices of Violation 
have been issued for both unauthorized d iversions. 

22. The Director issued final orders on August 29, 2003, dissolv ing the Thousand 
Springs Ground Water Management Area and reducing the area of the American Falls Ground 
Water Management Area. Even though spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area have 
generally not improved since 2001 when the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management Area 
was designated, the Director detennined that the Thousand Springs Ground Water Management 
Area was no longer necessary and preserving the original area of the American Falls Ground 
Water Management Area was no longer necessary to administer water rights for the protection of 
senior surface and ground water rights because administration of such rights is now 
accomplished through the operation of Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130. 

f he Conjunctive Management Rules 

23. Idaho Code§ 42-603 authorizes the Director "to adopt rules and regulations for 
the distribution of water from the stream s, rivers. lakes, ground water and other natural water 
sources as shall be necessary to carry out the laws in accordance with the priorities of the rights 
of the users thereof." Promulgation of such rules and regulations must be in accordance with the 
procedures of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code. 

24. On October 7, 1994, the Director issued Order Adopting Final Rules; the Rules 
for Conjunctive .v/anagement of Swface and Ground Water Resources (ID APA 37.03. l 1) 
("Conj unctive Management Rules"), promulgated pursuant to chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code, 
and Idaho Code§ 42-603. 

25. The Conjunctive Management Rules '·apply to all s ituations in the state where the 
diversion and use of water under j unior-priori ty ground water rights either individually or 
col lectively causes material injury to uses of water under senior-priority water rights. The rules 
govern the distribution of water fro m ground water sources and areas having a common ground 
water supply." IDAPA 37.03. 11 .020.0 1. 

26. The Conjunctive Management Rules '·acknowledge all elements of the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law." IDAPA 37.03. 11.020.02. 

27. The Conjunctive Management Rules .. may require mitigation or staged or phased 
curtailment of a junior-priority use if divers ion and use of water by the holder of the j unior­
priority water right causes material injury, even though not immediately measurable, to the 
holder ofa senior-priority surface or ground water right ... _,. TD.A.PA 37.03. 11.020.04. 

28. Pursuant to [daho Code§ 67-5291. the Conjunctive Management Rules were 
submined 10 the l 5t Regular Session of the 53 rd Idaho Legislature (I 995 session). During no 
)eQislative session. beginnirnz with the l st Re2:ular Session of the 53rd Idaho Legislature. have the - - - ~ -

.-\mended O rde r in the Matter o f Distribution o f W :i te r 
Page 6 



Conjunctive Management Rules been rejected, amended, or modified by the Idaho Legislature. 
Therefore, the Conjunctive Management Rules are final and effective. 

The Letters Submitted on Behalf of Rangen Seeking Administration of Water Rights and 
Application of the Conjunctive Management Ru les 

29. On September 23, 2003, the Director received a letter from May representing 
Rangen, Inc. seeking the administration of "the diversion of water in District 36A in such a way 
that [Rangen] receives its full appropriation of the above referenced water rights." 

30. On September 25, 2003, the Director responded to the letter of September 23, 
2003, from May requesting "additional clarification concerning the nature of the administration 
of water rights in Water District 36A" being sought. since "there are no water rights in Water 
District No. 36A that are junior in prio1ity to the listed rights and d ivert from the same sources as 
the I istcd righcs.'' 

3 I. On October 10, .2003. lhe Director received a second letter from May dated 
October 6, 2003. In that letter, May clarified that Rangen was seeking the administration of "all 
water right diversions junior to [Rangen's] that are interfering with and impacting [Rangen's] 
water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." 

32. The water rights held by Rangen that Rangen sought to have protected by the 
administration of junior priority water rights are as follows pursuant to decrees issued by the 
SRBA District Court: 

Water Right No.: 36-15501 36-02551 36-07694 

Priority Date: July I. 1957 July 1 J, 1962 April 12, 1977 

Beneficial Use: Fish Propagation Domestic (0.1 cfs) and Fish Propagation 
Fish Propagation (48.54 cfs) 

Diversion Rate: 1.46 cfs 48.54 cfs 26.00 cfs 

Period of Use: Jan. I - Dec. 3 1 Jan. l - Dec. 3 l Jan. l - Dec. 3 1 

.J.J. Rule I 0.04 of the Conjunctive Management Rules defines a " delivery call" as: "A 
request from the holder of a water right for administration of water rights under the prior 
appropriation doctrine." The two leners from May seeking administration of water rights 
interfering with and impacting Rangen ' s water rights described in Findings 29 and 31 come 
within the definition of a delivery call. 

34. Water Districts No. 36A, No. 120, and "\Jo. 130 \Vere created pursuant to Idaho 
Code § 42-604. Warer District No. 36A contains water rights senior in priority to Rangen's 
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water rights that divert from a portion of the same sources as Rangen's water rights as well as 
water rights that divert from other sources, most of which are hydraulically connected but some 
of which are not hydraulically connected to the sources for Rangen ·s water rights. Although 
some of the other sources are hydraulically connected to the sources for Rangen ' s water rights. 
water rights diverted from those sources do not interfere with and impact Rangen's water rights. 
Therefore, there are no water rights in Water District No. 36A that can be administered to 
prevent injury to Rangen's rights. 

35. Water District No. 120 contains water rights that are junior in priority to Rangen's 
water rights and divert from ground water that is hydraulically connected to the source for 
Rangen's water rights. Such water rights could potentially interfere with and potentially impact 
Rangen's water rights. 

36. Water Distric.:t No. l 30 contains surface water rights that divert from sources that 
ire hy<lraulical ly connec.:tetl to the Sl)urces for Ran gen s water rights but do not interfere ~,ith or 
impact Rangen · s water rights. Water District No. I JO also contains water rights that are j urn or in 
priority t0 Rangen 's water rights and divert from ground water that is hydraulically cormected to 
the sources for Rangen ·s water rights. S uch water rights could potentially interfere with and 
potentially impact Rangen ·s water rights. 

37. Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is ti tled "Responses to Calls for 
Water Delivery Made by the Holders of Senior-Priority Surface or Ground Water Rights Against 
the Holders of Junior-Priority Ground Water Rights from Areas Having a Common Ground 
Water Supply in an Organized Water District." Rule 40 applies to the delivery calls made by 
Rangen against the holders ofjunjor priority ground water rights in both Water District No. 120 
and Water District No. 130. 

3 8. Some of the junior priority ground water rights that could potentially interfere 
with and potentially impact Ran gen' s water rights are not in a water district created pursuant to 
the provisions of Idaho Code § 42-604 because a final decree has not been issued by the SRBA 
District Court and the requirements for interim administration of these rights pursuant to Idaho 
Code § 42-1417 have not been met. Also, some of the j unior priority ground water rights that 
could potentially interfere with and potentially impact Rangen ·s water rights are in the American 
Falls Ground Water Management Area described in Findings 7 and 22. 

39. Rule 30 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled '·Responses to Calls for 
Water Delivery Made by the Holders of Senior-Priority Surface or Ground Water Rights Against 
the Holders of Junior-Priority Ground Water Rights Within Areas of the State Not in Organized 
Water Districts or Within Water Districts Where Ground Water Regulation Has Not Been 
Included in the Function of Such Districts or Within Areas That Have Not Been Designated 
Ground Water Management Areas.'' 

40. Rule-+ I of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled "·Administration of 
Diversion and Use of Water Within a Ground Water Management A.re::i ."' 
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41. The two letters from May, described in Findings 29 and 3 I, seeking 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights did not meet 
the requirements set forth in Rule 30 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. A lso, the two 
letters from May did not seek administration of junior priority ground water rights in the 
American Falls Ground Water Management Area as provided in Rule 41 of the Conjunctive 
Management Rules. Pursuant to Rule 41, such administration could not occur until the irrigation 
season of 2005, even if material injury to Rangen's rights was determined to be occurring as a 
result of diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights in the American Falls 
Ground Water Management Area. 

42. While Rule 40 of the Conjuctive Management Rules is applicable to the two 
letters from May, described in Findings 29 and 31. neither Rule 40 nor any other provisions of 
the Conjunctive Management Rules are app licable to delivery calls or demands for water 
distribution by the holder o f a -;enior pri ority water right against the holder of a junior priority 
<;nrface w1ter righL 

-U. On October J /, 2003 . the Director provided a letter to May initially responding to 
May's letter of October 10, 2003. described in Finding 31. making a delivery call by seeking 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights. In his 
October 17 letter. the Director advised that determinations regarding "material injury" and 
" reasonableness of water diversions" would be made pursuant to Rule 40 and Rule 42 of the 
Conjunctive Management Rules in responding to the delivery call against junior priority ground 
water rights in Water Districts No. l 20 and No. 130. In his October 17 letter, the Director also 
requested that he be provided copies of "all historical records of the amounts of water diverted 
under the listed rights as soon as practicable." Such records were not available to the Director 
for diversions under Rangen' s water rights prior to 1995 because prior to 1995, the Department 
did not require the measurement and reporting of diversions under Rangen's rights and most 
other water rights that were not in organized water districts created pursuant to Idaho Code § 42-
604. 

-+4 . On November 21. 2003, May transmitted on behalf of Rangen historical records 
of flow through the hatchery facilities owned and operated by Rangen. Included was the 
following sketch depicting the layout of the Rangen hatchery facilities, a summary of flows on a 
monthly basis. and records of periodic flow measurements beginning in 1966 through part of 
2003 . 
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45. The flow measurements that are considered to be representative of the total supply 
uf water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities under water rights nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, 
and 36-07694, cons ist of the sum of the discharge from raceways designated by Rangen as the 

( " CTR" raceways and the flow over the check "Dam." The dam is sited upstream from the 
discharge points from the CTR raceways and downstream from the discharge points from 
raceways designated by Rangen as the " Large" raceways. The sum of the discharge from the 
CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam is considered to be representative of the total 
supply of water available even though at times some of the flow over the check dam may include 
water flowing from small springs downstream from the diversion to the Large raceways, water 
discharged from the Large raceways that was not diverted through the CTR raceways, and 
irrigation return flows . 

..J.6. The records of flow measurements submined by May on behalf of Rangen for the 
vears l 966 through t 974 consist of measurements or ~stirnatcs o f discharges from the Curran 
--;pring mat1e by George L,·mmon. a fo1mer waterrnaster for Wc1ter District No. 36A. These 
i'~corded t1ows are nor represc:m.1tivc of the total supply of water avai lable to the Rangen 
hatchery facilities because water rights for irrigation that are senior in priority to Rangen ·s rights 
are enti tled to divert the first portion of the discharge from the Curran Spring during the 
irrigation season. In addition, the recorded flows do not include discharges from springs 
downstream of the Curran Spring that are upstream of Rangen 's diversion to the Large raceways. 

47. Without further explanation from Rangen, the Department can not confitm that 
the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of Rangen for the years 1975 
through I 980 are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities. Based on subsequent findings in this order. however, it is not necessary to confirm 
whether the flow measuremems for the years 1975 through 1980 are representative of the total 
supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities. 

Authorized Diversion Rate for Water Rights Nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, and 36-07694 

...J.8. Springs discharging in the Thousand Springs area do not discharge at a constant 
rate or at a rate that progressively increases or decreases from year to year. While there are 
overall increases or decreases in the discharge from individual springs between years (inter-year 
variations), there are also pronounced within-year or intra-year variations in discharge from 
individual springs. 

-+9. Simplistically. overall variations between years in the discharge of springs in the 
Thousand Springs area result from differences between the amounts of ground water depletions 
and recharge to the ESPA above the springs, with delays in the response of spring discharge 
ranging at the extremes from days to decades depending on the proximity of ground water 
depletions and recharge as well as geologic and hydraulic characteristics of the ESPA. Factors 
:iffecting overall variations between years in the cumulative discharge from springs in the 
Thousand Springs area as \.veil :is from individual springs include but are not necessarily limited 
to: variations in surface water supplies available for irrigation above the ESPA, which affect 
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cropping decisions and the amount of incidental recharge to the ESP A; changes in the amounts 
and timing of tributary underflow to the ESPA, which also reflect numerous variations 
upgradient from where tributary underflow contributes to the ESPA; inter-year variations in 
precipitation and temperature. which not only affect the amount of surface water used above the 
ESPA and associated incidental recharge to the ESPA, but also affect the quantity of ground 
water withdrawals and depletions from the ESPA; and differences between years in the quantity 
of intentional or managed recharge to the ESP A. 

50. Intra-year variations in the discharge from individual springs result from the 
factors described in Finding 49 but also from other factors including: variations in surface water 
application above the ESPA and associated incidental recharge in response to seasonal changes 
in precipitation and temperature; variations in timing of ground water withdrawals and 
deple tions from the ESPA in close proximity to individual springs; and the timing of intentional 
or managed recharge to the ESP,i\ in close proximity to individual springs . 

-5 l. While both the re!!1onal and local factOiS affecting inter-vear ,rnd intra-vear 
- ..... J .. 

variations in spring discharge are general ly understood. the interactions between these factors are 
complex and the specific effects of individual factors and various combinations of factors on the 
discharge from ind ividual springs are not presently quantifiable. 

52. Both inter-year and intra-year variations in the discharge from the springs that are 
the sources for water rights nos. 36-1550 l, 36-02551, and 36-07694 existed when appropriations 
for these rights were initiated (July 1, 1957; July 31, 1962; and April 12, 1977; respectively). 
Furthermore, the authorized diversion rates for water rights nos. 36-02551 and 36-07694 were 
licensed based on when the discharges from the springs that are the source for these rights were 
at or near the maximum intra-year discharges during the years for which the extent of beneficial 
use was deemed to be established or confirmed (November 1962 for 36-02551 and October 1972 
for 36-07694), although erroneously for water right no. 36-07694 (see Findings 53 and 54 
below). There are no other measurements of the total supply of water available to the Ran gen 
hatchery faci lities in 1962. nor any other means for determining the intra-year variations in the 
discharges from the springs comprising the source fo r water right no. 36-02551. 

53 . Water right no. 36-07694 was licensed on September 19, 1985, and has an 
authorized diversion rate of 26.00 cfs. The authorized diversion rate. as licensed, was not based 
on measurements of the amount of water actually diverted and applied to beneficial use. Rather, 
the authorized diversion rate was based on an estimate (not an actual measurement) made by 
George Lemon. a former watermaster for Water District No. 36A, of the discharge from the 
Curran Spring at or near its seasonal maximum flow in October of 1972. This estimate of the 
discharge from the Curran Spring was made nearly 5 years before the application for permit to 
appropriate water was filed for water right no. 36-07694. 

54. Based on available records, there was not water available for appropriation at the 
time or subsequent to the date of appropriation for water right no. 36-07694. Therefore, the 
Department erred in licensing water right no. 36-07694, and should not have recommended this 
right for decree in the SRBA. Nonetheless. since the SRBA District Court decreed water right 
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no. 36-07694, Rangen may be entjtled to divert water under this right when such water is 
physically available. However, because water was not available to appropriate on the date of 
appropriation for right no. 36-07694, Rangen may not be entitled to have a delivery call 
recognized against junior priority water rights. 

)) . The records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf ofRangen that are 
representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities and the 
records maintained by the Department since 1995 show that the quantity of water available at the 
Rangen hatchery facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the 
check dam) has been sufficient to continuously fill water right no. 36-15501 at the authorized 
diversion rate of 1.46 cfs. 

56. The records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of Rangen that are 
representative of the total -=11pply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities show that 

>87 was the last) t!ar in ,vhich rhe q11,mt1ty or W'Ht!r ava1l:1ble at the Rangen !ntchery facilities 
( sum o! the discharge from the CTR rnceways unJ the flow over the check dam) was sufficient to 

till water right no. 36-02551 at the authorized diversion rate of 48.54 cfs, when the cumulative 
discharges from springs supplying the Rangen hatchery facilities were at seasonal maximums 
(November). Since 1987, the quantity of water available at the Rangen hatchery facilities has not 
been sufficient to fill water right no. 36-02551 at the authorized diversion rate of 48.54 cfs 
although in 1997 and l 998. the seasonal maximum quantity of water available came within about 
5 cfs (or about 10 percent) of the authorized diversion rate. 

57. The rates of diversion authorized pursuant to water rights nos. 36-1550 I and 36-
02551 (1.46 cfs and 48.54 cfs. respectively) are not quantity entitlements that are guaranteed to 
be available to Rangen. Rather, the authorized rates of diversion are the maximum rates at which 
water can be diverted under these rights. respectively, when such quantities of water are 
physically available and the rights are in priority. Rangen can not call for the curtailment of 
junior priority water rights at all times that insufficient water is physically available to fill water 
rights no. 36-02551 or no. 36-07694 at the authorized rates of diversion. Rangen is not entitled 
to a water supply that is enhanced beyond the conditions that existed at the time such rights were 
established; i.e., Rangen can not call for the curtailment of junior priority water rights simply 
because seasonally the discharge from springs is less than the authorized rates of diversion for 
Ran gen' s rights unless such seasonal variations are caused by depletions resulting from di version 
and use of water under junior priority rights. 

58. Rangen can only call for the distribution of water to its rights through the 
curtailment ofjunior priority ground water rights from the hydraulically-connected ESPA when 
such curtailment would result in a usable amount of water reaching Ran gen· s points of diversion 
in time of need. and depletions causing material injury as a result of diversion and use of ground 
water under such junior priority rights have not been adequately mitigated . 
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Factors Considered in Determining Material Injury To and Reasonableness of Water 
Diversions Under Water Rights Nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, and 36-07694 

59. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
faci lities for the years 1981 through part of 2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, the fo llowing table summarizes the maximum daily 
flow and average daily flow by month for the water supply available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the check darn) in 1987 
and 2003. The year 1987 was the last year within which the discharge from springs supplying the 
Rangen hatchery facilities at the seasonal maximum (November) was sufficient to fill water 
rights nos. 36- 15501 and 36-0255 1 at the cumulative authorized diversion rate of50 cfs, and 
2003 was the last year for which complete data are available . 
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Month Year Maximum Daily Flow Average Daily Flow 

January 
1987 44.25 cfs 44.25 cfs 
2003 17.49 16.60 

February 
1987 42.89 39.75 
2003 16. 15 15.07 

March 
1987 NM* N'M* 
2003 14.56 13.82 

April 
1987 32.52 28.55 
2003 13.45 12.81 

May 
1987 23.97 23.29 
2003 13 .14 [2.89 

Tune 
1987 J0.43 27.58 

~ <-..- - ---·-
2003 13 .00 I [2.59 

-

July 
1987 30.91 29.09 
2003 12. l 6 11.61 

August 
1987 40.13 36.70 
2003 12.49 12.02 

September 
1987 47.94 40.06 
2003 16.97 14.92 

October 
1987 46.93 46.93 
2003 19.26 18.30 

November 
1987 50.08 46.52 
2003 19.20 18.20 

December 
1987 44.39 44.22 
2003 17.10 16. l 0 

*NM = No measurement 

60. Comparing same-month maximum daily and average daily flows representing the 
water supply available to the Rangen hatchery facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR 
raceways and the flow over the check dam) between years for the years shown above 
demonstrates that there have been significant decreases in the water supply available to the 
Rangen hatchery facilities between 1987 and 2003. Flow measurements for the other years 
between 1 987 and 2003 not shown above demonstrate that the water supply available to the 
Rangen hatchery facilities generally decreased from 1990 through 1996, rebounded in 1997 and 
1998, and then significantly decreased again after 1998 to record lows by 2002 and 2003 for the 
post-1981 time period. 

61 . Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Ran gen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Ran gen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of 2003 and annual reports submitted by Ran gen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, the quantity of water available at the source for 
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water right no. 36-1 5501 with the priority date of July 1, 1957, js currently sufficient to fill this 
right at the authorized diversion rate of l.46 cfs. (See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.a). 

62. Based on the records of llow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are represt;ntative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submined by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003, and taking into account the variations in spring 
flows between months that have existed since the date of appropriation for water right no. 36-
02551, the quantity of water available at the source for water right no. 36-02551 with the priority 
date of July 13, 1962, is currently insufficient to fill this right at the authorized diversion rate of 
48.54 cfs, even during months when the springs providing the source for this right are 
discharging at the highest seasonal flows during the year, generally October through January. 
Based on differences between average monthly flows for the years l 987 and 2003. the estimated 
;1nnual decrease in the 4uantity of water available at the source for water right no. 36-0255 1 for 
~003 is 16.000 acre feet. The annual shortage in the quantity ohvater available at the source for 
water right no . 36-02551 for '.2004 is expected to be s imilar. (See lDAPA 37.03.11.042.01 .,t). 

63. Based on che records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Ran gen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of 2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2003. the quantity of water available at the source for 
water right no. 36-07694 with the priority date of April 12, 1977, is wholly insufficient to fill this 
right at the authorized diversion rate of 26.00 cfs, even during months when the springs 
providing the source of water for this right are discharging at the highest seasonal flows during 
the year, generally October through January. As described in Findings 53 and 54, there was not 
any water available for appropriation at the time or subsequent to the time that the application for 
permit to appropriate water for water right no. 36-07694 was filed. (See IDAPA 
37.03 .1 l.042.01.a). 

64. Based on the results from field inspections conducted on November 25, 2003, by 
the \;\·atermaster for Water District No. 130 and Brian Patton, a registered professional civil 
engineer, Rangen has expended reasonable efforts to divert water for right no. 36-02551 from its 
source for use at the Rangen hatchery facilities. (See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.b). 

65. Based on simulations using the Department's existing ground water model for the 
ESPA. the diversion and use of ground water under water rights having priority dates later than 
the priority date for water right no. 36-02551 (July 13, 1962) do affect the quantity and timing of 
when water is available from springs discharging in the Thousand Springs area. (See IDAPA 
3 7 .03.11.042.01.c). 

66. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
faci lities for the years 1981 through part of 2003 and annual reports submitted by Rang en to the 
Department for the years l 995 through 2003, as well as the field investigations on November 25. 
2003. described in Finding 64, Rangen js currently diverting and using surface water within the 
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authorized diversion rate for water rights nos. 36-15501 and 36-02551 (50 cfs total). 
(See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.e) 

67. Based on the field investigations on November 25, 2003, described in Finding 64, 
the Rangen hatchery facilities have marginally adequate water measuring and recording devices. 
However, the watermaster for Water District No. 130 reports that the amounts of water diverted 
to domestic and irrigation uses is not measured, and the measurements of flows through hatchery 
raceways reported by Rangen may be systematically about IO percent lower than actual flows. 
(See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.f). 

68. Based on the results from the field inspection on November 25, 2003, described in 
Finding 64, two potential modifications to the existing Rangen hatchery facilities were identified 
that could increase the supply of water to the Rangen hatchery facilities during times that water 
right no. 36-0255 1 is not satis fied. How·ever. the combined additional flow that could be 
<l iverted is est imated to be 0.64 cfs. ·wh ich is not significant given the shortages in water supply 
sho\vn and descri bed in Findings 59 Jnd 60. (Set: lDAPA 37.03. 11.042.0 l.g) . 

69. Based on the results from the field inspection on November 25, 2003, described in 
finding 64, there are actions that potentially could provide alternate means of diversion or 
alternate points of diversion to increase the supply of water to the Rangen hatchery facilities 
during times that water right no. 36-02551 is not sat isfied. However, the feasibi li ty of these 
actions is unknown and it is not clear that the actions identified would result in a sufficient 
increase in the water supply avai lable to fill water right no. 36-02551. Therefore, it can not be 
determined at the present time whether there are alternate reasonable means of diversion or 
alternate points of diversion that should be pursued. (See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01 .h). 

70. Given the magnitude of the decreases in the water supply available to the Rangen 
hatchery faci lities between 1987 and 2003, sho\vn and described in Findings 59 and 60, and 
given the facts set forth in Findings 64 through 69. material contributions to the decreased water 
supply avai lable to the Rangen hatchery facilities caused by depletions to the ESPA resulting 
from diversion and use of ground water under water rights that are junior in priority to Rangen ' s 
water right no. 36-0255 1 cause material injury. The maximum extent of the material injury can 
not be more than the decrease in the quantity of water available at the source for water right no. 
36-0255 I, which is currently estimated to be I 6,000 acre feet per year (see Finding 62). The 
extent of material injury is dependent on the factors described in Findings 49 and 50, which can 
vary significantly from year to year. If material injury to Rangen's water right no. 36-02551 
occurs beyond 2004, the amount of material injury must be determined on an annual basis, and 
will be set forth in subsequent order(s) as necessary. 

Effects of Curtailing Ground Water Diversions Under Rights .Junior to Water Right No. 36-02551 

71. The Department's existing ground water model was used to simulate the effects of 
curtail ing all diversions and use of ground \Vater for agricultural irrigation purposes in Water 
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Districts No. 120 and No. 130, pursuant to water rights that are junior in priority to Rangen's 
water right no. 36-0255 l , w hich has a priority date of July 13, 1962. 

72. Only ground water diverted and used for agricultural irrigation purposes was 
included in the modeled curtailment simulation. Disregarding the priority dates of grciund water 
rights from the ESPA, the Department has determined that agricultural irrigation using ground 
water results in 93.5 percent of the total consumptive use causing depletiops to the ESPA that 
contributes to reduced reach gains (or spring discharges) in the Thousand Springs area and 
reaches of the Snake River that are hydraulically connected to the ESPA. Uses pursuant to all 
ground water rights from the ESPA for commercial, municipal, domestic, and other purposes 
besides agricultural irrigation have been determined by the Department to cause depletions to the 
ESPA of 1.5 percent, 4 percent, 0.5 percent, and 0.5 percent of the total depletions to the ESPA, 
respectively. 

73 [he results from the .,imulated curt1ilrncnt described in findings 7l and 72 
showcu no significant simulated increases m reach gains (spring discharges) in th, fhousand 
Springs area from simulated complete curtailment of ground water rights for agricultural 
irrigation j unior in priority to July 13, 1962, in Water District No. 120 at any time period 
following simulated cur1ailment. Therefore, depletions to lhe ESPA from the diversion and use 
of ground water in Water District No. 120 under water rights junior in priority to July 13, 1962, 
do not cause material injury to Rangen' s water right no. 36-02551. 

74. The results from the simulated curtailment described in Findings 71 and 72 
showed an increase in reach gains (spring discharges) in the Thousand Springs area of 26,500 
acre feet after one year of s imulated complete curtailment of ground water rights for agricultural 
irrigation junior in priority to July 13, 1962, in Water District No. 130. 

75. The 26,500 acre feet of increased reach gain (spring discharges) that resulted from 
simulated curtailment of ground water diversion and use under water rights for agricultural 
irrigation in Water District No. 130 junior in priority to Rangen·s water right no. 36-02551 
accrued to the reach of the modeled Thousand Springs area as a whole. The Department's 
existing ground wacer model for the ESPA cannot provide accurate simulations of the effects on 
individual springs in the Thousand Springs area from curtailing individual ground water rights or 
groups of ground water rights. 

76. The Department's existing ground water model for the ESPA provides the best 
and most technically sound information that is currently available concerning the effects of 
ground water depletions on spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area. The new ground 
wacer model resulting from the reformulation and recalibration described in Finding 4 is expected 
to provide more detailed information concerning the effects of ground water depletions on spring 
discharges in the Thousand Springs area. The nevv ground water model is not expected to be 
ready for use in making water management decisions until che latter part of 2004. 

77. There currently is no other technical basis as accurate as the simulations from the 
Department's existing ground water model for rhe ESPA that could be used to determine the 
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amount of reductions in spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area caused by depletions 
from the diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights that result in material 
injury to senior priority rights to use water from sources provided by such spring discharges. 
There also is not currently a sufficient basis to determine that the amount of replacement water or 
mitigation required to offset such depletions in lieu of curtailment is different than the 26,500 
acre feet in increased reach gains (spring discharges) that is simulated to result after one year of 
curtailing water rights for agricultural irrigation in Water District No. 130 that are junior to the 
July 13, 1962, priority date ofRangen's water right no. 36-02551. 

78. The amount of replacement water or other mitigation required that could offset 
depletions from continued out-of-priority diversion and use of ground water is subject to change 
and may increase or decrease after 2004 , depending on hydrologic conditions, the factors 
described in Findings 49 and 50. and other additional information that will become available. 
including simulations using the new ground water moue! resulting from the reformulation an<l 
recalibration described in finding 4. 

79. Assuming a crop mix based on averages for Gooding, Jerome, and Minidoka 
Counties weighted by area for the years 2000 through 2002 from the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture. 80 percent of the consumptive crop irrigation 
use occurs for irrigation through August 14 for years similar to 2002, using the reference 
consumptive use measured at the Agrimet Station in Kimberly, Idaho. 

79. Matters expressed herein as a Finding of Fact that are later deemed to be a 
Conclusion of Law are hereby made as a Conclusion of Law. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Idaho Code § 42-602, addressing the authority of the Director over the supervision 
of water distribution within water districts, provides: 

The director of the department of water resources shall have direction and control of the 
distribution of water from all natural water sources within a water district to the canals, 
ditches, pumps and other faci lities diverting therefrom. Distribution of water within water 
districts created pursuant to section 42-604, Idaho Code, shall be accomplished by 
watermasters as provided in this chapter and supervised by the director. The director of the 
department of water resources shall distribute water in water districts in accordance with the 
prior appropriation doctrine. The provisions of chapter 6, title 42, Idaho Code, shall apply 
only to distribution of water within a water district. 

2. Idaho Code § 42-603, which grants the Director authority to adopt rnles governing 
water distribution, provides as follows : 

The director of the department of water resources is authorized to adopt rules and regulations 
for the distribution of water from the streams. rivers. lakes, ground water and other natural 
\Vater sources as shall be necessary to carry out the laws in accordance with the priorities of 
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the rights of the users thereof. Promu lgation of rules and regulations shall be in accordance 
with the proced ures of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code. 

In addition, Idaho Code § 42-1805(8) provides the Director with authority to "promulgate, adopt, 
modify, repeal and enforce rules implementing or effectuating the powers and duties of the 

department." 

3 . It is the duty of a watermaster, acting under the supervision of the Director, to 

distribute water from the public water. supplies within a water district among those holding rights 
to the use of the water in accordance with the respective priority of the rights subject to 
applicable Idaho law, including applicable rules promulgated pursuant to the Idaho 
Administrative Procedure Act. See Idaho Code§ 42-607. 

4. The Department adopted Conjunctive Management Rules, effective October 7, 
l 994. [OAPA 37.03.11. fhe Conjunctive Management Rules prescribe procedures fo r 
responding to a delivery call made by the holder of a senior priority surface or ground water right 
against junior p riority ground water rights in an area having a common ground water supply. 
rDAPA 37.03.11.001. 

5. Rule 10 of the Conjunctive Management Rules contains the following pertinent 
definitions: 

01. Area Having a Common Ground Water Supply. A ground water source within which 
the diversion and use of ground water or changes in ground water recharge affect the flow of 
water in a surface water source or with in which the diversion and use of water by a holder of a 
ground water right affects the ground water supply available to the holders of other ground 
water rights. IDAPA 37.03 .1 1.010.01. 

03. Conjunctive Management. Legal and hydro logic integration of administration of the 
diversion and use of water under water rights from surface and ground water sources, 
including areas having a common grou nd water supply. JD APA 37.03. l 1.0 I 0.03. 

04. Delivery Call. A req uest from the holder of a water right for admin istration of water 
rights under the prior appropriation doctrine. ID APA 37 .03 .11.0 I 0.04. 

6. Rule 20 of the Conjunctive Management Rules contains the followi ng pertinent 
statements of purpose and po licies for conjunctive management of surface and ground water 

resources: 

01. Distribution of Water Among the Holders of Senior and Junior-Priority Rights. 
The rules apply to all situations in the State \vhere the diversion and use of water under 
junior-priority ground water rights either individually or col lectively causes material injury to 
uses of water under senior-priority water rights. The rules govern the distribution of water 
from ground water sources and areas having a common ground water supp ly. !DAPA 
37.03.11.020.01. 
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02. Prior Appropriation Doctrine. These rules acknowledge all e lements of the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law. IDAPA 37.03.l 1.020.02. 

04. Delivery Calls. These rules provide the basis and procedure for responding to delivery 
calls made by the ho lder of a sen ior-priority surface or ground water right against the holder 
of a junior-priority ground water right. The principle of the futile call applies to the 
distribution of water under these rules. Although a call may be denied under the fut ile call 
doctrine, these rules may require mitigation or staged or phased curtai lment of a junior­
priority use if d iversion and use of water by the holder of the junior-priority water right causes 
material injury, even though not immediately measurable, to the holder of a senior-priority 
surface or ground water right in instances where the hydrologic connection may be remote, 
the resource is large and no direct immediate relief would be achieved if the junior-priority 
water use was discontinued. IDAPA 37.03.11.020.04. 

7. Rule -+0 of the Conjunctive Management Rules sets forth the following procedures 
ro be foll(w..-ed for responses to calls for water delivery made by the holders of senior priority 
surface or ground water rights against the holders of junior priority ground water rights from 
areas having a common ground water s upp ly in a n organized water district. IDAP A 

37.03.11.040. 

01. Responding to a Delivery Call. When a delivery cal l is made by the holder of a 
senior-priority water right (petitioner) alleging that by reason of d iversion of water by the 
holders of one or more junior-priority ground water rights (respondents) from an area having a 
common ground water supply in an organized water district the petitioner is suffering material 
injury, and upon a finding by the Director as provided in Rule --l2 that material injury is 
occurring, the D irector, through the watennaster. shall: 

a. Regulate the diversion and use of water in accordance with the priorities of rights 
of the various surface or ground water users whose rights are included within the district, 
provided, that regulation of junior-priority ground water diversion and use where the materia l 
injury is delayed or long range may, by o rder of the Director, be phased-in over not more than 
a five-year period to lessen the economic impact of immediate and complete curtailment: or 

b. Allow out-of-priority diversion of water by junior-priority ground water users 
pursuant to a mitigation plan that has been approved by the Director. 

02. Regulation of Uses of Water by Watermaster. The Director, through the 
watennaster, shall regulate use of water within the water district pursuant to Idaho law and the 
priorities of water rights as provided in section 42-604, Idaho Code. and under the following 
procedures: 

a. The waterrnaster shall determine the quantity of surface water of any stream 
included within the water district which is available for d iversion and shall shut the head gates 
of ihe holders of jun ior-priority surface water rights as necessary to assure that water is being 
diverted and used in accordance with the priorities of the respective water rights from the 
surface water source. 
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b. The watermaster shall regulate the diversion and use of ground water in 
accordance with the rights thereto, approved mitigation plans and orders issued by the 
Director. 

c. Where a call is made by the holder of a senior-priority water right against the 
holder of a junior-priority ground water right in the water district the watermaster shall first 
detennine whether a mitigation plan has been approved by the Director whereby diversion of 
ground water may be allowed co continue out of priority order. If the holder of a junior­
priority ground water right is a panicipant in such approved mitigation plan, and is operating 
in conformance therewith, the watermaster shall allow the ground water use to continue out of 
priority. 

d. The watermaster shall maintain records of the diversions of water by surface and 
ground water users within the water district and records of water provided and other 
compensation supplied under the approved mitigation plan which shall be compiled into the 
lllnual report which is requireJ by •;ection r:2-606, Idaho Code. 

e. Under the direction of the Deparrment. \\atennasters of separate water districts 
shall cooperate and reciprocate in assisting each other in assuring that diversion and use o f 
water under water rights is administered in a manner to assure protection of senior-priority 
water rights provided the relative priorities of the water rights within the separate water 
districts have been adjudica ted. 

03. Reasonable Exercise of Rights. In determining whether diversion and use of 
water under rights will be regulated under Rules 40.01 .a., or 40.0 1.b., the Director shall 
consider whether the petitioner making the delivery call is suffering material injury to a 
senior-priority water right and is diverting and using water efficiently and without waste, and 
in a manner consistent with the goal of reasonable use of surface and ground waters as 
described in Ru le 42. The Director will a lso consider whether the respondent junior-priority 
water right holder is using water efficiently and without waste. 

04. Actions of the Watermaster under a :vt:itigation Plan. Where a mitigation 
plan has been approved as provided in Rule 42, the watennaster may permit the diversion and 
use of ground water to continue out of priority order within the water district provided the 
holder of the junior-priority ground water right operates in accordance with such approved 
mitigation plan. 

8. Rule 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules sets forth the factors the Director 

may consider in detennining material injury and the reasonableness of water diversions: 

01. Factors the Director may consider in detenn ining whether the holders of water 
rights are suffering materia l injury and using water efficiently :rnd without waste include, bur 
a re not limited to, the following: 

a. The amount of water available in the source from which the water right is diverted. 

b. The effort or expense of the holder of the water right to divert water from the 
source. 
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c. Whether the exercise of junior-priority ground water rights individually or 
collectively affects the quantity and timing of when water is available to, and the cost of 
exercising, a senior-priority surface or ground water right. This may include the seasonal as 
well as the multi-year and cumulative impacts of all ground water withdrawals from the area 
having a common ground water supply. 

d. If for irrigation, the rate of diversion compared to the acreage of land served, the 
annual volume of water diverted, the system diversion and conveyance efficiency, and the 
method of irrigation water application. 

e. The amount of water being diverted and used compared to the water rights. 

f. The existence of water measuring and recording devices. 

g. The extent to which the requirements of the holder of a senior-priority water right 
could be met with the user's ,~xisting facil ities and water supplies by employing reasonable 
di-,,ersion and conveyance efficiency ·ind ~onservation practices; provided, however, the 
holder or· a surface water scorage right shall be t:ntitled to maintain a reasonable amount of 
~ar ry-ovcr storage to assure water supplies for future dry years. In determining a reasonable 
amount of carry-over storage water, the Director shall considerthe average annual rate of fill 
of storage reservoirs and the average annual carry-over for prior comparable water conditions 
and the projected water supply for the system. 

h. The extent to wh ich the requirements o f the senior-priority surface water right 
could be met using alternate reasonable means of diversion or alternate points of diversion, 
including the construction of wells or the use of existing wells to divert and use water from 
the area having a common ground water supply under the petitioner's surface water right 
priority. 

02. The holder of a senior-priority surface or ground water right will be prevented 
from making a delivery call for curtailment of pumping of any well used by the holder of a 
j unior-priority ground water right where use of water under the junior-priority right is covered 
by an approved and effectively operating mitigation plan. 

9. The Directorcr~ated Water Districts No. 130 and No. 120 on February 19, 2002, 
and extended the boundaries of Water Districts No. 130 and No. 120 on January 8, 2003, and 
January 22. 2004, respectively, to provide for the administration of ground water rights in the 
area overlying the ESPA in the Thousand Springs area and the American Falls area, pursuant to 
the provisions of chapter 6, title 42, Idaho Code, for the protection of prior surface and ground 
water rights. 

l 0. The Director has appointed watennasters for Water Districts No. 120 and 
No. 130 to perform the statutory duties of a watennaster in accordance with guidelines, direction, 
and supervision provided by the Director. The Director has given specific directions to the 
watermasters for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 to curtail illegal diversions, measure and 
report diversions. and curtail out-of-priority diversions determined by the Director to be causing 
injury to senior priority water rights that are not covered by a stipulated agreement or a mitigation 
plan approved by the Director. 
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11. The two letters received on September 23 and October 10, 2003, by the Director 
from J. Dee May, representing Rangen, lnc., seeking the administration of " all water right 
diversions junior to [Rangen's] that are interfering with and impacting [Rangen's] water rights" 
are either delivery calis as defined by Rule I 0.04 of the Conjunctive Management Rules against 
junior priority ground water rights or demands for the administration of surface water rights 
pursuant to Idaho Code§ 42-607. 

12. Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules applies to the delivery calls made 
by Rang en against the holders of j unior priority ground water rights, but not surface water rights, 
in Water Districts No. 36A, No. 120, and No. 130. 

1 J. fhere are no surface water rights in Water Districts No. 16A or No. 130 that are 
j11nior in priority to Rangen's wa ter right no. 36-02551 and that are div~rted from rhe same 
surface water source as right no. ,6-02551. There are also 110 surface water rights in Water 
District No. l 20. 

14. There are no ground water rights in Water District No. 36A that are diverted from 
a source that is hydraulically connected to the source for water right no. 36-02551. 

15. Rules 40 and 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules require the Director to 
make determinations regarding '·material injury" and the ''reasonableness of water diversions" in 
responding to a delivery call against junior priority ground water rights in Water Districts 
No. 120 and No. 130. 

16. The reductions in the quantity of water discharging from springs in the Thousand 
Springs area attributable to depletions to the ESPA from the diversion and use of ground water in 
Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 do not automaticall y constitute material injury to surface 
water rights diverting from springs or dependent on sources formed by springs even when the 
diversion and use of ground water occur under water rights that are junior in priority to such 
surface water rights. Whether reductions in the quantity of water discharging from springs 
caused by the diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights in Water Districts 
No. 120 and No. 130 constitute material injury is dependent on the factors enumerated in Rule 42 
of the Conjunctive Management Rules. 

17. Based on simulations us ing the Department's existing ground water model 
simulating curtailment of all ground water rights for agricultural irrigation in Water District 
No. 120 junior in priority to July 13, I 962, there would be no material increase in reach gains 
(spring discharges) in the Thousand Springs area from such curtailment. Therefore, there are no 
material contributions to the decreased water supply caused by depletions to the ESPA resulting 
from diversion and use of ground water in Water District No. 120 under water rights that are 
junior in priority to water right no. 36-0255 1, and there is no material injury to water right no. 
36-02551 from the diversion and use of ground water for agricul tural irrigation under such rights 
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18. Given the magnitude of the decrease in the spring-dependent water supply 
currently available to the Rangen hatchery facilities, comributions to the Jecreased water supply 
caused by depletions to the ESPA resulting from diversion and use of ground water under water 
rights in Water District No. 130 that are junior in priority to Rangen's water right no. 36-02551 

cause material injury. 

19. Rule 42.02 of the Conjunctive Management Rules provides that the holder of a 
senior priority surface water right is prevented from making a delivery call for curtailment of 
pumping of any well under a junior priority ground water right if the ground water right is 
covered by an approved and effectively operating mitigation plan. IDAP A 3 7 .03 .11.042.02. 

20. There currently is no approved and effectively operating mitigation plan in place 
to mitigate for reductions in discharges from the springs supplying Rangen · s water right no. 36-
0255 1 cnused by depletions to rhe ESPA resulting from diversion and use of ground water under 
rights in Water District No. 130 that 1re junior to \Vuter right no. 16-02551 Therefore. the 
JeliYl.!ry call by Rangen for dismbution or water to water nght no. 36-02::55 I for us~ at the 
Rangen hatchery facilities is recognized. 

21. The Department's existing ground water model for the ESPA cannot provide 
accurate simulations of the effects on individual springs in the Thousand Springs area from 
curtailing individual ground water rights or groups of ground water rights. There currently is no 
reliable method or basis for detennining the effects of diversion and use of ground water under 
an individual water right or groups of water rights on individual springs in the Thousand Springs 
area. 

22. Based on simulations using the Department' s existing ground water model 
simulating curtailment of all ground water rights for agricultural irrigation in Water District 
No. I JO junior in priority to July 13, 1962. reach gains (spring discharges) in the Thousand 
Springs area would increase by a total of 26,500 acre feet after one year of simulated complete 
curtailment of such rights in Water District No. 130. To the extent that 26,500 acre feet of 
replacement water is suppl ied to increase spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area in 
2004, or is used to obrain comparable results, no material injury could be determined to occur to 
water right no. 36-02551 in 2004 as a result of diversion and use of ground water for agricultural 
irrigation in Water District No. l JO under rights junior in priority to July 13, 1962. 

23. Ground water districts created pursuant to Idaho Code§§ 42-5202 et seq. are 
specifically authorized by Idaho Code § 42-5224( 11) to ·· .. . implement mitigation plans designed 
IO mitigate any material injury caused by ground water use \:vithin the district upon senior water 
uses within and/or without the district.'. 

24. Rule 40.02.b of the Conjunctive Management Rules requires the watermaster of 
Water District No. 130 to ·'regulate the diversions and use of ground water in accordance with 
the rights thereto, approved mitigation plans and orders issued by the Director." ID APA 

37.03.11.040.02.b. 
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ORDER 

( In response to the water delivery call made by Rangen, Inc., and for the reasons stated in 
the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Director orders as follows: 

IT IS, THEREFORE, HEREBY ORDERED that based on the infonnation currently 
available to the Director, the watennaster for Water District No. 130 is directed to issue wrinen 
notices within five (5) days of the date of the original Order in this matter (February 25, 2004) to 
all holders of consumptive ground water rights in Water District No. 130 that are junior in 
priority to July I 3, 1962, including consumptive ground water rights for agricultural, 
commercial, industrial, and municipal or other uses. The wrinen notices are to advise the holders 
of such consumptive ground water rights of this order and to instruct the holders of such rights 
that they are nor to divert ground water pursuant to their rights beginning April 1, 2004, in 
'.lccordam:e with the provisions of Idaho Cotle §§ 42-602 and 42-607. applicable rules adopted 
pursuant to Idaho Code !? 42-603, and the directions and orders of the Director, unless sufficient 
replacement water is provided as set forth herein. 

IT rs FURTHER ORDERED that holders of consumptive ground water rights in Water 
District No. 130 that are junior in priority to July 13, 1962, who are members of the North Snake 
Ground Water District or the Magic Valley Ground Water District (the "Ground Water 
Districts") will be allowed to divert or continue to divert ground water pursuant to their rights 
beginning on April 1, 2004, or subsequent date as herein provided. through March 31, 2005, 

. provided the following actions are taken by the Ground Water Districts and the associated 
conditions are satisfied: 

(1) 

't) l -

(3) 

The Ground Water Districts must submit a plan to the Director, which the 
Director approves by April 1. 2004, for providing Rangen with 16,000 acre 
feet of replacement water of suitable water quality for use by Rangen, and at 
a location and time usable by Rangen*. 

As an alternative to provision ( l ), the Ground Water Districts must submit a 
plan to the Director, which the Director approves by April l , 2004, for 
providing replacement water, including surface water used in place of 
diversion and use of ground water, in the amount of 26,500 acre feet between 
April I, 2004, and March 31, '.WOS, to increase spring discharges in the 
Thousand Springs area, or is used to obtain comparable results. 

In the event a plan for providing replacement water pursuant to either 
provision ( I) or provision (2) is submitted or approved after April l, 2004. 
then those rights subject to this Order will not be allowed to divert or 

• This Order is issued in response co the delivery cal l made by Rangen, Inc. There is at least one other order pending 
that may cause action in compliance provision ( 1) to be inadequate to avoid cunailment of some portion of 
consumptive ground water rights in the Nonh Snake and Magic Valley Ground Water Districts that are junior in 
priority to July 13. 1962. 
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continue to divert ground \.Vater pursuant to their rights until such plan is 

approved. 

( 4) If a plan to provide replacement water pursuant to either provision (1) or 

provision (2) above is approved by the Director, monthly reports 
documenting the amount, location, and timing for replacement water supplied 

shall be submitted to the Director on the first of each month following the 
month in which the Director approves such plan for providing replacement 

water. 

(5) The Director shall evaluate the monthly reports documenting the amount, 
location, and timing for replacement water supplied by the Ground Water 
Districts . If at any time the Ground Water Districts are not substantially on 
schedule to supply the required amount of replacement water in accordance 
with the plan approved by the Director. t!Xcept as othe1wise provided in 
provis ion (6) below. the Director shall d~tcrmine, based upon the monthly 
reports and o ther current water supply information, whether the actions of the 
districts constirute good faith substantial compliance with the provisions of 
the water replacement plan. If the Director determines that the Ground Water 
Districts are not in substantial compliance with the plan, the Director may 
order the immediate curtailment of a ll or a portion of the consumptive ground 
water rights in Water District No. 130 junior in priority to July 13. I 962. 

(6) If a plan to provide replacement water pursuant to either provision (I) or 
provision (2) above is approved by the Director, and the full quantity of 
replacement water is not supplied, a portion of the replacement water not to 
exceed 20 percent may be supplied between April 1 and August 31, 2005. 
Documentation that such portion of the replacement water has been secured 
for delivery in 2005 must be submitted to the Director by August 1, 2004. 
and such replacement water shall be provided in addition to any other 
replacement water that may be required beginning April 1, 2005, by any 
subsequent order of the Director. This carryover provision is for contingency 
purposes only and will not be approved as an initial element of a plan to 
provide replacement water pursuant to either provision (I) or provision (2) 

above. 

(7) If a plan to provide replacement water pursuant to either provision (l) or 
provision (2) above is approved by the Director. and the monthly report 
required to be submitted on August 1, 2004. required in (4) above does not 

demonstrate that the full quantity of replacement water will be supplied prior 
to March 3 I, 2005. and the carryover provisions in (6) above are not 

satisfied, then a ll or a portion of consumptive ground water rights in Water 
District No. 130 junior in priority to July 13. 1962, will be curtailed by the 
watermaster beginning on August 15. 2004, for the remainder of the .2004 
irrigation season as follows: 
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a. If the amount of repl,:1cement water confirmed to be supplied 
prior to March 31, 2005, is 80 percent or less of the amount 
required herein, then all consumptive ground water rights in 
Water District No. 130 junior in priority to July 13, 1962, will be 
curtailed beginning on August 15, 2004; or 

b. If the amount of replacement water confirmed to be supplied 
prior to March 31, 2005, is more than 80 percent of the amount 
required herein, then the priority date for consumptive ground 
water rights in Water District No. 130 to be curtailed will be 
adjusted by the Director to a later date such that the curtailed 
ground water depletion equals the shortfall in the quantity of 
confirmed replacement water. 

IT IS FUR rI-iER ORDERED that the holder of any consumptive ground water right m 
Water District No. !JO that is Junior in priority to July 13. 1962. who is not a member of either 
the North Snake Ground Water District or the Magic Valley Ground Water District, may petition 
the Director prior to March 15, 2004, setting forth the reasons why such right holder should not 
be subject to this order, or proposing a plan to offset the depletions to the ESPA caused by 
diversion and use of ground water under that holder's water right(s). 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any person aggrieved by this decision shall be entitled 
to a hearing before the Director to contest the action taken provided the person files with the 
Director. within fifteen ( I 5) days after receipt of written notice of the order, or receipt of actual 
notice, a written petition stating the grounds for contesting the action and requesting a hearing. 
1\.ny hearing conducted shall be in accordance with the provisions of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho 
Code, and the Rules of Procedure of the Department. IDAPA 37.01.01. Judicial review of any 
final order of the Director issued following the hearing may be had pursuant to Section 42-
1701 A(4), Idaho Code. 

DATED this __!_£th day of March 2004. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l 0th day of March, 2004, the above and foregoing, 

( was served on the fo llowing by placing a copy of the same in the United States mail, postage 

prepaid and properly addressed to the following: 

JDEEMAY 
MAY SUDWEEKS 
PO BOX 1846 
TWIN FALLS ID 83303-1846 

DANIEL STEENSON 
CHARLES L HONSINGER 
RfNGERf CL\RK C!ffD 
PO E30X 2773 
BOISE ID 8370 I -27TJ 

MIKE CREAMER 
JEFF FEREDAY 
GIVENS PURSLEY 
PO BOX 2720 
BOISE ID 83701-2720 

JOHN SIMPSON 
BARKER ROSHOLT 
PO BOX 2139 
BOISE ID 83301 

JOHN ROSHOLT 
BARKER ROSHOLT 
233 2ND ST N STE D 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301 

JOSEPHINE BEEMAN 
BEEMAN & ASSOC 
409 W JEFFERSON ST 
BOISE ID 83702 

MAGIC VALLEY GWD 
1099 N 400 W 
RUPERT ID 83350 
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NORTH SNAKE GWD 
152 E MAIN ST 
JEROME ID 83338 

FRANK ERWIN 
WATER DIST 36A 
2628 SOUTH 975 EAST 
HAGERMAN TD 83332 

CINDY YENTER 
WATER DIST 130 
1341 FILLMORE ST STE 200 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301-3380 

JASON MICIAK 
PO BOX 2632 
TWIN FALLS ID 83303-2632 

FRITZ WONDERLICH 
WONDERLICH WAKEFIELD 
PO BOX 1812 
TWIN FALLS ID 83303-1812 

JAMES LOCHHEAD 
WAYNE FORJ\1AN 
BROWNSTEIN HYATT 
410 17TH ST 22ND FLR 
DENVER CO 80202 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
KATHLEEN CARR 
550 W FORT ST MSC-020 
BOISE ID 83724 
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BEFORE TIIE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 

IN THE MA TIER OF DISTRIBUTION OF ) 
WATER TO WATERRIGFITSNOS. 36-15501, ) SECOND AMENDED ORDER 
36-02551, AND 36-07694 ) 

This matter is before the Director of the Department of Water Resources ("Director" or 
"Department") as a result of a Jetter dated September 23, 2003, and a subsequent letter dated 
October 6, 2003. Both letters were from J. Dee May (::May"), an attorney representing Rangen, 
rnc. The September 23 letter sought administration of '"'the diversion of water in District 36A in 
such a way that [Rangen] receives its fuH appropriation of the above referenced water rights" for 
use at hatchery facilities owned and operated by Rangen near Hagerman, Idaho. Because there 
are no water rights in Water District No. 36A that are junior in priority to the water rights listed 
above and divert from the same sources as the listed rights, the Director requested additional 
clarification concerning the nature of the administration of water rights sought by Rangen. In his 
October 6 letter, May described the administration sought by Rangen to be the administration of 
"all water right diversions junior to [Rangen' s] that are interfering with and impacting 
[Rangen' s] water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." 

In response to the May letter of October 6, 2003, the Director issued an Order on 
February 25, 2004, and replaced it with an Amended Order on March 10, 2004. The Amended 
Order of March 10, 2004, was rescinded on March 14, 2005. Based upon the Director's further 
consideration of this matter, the Director enters the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
Law, and Second Amende<l Order. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

ProceduralHistorv 

1. In addition to the letters from May dated September 23, 2003, and October 6, 
2003, hereinafter referred to as the "Rangen Call/' and in addition to the Orders of February 25, 
2004, and March 10, 2004, the State ofldaho and parties to the Rangen Call signed an agreement 
titled "The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Mitigation, Recovery, and Restoration Agreement for 
2004" on or about March 20, 2004. That agreement is hereinafter referred to as the "ESPA 
Agreement." 

2. The ESP A Agreement included the provision that: "All pending delivery calls 
against the aquifer and conjunctive management litigation are stayed and no further delivery calls 
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against the aquifer will be made from March 15, 2 004 to March 15, 2005." The ESPA 
Agreement also stated: "This Agreement shall be effective until March 15, 2005." 

3. On March 24, 2004, the Director issued an order approving the ESPA Agreement 
as a .mitigation plan. The ESPA Agreement was "approved by the Director according to it (sic) 
terms as interim mitigation for the period from March 15, 2004 through March 15, 2005." 

4. On or about May 11, 2004, the Department and its contractors completed the 
development of a reformulated and recalibrated ground water model for the Eastern Snake Plain 
Aquifer ("ESPA") . This reformulated ground water model includes significant refinement of the 
calculated depletions to springs discharging from the Snake River Canyon in the Thousand 
Springs area resulting from the diversion and use of ground water and apportions the depletions 
:1mong six adjacent groupings of spring complexes, or reaches, in the Thousand Springs area. 
l11e model provides calculated depletions to the reach containing the Cmrnn Spring, from which 
Rangen receives smface water, resulting from the diversion and use of ground water for 
irrigation. 

5. The calculated depletions to springs discharging in the Thousand Springs area 
upon which the Amended Order of March 10, 2004, was based, were determined from 
simulations using a coarser ground water model of the ESP A that was not as well calibrated as 
lhe reformulated model described in Finding 4. The ground water model preceding the 
reformulated model described in Finding 4 no longer provides the most accurate information 
available to the Director. As a result, the Amended Order of March 10, 2004, was rescinded. by 
the order issued on March 14, 2005. 

6. Results of simulations using the reformulated and recalibrated ground water 
model described in Finding 4 provide the best available science currently available to the 
Director and should be used to determine the extent of depletions to springs discharging in the 
Thousand Springs area resulting from the diversion and use of ground water. 

The Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer and the Department's Ground Water Model 

7. The Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer ("ESPA") is defined as the aquifer 
underlying an area of the Eastern Snake River Plain that is about 170 miles long and 60 miles 
wide as delineated in the report "Hydrology and Digital Simulation of the Regional Aquifer 
System, Eastern Snake River Plain, Idaho," U.S. Geological Survey ("USGS") Professional 
Paper 1408-F, 1992, excluding areas lying both south of the Snake River and west of the line 
separating Sections 34 and 35, Tov,mship 10 South, Range 20 East, Boise Meridian. The ESPA 
is also defined as an area having a common ground water supply. See IDAPA 37.03.11.050. 

8. The ESP A is predominately in fractured Quaternary basalt having an aggregate 
thickness that may, at some locations, exceed several thousand feet, decreasing to shallow depths 
in the Thousand Springs area. The ESP A fractured basalt is characterized by high hydraulic 
conductivities, typically 1,000 feet/day but ranging from 0.1 feet/day to 100,000 feet/day. 
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9. Based on averages for the time pe1iod from May of 1980 through April of 2002, 
the ESP A receives approximately 7 .5 million acre· feet of recharge on an average annual basis 
from the following: incidental recharge associated with surface water inigation on the plain (3.4 
million acre-feet); precipitation (2.2 million acre-feet); underflow from tributary drainage basins 
(1.0 million acre-feet); and losses from the Snake River and tributaries (0.9 million acre-feet). 

10. Based on averages for the time period from May of 1980 through April of 2002, 
the ESPA also discharges approximately 7.5 million acre-feet on an average annual basis through 
sources including complexes of springs in the Thousand Springs area, springs in and near 
American Falls Reservoir, and the discharge of nearly 2.0 million acre-feet annually in the form 
of depletions from ground water withdrawals. 

l l. From the pre-in-.igation conditions of rhe l 860s until fl1e l 950s, the amount of 
vater diverted from the Snake River and its tributaries for gravity fl.ood/fturnw inigation 

increased substantially, from about 8 million acre-feet, or less, in the early 1900s to about 9.5 
million acre-feet in the early 1950s. USGS Professional Paper 1408-F, p. Fl 4. Significant 
quantities of the surface water diverted were in excess of crop consumptive uses and provided 
incidental recharge to the ESP A above the average incidental recharge of 3 .4 million acre-feet 
described in Finding 9 for the May 1980 through April 2002 time period. Ground water levels 
across the ESPA responded by rising at many locations. For example, the average rise in ground 
water levels near Jerome, Idaho, and near Fort Hall, Idaho, was 20 to 40 feet over several tens of 
years. The average rise in ground water levels west of American Falls may have been 60 to 70 
feet. USGS Professional Paper 1408A, p . A40. As a result, spring discharges in the Thousand 
Springs area correspondingly increased based on USGS data as shown on Attachment A. 

12. Beginrung in about the l 960s to 1970s time period through the most recent years, 
t he total combined diversions of natural flow and storage releases above Milner Dam for 
irrigation using surface water supplies have declined from an average of nearly 9 million acre­
feet annually to less than 8 million acre-feet annually, notwithstanding years of drought, because 
of conversions from gravity flood/furrow irrigation to sprinkler irrigation in surface water 
irrigation systems and other efficiencies implemented by surface water delivery entities. The 
measured decrease in cumulative surface water diversions above Milner Dam for irrigation 
reflects the fact that less water is generally needed in the present time to fully irrigate lands 
authorized for irrigation with a certain crop mix under certain climatic growing conditions than 
was needed in the 1960s to 1970s for the same lands, crop mix, and climatic growing conditions. 
With parallel appropriations of ground water, which dramatically increased beginning in about 

1950, ground water levels across the ESPA have responded by declining at most locations where 
levels had previously risen, exacerbated by the worst consecutive period of drought years on 
record for the upper Snake River Basin. As a result, spring discharges in the Thousand Springs 
area have correspondingly declined based on USGS data as also shown on Attachment A. 

13. The ground water in the ESPA is hydraulically connected to the Snake River and 
tributary surface water sources at various places and to varying degrees. One of the locations at 
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which a direct hydraulic connection exists between the ESP A and springs tributary to the Snake 
River is in the Thousand Springs area. 

14. Hydraulically-connected ground water sources and surface water sources are 
sources that within which, ground water can become surface water, or surface water can become 
ground water, and the amount that becomes one or the other is largely dependent on ground water 
elevations. 

15. When water is pumped from a well in the ESPA, a conically-shaped zone that is 
drained of ground water, termed a cone of depression, is formed around the well. This causes 
surrounding ground water in the ESP A to flow to the cone of depression from all sides. These 
depletionary effects propagate away from the well, eventually reaching one or more 
l1ydraulically-connected reaches of the Snake River and its tributaries, including springs in the 
rb_ousand Springs area. When the < lepletionary effects reach a hyclrau.lically-·connccted reach of 
he Snake River or the points of discharge for springs m the fhousand Springs area, reductions in 

flow begin to occur in the fonn of losses from the river, reductions in spring discharge, or 
reductions in reach gains to the river. The depletions to the Snake River and its tributaries 
increase over time, with seasonal variations corresponding to seasonal variations in ground water 
pumping, and then either recede over time, if ground water pumping from the well ceases, or 
reach a maximum over time beyond which no fmther significant depletions occur, if ground 
water pumping from the well continues from year to year. This latter condition is termed a 
steady-state condition. 

16. Various factors detennine the specific hydraulically-connected reach of the Snake 
River or spring complexes affected by the pumping of ground water from a well in the ESPA; 
the magnitude of the depletionary effects to a hydraulically-connected reach or spring complex; 
the time required for those depletionary effects to first be expressed as reductions in river flow or 
spring discharge; the time required for those depletionary effects to reach maximum amonnts; 
and the time required for those depletio11ary effects to either recede, if ground water pumping 
from the well ceases, or reach steady-state conditions, if ground water pumping continues. Those 
factors include the proximity of the well to the various hydraulically-connected reaches or 
springs, the transm.issivity of the aquifer (hydraulic conductivity multiplied by saturated 
thickness) between the well and the hydraulically-connected reach of the Snake River or springs, 
the riverbed hydraulic conductivity, the specific yield of the aquifer (ratio of the volume of water 
yielded from a portion of the aquifer to the volume of that portion of the aquifer), the period of 
time over which ground water is pumped from the well, and the amount of ground water pumped 
that is consumptively used. 

17. The time required for depletionary effects in a hydraulically-connected reach of 
the Snake River or tributary springs to fust be expressed, the time required for those depJetionary 
effects to reach maximum amounts, and the time required for those depletionary effects to either 
recede, if ground water pumping from the well ceases, or reach steady-state conditions, if ground 
water pumping continues, can range from days to years or even decades, depending on the factors 
described in Finding No. 16. Generally, the closer a well in the ESP A is located to a 
hydraulically-connected reach of the Snake River or tributary springs, the larger will be the flow 
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reductions in the hydraulically-connected reach or springs, as a percentage of the ground water 
depletions, and the shorter will be the time periods for depletionary effects to first be expressed, 
for those depletionary effects to reach maximum amounts, and for those depletionary effects ro 
either recede or reach steady-state conditions. However, essentially all depletions of ground 
water from the ESP A cause reductions in flows in the Snake River and spring discharges equal in 
quantity to the ground water depletions over time. 

18. The Department uses a calibrated. ground water model to determine the effects on 
the ESPA and hydraulically-connected reaches of the Snake River and its tributaries from 
pumping a single well in the ESP A, from pumping selected groups of wells, and from surface 
water uses on Iands above the E SP A. 

J 9. ln 2004, ln collaboration with the [daho Water Resources Research Institute 
1'TvVRIU"), University ofidaho, U.S. Bmeau of Reclamation ("USBR"), rJSGS, (daho Power 
1. :l)mpany, and consultants representing various entities, including certain entities relying on 1be 
discharge of springs in the Thousand Springs area, the Department completed reformulation of 
the ground water model used by the Department to simulate effects of ground water diversions 
and surface water uses on the ESP A and hydraulically-connected reaches of the Snake River and 
its tributaries, including springs in the Thousand Springs area. This effort was funded in part by 
the Idaho Legislature and included significant data collection and model calibration intended to 
reduce uncertainty in the results from model simulations. 

20. Below Milner Dam, the Snake River is incised and springs in the Thousand 
Springs area emanate from the canyon wall. The ground water model used by the Department 
prior to the refonnulation of the model represented the Thousand Springs area as a single, 
hydraulically-connected, tributary reach of the Snake River. In the reformulated ground water 
model for the ESPA described in Finding 19, the Thousand Springs area was divided into six 
adjacent groupings of spring complexes, or spring reaches, based on the relative magnitude of 
spring discharge as follows: 

a. Devil's Washbowl to the USGS stream gage located near Buhl, Idaho 
("Buhl Gage") - includes springs having moderately large rates of 
discharge at intermittent locations; 

b. Buhl Gage to Thousand Springs - includes springs having somewhat 
larger average rates of discharge per river mile than in the reach Devil's 
Washbowl to Buhl Gage; 

c. Thousand Springs - includes springs having very large rates of discharge; 

d. Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge - includes springs having moderate 
discharge; 

e. Malad Gorge - includes springs having very large rates of discharge near 
the confluence of the Malad and Snake Rivers; and 
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f. Malad Gorge to Bancroft- includes springs having relatively small rates 
of discharge. 

21 . The segment that includes the Curran Spring from which Rangen diverts surface 
water is the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach. 

22. The reformulated ground water model for the ESP A was calibrated to recorded 
ground water levels in the ESP A, spring discharge in the spring reaches described in Finding 20, 
and reach gains or losses to Snake River flows, determined from stream gages together with other 
stream flow measurements, for the period May 1, 1980 to April 30, 2002. The calibration 
targets, consisting of measured ground water levels, reach gains/losses, and discharges from 
~prings, have inherent uncertainty resulting from limitations on the accuracy of the 
,neasurements. fhe nncertainty m results predicted by the BSPA ground water model ,;annot be 
'ess than the uncertainty of the calibration targets. 111e calibration targets havjngthe maximum 
mccrtainty are the reach gains or losses determined .from stream gages, which although rated 

"good" by the USGS, have uncertainties of up to 10 percent. 

23. Discharges from springs in the segments or reaches described in Finding 20 have 
diminished primarily because of significant reductions in incidental recharge of the ESP A from 
surface water irrigation, resulting from changes in surface water irrigation systems and 
application practices ( conversion from application by gravity flood/furrow irrigation to 
application by sprinkler systems), !fild the last five consecutive years of drought. For example, 
decreases in the springs supplying the Rangen hatchery facilities can be correlated with repairs 
made to the facilities of the North Side Canal Company to reduce losses of surface water to 
ground water from the canal company's facilities above those springs in 1987, 1998, and 2000. 

24. Spring discharges are also reduced as a result of ground water withdrawals from 
the ESPA for irrigation and other conswnptive purposes, especially ground water that is diverted 
in relatively close proximity to the area of the springs. Simulations using the Department's 
calibrated computer model of the ESP A show that ground water withdrawals from certain 
portions of the ESPA for irrigation and other consumptive purposes cause depletions in the flow 
of springs discharging in the spring reaches described in Finding 20. When superimposed on 
diminished spring discharges resulting from changes in surface water irrigation and drought, 
reductions in spring discharges caused by ground water depletions under relatively junior priority 
water rights can potentially cause injury to senior priority water rights dependent on spring 
sources. 

25. The Department is implementing full conjunctive administration of rights to the 
use of hydraulically-connected surface and ground waters within the Eastern Snake River Plain 
consistent with Idaho law and available information. The results of simulations from the 
Department's ground water model are suitable for making factual determinations on which to 
base conjunctive administration of surface water rights diverted from the Snake River and its 
tributaries and ground water rights diverted from the ESP A. 
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26. The Department's groW1d water model represents the best available science for 
deterrnirung the effects of ground water diversions and surface water uses on the ESP A and 
hydraulically-connected reaches of the Snake River and its tributaries. There currently is no 
other technical basis as reliable as the simulations from the Department's ground water model for 
the ESP A that can b_e used to determine the effects of ground water diversions and surface water 
uses on the ESP A and hydraulically-connected reaches of the Snake River and its tributaries. 

Creation and Operation of Water Districts No.120 and No. 130 

27. On November 19, 2001, the State ofidaho sollght authorization from the Snake 
River Basin Adjudication ("SRBA") District Court for the interim administration of water rights 
l>y the Director in all or pruis of the Department's Administrative Gasios 15 and 4 l overlying the 
·~SPA in the American Falls area and :-tll or pru,s of Basins 36 and 43 overlyu1g the ESPA in the 
rhousand Springs area On January 8, 2002, the SRBA District Court issued an order 
authorizing the interim administration by the Director. After notice and hearing, the Director 
issued two orders on February 19, 2002, creating Water District No. 120 and Water District 
No. 130, pursuant to the provisions ofidaho Code§ 42-604. 

28. On August 30, 2002, the State ofidaho filed a second motion v.rith the SRBA 
District Court seeking authorization for the interim. administration of water rights by the Director 
in the portion of the Department's Administrative Basin 37 overlying the ESPA in the Thousand 
Springs area. On November 19, 2002, the SRBA District Court issued an order authorizing the 
interim administration by the Director. After notice and hearing, the Director issued an order on 
January 8, 2003, revising the boundaries of Water District No. 130 to include the portion of 
Administrative Basin 37 overlying the ESPA, pursuant to the provisions of Idaho Code§ 42-604. 

29. On July 10, 2003, the State ofidaho filed a third motion with the SRBA District 
Court seeking authorization for the interim administration of water rights by the Director in the 
portion of the Department's Administrative Basin 29 overlying the ESPA in the American Falls 
area. On October 29, 2003, the SRBA District Court issued an order authorizing the interim 
administration by the Director. _.t\..fter notice and hearing, the Director issued an order on January 
22, 2004, revising the boundaries of Water District No. 120 to include the portion of 
Administrative Basin 29 overlying the ESPA, pursuant to the provisions ofldaho Code § 42-604. 

30. Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 were created, and the respective boundaries 
revised, to provide for the ad.ministration of water rights, pursuant to chapter 6, title 42, Idaho 
Code, for the protection of prior surface and ground water rights. As a resuli the watennasters 
for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 were given the following duties to be performed in 
accordance with guidelines, direction, and supervision provided by the Director: 

a. Curtail illegal diversions (i.e. , any diversion without a water right or 
in excess of the elements or conditions of a water right); 

b. Measure and report the diversions under water rights; 
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C. Enforce the provisions of any stipulated agreement; and 

d. Curtail out-of-priority diversions determined by the Director to be 
causing injury to senior priority water rights that are not covered by a 
stipulated agreement or a mitigation plan approved by the Director. 

31. On April 15, 2005, the State ofldaho filed three motions with the SRBA District 
Court seeking authorization for the interim administration of water rights by the Director in the 
Department's Administrative Basin 25; Basins 31, 32, and 33; and Basin 45. If the SRBA 
District Court authorizes interim administration in these administrative basins~ nearly all ground 
water rights authorizing diversion of ground water from the ESPA will be subject to 
administration th.rough water districts, when combined with the ground water rights already in 
Water Districts No. l20 and No. IJ0. At the time of filing Director's Reports in the SRBA later 
this year for Lhe relatively fow r"maining ground water rights authorizing di.versions from the 
;iSPA, additional motions will be filed by the State of Idaho seeking authorization for imerim 
administration of those remaining rights. While authorization for interim administration of the 
remaining ground water rights is subject to determinations to be made by the SRBA District 
Court, the Director anticipates that water districts covering all of the ESP A will be in place for 
the irrigation season of 2006, and all ground water rights authorizing diversions from the ESP A 
will be subject to administration through water districts established pursuant to chapter 6, title 
42, Idaho Code. 

32. The general location and existing boundaries for Water Districts No. 120 and 
No. 130, as well as the location and existing boundaries for the American Falls Ground Water 
Management Area, are shown on Attachment B. Boundaries for a proposed addition to Water 
District No. 120, as well as areas for potential future water districts (Water Districts No. 110 and 
No, 140), are also shown on Attachment B. 

Conjunctive Management Rules 

33. Idaho Code§ 42-603 authorizes the Director '~o adopt rules and regulations for 
the distribution of water from the streams, rivers, lakes, ground water and other natural water 
sources as shall be necessazy to carry out the laws in accordance with the priorities of the rights 
of the users thereof." Promulgation of such rules and regulations must be in accordance with the 
procedures of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code. 

34. On October 7, 1994, the Director issued Order Adopting Final Rules; the Rules 
for Conjunctive Management ofSwface and Ground Water Resources (IDAPA 37.03.11) 
("Conjunctive Management Rules"), promulgated pursuant to chapter 52, title 67, Idabo Code, 
and Idaho Code § 42-603. 

35. Pursuant to Idaho Code§ 67-5291, the Conjunctive Management Rules were 
submitted to the 1st Regular Session of the 53 rd Idaho Legislature (1995 session). During no 
legislative session, beginning with the 1st Regular Session of the 53rd Idaho Legislature, have the 
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Conjunctive Management Rules been .rejected, amended, or modified by the Idaho Legislature. 
Therefore, the Conjunctive Management Rules are final and effective. 

36. The Conjunctive Management Rules "apply to all situations in the state where the 
diversion and use of water under junior-priority ground water rights either individually or 
collectively causes material injury to uses of water under senior-priority water rights. The rules 
govern the distribution of water from ground water sources and areas having a common ground 
water supply." IDAP A 37.03.11.020.01. 

37. The Conjunctive Management Rules "acknowledge all elements of the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law." IDAP A 37.03.11.020.02. 

fhe Letters dubmitted on .Befo1lf of llimgen Seeking Administration oi' Water ilights.J!!!Q[ 
Application of the Conjunctive Managemen t Rules 

38. On September 23, 2003, the Director received a letter from May representing 
Rangen, Inc. seeking the administration of "the diversion of water in District 36A in such a way 
that [Rangen] receives its full appropriation of the above referenced water rights." 

39. On September 25, 2003, the Director responded to the letter of September 23, 
2003, from May requesting "additional clarification concerning the nature of the administration 
of water rights in Water District 36A" being sought, since "there are no water rights in Water 
District No. 36A that are junior in priority to the listed rights and divert from the same sources as 
the listed rights.,, 

40. On October 10, 2003, the Director received a second letter from May dated 
October 6, 2003. In that letter, May clarified that Ran gen was seeking the administration of "all 
water right diversions junior to [Rangen's] that are interfering with and impacting [Rangen's] 
water rights under the water right numbers referenced above." 

41. The water rights held by Rangen that Rangen sought to have protected by the 
administration of junior priority water rights are as follows pursuant to decrees issued by the 
SRBA District Court: 

Water Right No.: 36-15501 36-02551 

Priority Date: July 1, 1957 July 13, 1962 

Beneficial Use: Fish Propagation Domestic (0.1 cfs) and 
Fish Propagation ( 48 .54 cfs) 

Diversion Rate: 1.46 cfs 48.54 cfs 

Period of Use: Jan. 1-Dec. 31 Jan. 1 - Dec. 31 
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42. Rule 10.04 of the Conjunctive Management Rules defines a "delivery call" as: "A 
request from the holder of a water right for administration of water rights under the prior 
appropriation doctrine." The two letters from May, described in Findings 38 and 40 seeking 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights, come within 
the definition of a delivery call. 

43. Water Districts No. 36A, No. 120, and No. 130 were created pursuant to Idaho 
Code§ 42-604. Water District No. 36A includes water rights senior in priority to Rangen's 
water rights that divert from a portion of the same source as Rangen's water rights. Other water 
rights in Water District No. 36A, both senior in priority and junior in priority to Rangen's rights, 
are diverted from other sources that are hydraulically connected through the ESP A, to varying 
degrees, to the source for Rangen's water rigbts. Water rights diverted from these other sources, 
•,vlrit:h are hydraulically r;o1mected ihrough the ESPA to (he source for Rangen's water nghts, rlo 
11ot mterfere with and impact Rangen's water rights. Therefore, there are no water rigb.ts 1n 
Water District No. 36A that can be administered to prevent injury to Rangen's righrs. 

44. Water District No. 120 contains wateriights that are junior in priority to Rangen' s 
water rights and divert from ground water that is hydraulically connected to the source for 
Rangen's water rights, Such water rights could potentially interfere with and potentially impact 
Rangen's water rights. 

45. Water District No. 130 contains surface water rights that divert from sources that 
are hydraulically connected through the ESPA to the source for Rangen's water rights but do not 
interfere with or impact Rangen' s water rights. Water District No. 130 also contains water rights 
that are junior in priority to Rangen's water rights and divert from ground water that is 
hydraulically connected to the source for Rangen's water rights. Such water rights could 
potentially interfere with and potentially impact Rangen's water rights. 

46. Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled -"Responses to Calls for 
Water Delivery Made by the Holders of Senior-Priority Surface or Ground Water Rights Against 
the Holders of Junior-Priority Ground Water Rights from Areas Having a Common Ground 
Water Supply in an Organized Water District" Rule 40 applies to the delivery calls made by 
Rangen against the holders of junior priority ground water rights in both Water District No. 120 
and Water District No. 130. 

4 7. Some of the junior priority ground water rights that could potentially :interfere 
·with and potentially impact Rangen's water rights are not in a water district created pursuant to 
the provisions ofidaho Code § 42·604 because a final decree has not been issued by the SRBA 
District Court and the requirements for interim administration of these rights pursuant to Idaho 
Code § 42-1417 have not been met. 

48. Rule 30 of the Conjunctive M anagement Rules is titled "Responses to Calls for 
Water Delivery Made by the Holders of Senior-Priority Surface or Ground Water Rights Against 
the Holders of Junior-Priority Ground Water Rights Within Areas oft.11.e State Not in Organized 
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Water Districts or Within Water Districts Where Ground Water Regulation Has Not Been 
Included in the Function of Such Districts or Within Areas That Have Not Been Designated 
Grow1d Water Management Areas." 

49. Rule 41 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is titled "Administration of 
Diversion and Use of Water Within a Ground Water Management Area." 

50. The two letters from May, described in Findings 38 and 40, seeking 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Rangen's water rights did not meet 
the requirements set forth in Rule 30 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. Also, the two 
letters from May did not seek administration of junior priority ground water rights in the 
American Falls Gi:ound Water Management Area as provided in Rule 4 1 of the Conjunctive 
Management Rules. Pnrsuant to Rule 41, sueh a<lminist.ration could not occur 1mtI1 the irrigation 
season of 2006, even if material injury to Rmgen's rights was tbtermined r.o be occun-irlg as a 
result of diversion and use of ground water imclcr junior priority rights in the American Falls 
Ground Water Management Area. 

51. While Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules is applicable to the two 
letters from May, described in Findings 3 8 and 40. neither Rule 40 nor any other provisions of 
the Conjunctive Management Rules are applicable to delivery calls or demands for water 
distribution by the holder of a senior priority water right against the holder of a junior priority 
surface water right. 

52. On October 17, 2003, the Director provided a letter to May initially responding to 
May's letter of October 10, 2003, described in Finding 40, making a delivery call by seeking 
administration of water rights interfering with and impacting Ran gen' s water rights. In his 
October 17 letter, the Director advised that determinations regarding "material injury" and 
"reasonableness of water diversions" would be made pursuant to Rule 40 and Rule 42 of the 
Conjunctive Management Rules in respondmg to the delivery call against junior priority ground 
water rights in Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130. In his October 17 letter, the Director also 
requested that he be provided copies of "all historical records of the amounts of water diverted 
under the listed rights as soon as practicable." Such records were not available to the Director 
for diversions under Rangen's water rights prior to 1995 because prior to 1995, the Department 
did not require the measurement and reporting of diversions under Rangen's rights and most 
other water rights that were not in organized water districts created pursuant to Idaho Code § 42~ 
604. 

53. On November 21, 2003, May transmitted on behalf of Rangen historical records 
of flow through the hatchery facilities owned and operated by Rangen. Included was the 
following sketch depicting the layout of the Rangen hatchery facilities, a summary of flows on a 
monthly basis, and records of periodic flow measurements beginning in 1966 through part of 
2003. 
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54. The flow measurements that are considered to be representative of the total supply 
of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities under water rights nos. 36-1550 l, 36-02551, 
and 36-07694, consist of the sum of the discharge from raceways designated by Rangen as the 
"CTR" raceways and the flow over the check "Dam." The dam is sited upstream from the 
discharge points from the CTR raceways and downstream from the discharge points from 
raceways designated by Rangen as the "Large" raceways. The sum of the discharge from the 
CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam is considered to be representative of the total 
supply of water available even though at times some of the flow over the check dam may include 
water flowing from small springs downstream from the diversion to the Large raceways, water 
discharged from the Large raceways that was not diverted through the CTR raceways, and 
irrigation return flows. 

)). TI1e records offiow measurements imbmittcd by May on behalf nfRangen for the 
years 1966 th.rough l 97 4 consist of measurements or ~shmates of discharges from the Curran 
Spring made by George Lemmon, a fonner watermaster for Water District No. 36A. 'These 
recorded flows are not representative of the total supply of water availabl.e to the Rangen 
hatchery facilities because water rights for irrigation that are senior in _priority to Rangen's rights 
are entitled to divert the first portion of the discharge from the Curran Spring during the 
irrigation season. In addition, the recorded flows do not include discharges from springs 
downstream of the Curran Spring that are upstream ofRangen's diversion to the Large raceways. 

56. Without further explanation from Rangen, the Department cannot confirm that the 
records oftlow measurements submitted by May on behalf ofRangen for the years 1975 through 
1980 are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities. 
Based on subsequent findings in this order, however, it is not necessary to con:6.nn whether the 
flow measurements for the years 1975 through 1980 are representative of the total supply of 
water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities. 

Authorized Diversion Rate for Water Rights Nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, and 36-07694 

57. Springs discharging in the Thousand Springs area do not discharge at a constant 
rate or at a rate that progressively increases or decreases from year to year. While there are 
overall increases or decreases in the discharge from individual springs between years (inter-year 
variations), there are also pronounced within-year or intra-year variations in discharge from 
individual springs. 

58. Simplistically, overall variations between years in the discharge of springs in the 
Thousand Springs area result from differences between the amounts of ground water depletions 
and recharge to the ESP A above the springs, with delays in the response of spring discharge 
ranging at the extremes from days to decades depending on the proximity of ground water 
depletions and recharge and the other factors set forth in Finding 16. Factors affecting overaU 
variations between years in the cumulative discharge from springs in the Thousa.TJ.d Springs area 
as well as from individual springs include but are not necessarily limited to: variations in surface 
water supplies available for irrigation above the ESP A, which affect cropping decisions and the 
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amount of incidental recharge to the ESPA; changes in the amounts and timing of tributary 
underflow to the ESP A, which also reflect numerous variations upgradient from where tributary 
underflow contributes to the ESPA; inter-year variations in precipitation and temperature, which 
not only affect the amount of surface water used above the ESP A and associated -incidental 
recharge to the ESP A, but also affect the quantity of ground water withdrawals and depletions 
from the ESPA; and differences between years in the quantity of intentional or managed recharge 
to the ESPA. 

59. Intra-year variations in the discharge from individual springs result from the 
factors described in Finding 58 but also from other factors including: variations in surface water 
application above the ESPA and associated incidental recharge in response to seasonal changes 
in precipitation and temperature; variations in timing of ground water withdrawals and 
depletions from the ESPA in close proximity to individual springs; and the timing of mtentional 
nr managed recharge t.o the ESPA in close proximity to individual springs. 

60. While both the regional and local factors affect1ng inter-year and intra-year 
variations in spring discharge are generally understood, the interactions between these factors are 
complex and the specific effects of individual factors and various combinations of factors on the 
clischarge from individual springs are not presently quantifiable. 

61. Both inter-year and intra-year variations in the discharge from the springs that are 
the sources for water rights nos. 36-1550 I , 36-02551, and 36-07694 existed when appropriations 
for these rights were initiated (July 1, 1957; July i3, 1962; and April 12 , 1977; respectively). 
Furthermore, the authorized diversion rates for water rights nos. 36-02551 and 3 6-07694 were 
licensed based on when the discharges .from the springs that are the source for these rights were 
at or near the maximum intra-year discharges during the years for which the ex:tent of beneficial 
use was deemed to be established or confirmed (November 1962 for 36-02551 and October 1972 
for 36-07694), although erroneously for water right no. 36-07694 (see Findings 62 and 63 
below). There are no other measurements of the total supply of water available to the Rangen 
hatchery facilities in 1962, nor any other means for determining the intra-year variations in the 
discharges from the springs comprising the source for water right no. 36-02551. 

62. Water right no. 36-07694 was licensed on September 19, 1985, and has an 
authorized diversion rate of26.00 cfs. The authorized diversion rate, as licensed, was not based 
on measurements of the amount of water actually diverted and applied to beneficial use. Rather, 
the authorized diversion rate was based on an estimate (not an actual measurement) made by 
George Lemon, a former watermaster for Water District No. 36A, of the discharge from the 
Curran Spring at or near its seasonal ma..-ximum flow in October of 1972. This estimate of the 
discharge from the Curran Spring was made nearly 5 years before the application for permit to 
appropriate water was filed for water right no. 36-07694. 

63. Based on available records, there was not water available for appropriat ion at the 
time or subsequent to the date of appropriation for water right no. 36-07694. Therefore, the 
Department erred in licensing water right no. 36-07694, and should not have recommended this 
right for decree in the SRBA. Nonetheless, since the SRBA District Court decreed water right 
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no. 36-07694, Rangen may be entitled to dive.rt water under this right when such water is 
physically available. However, because water was not available to appropriate on the date of 
appropriation for right no. 3 6-07694, Rangen may not be entitled to have a delivery call 
recognized against junior priority water rights. 

64. The records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf ofRangen that are 
representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities and the 
records maintained by the Department since 1995 show that the quantity of water available at the 
Rangen hatchery facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the 
check dam) has been sufficient to continuously fill water right no. 36-15501 at the authorized 
diversion rate of 1.46 cfs. 

65. The records of flo w rn1;asurements submitted by May on behalf of Ra11gen that are 
·epres0ntatrve of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery facilities show r.hat 
1987 was the last year in which the quantity of water available at the Rangen hatchery facilities 
(sum of the discharge from Lhe CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam) was sufficient to 
fill water right no. 36-02551 at the authorized diversion rate of 48.54 cfs, when the cumulative 
discharges from springs supplying the Rangen 11atchery facilities were at seasonal maximums 
(November). Since 1987, the quantity of water available at the Rangen hatchery facilities has not 
been sufficient to fill water right no. 36-02551 at the authorized diversion rate of 48.54 cfs 
although in 1997 and 1998, the seasonal maximum quantity of water available came within about 
5 cfs (or about 10 percent) of the authorized diversion rate. 

66. The rates of diversion authorized pursuant to water rights nos. 36-15501 and 36-
02551 (1.46 cfs and 48.54 cfs, respectively) are not quantity entitlements that are guaranteed to 
be available to Rangen. Rather, the authorized rates of diversion are the maximum rates at which 
water can be diverted under these rights, respectively, when such quantities of water are 
physically available and the rights are in priority. Rangen cannot call for the curtailment of 
junior priority water rights at all times that insufficient water is physically available to fill water 
rights no. 36-02551 or no. 36-07694 at the authorized rates of diversion. Rangen is not entitled 
to a water supply that is enhanced beyond the conditions that existed at the time such rights were 
established; i.e., Rangen cannot call for the curtailment of junior priority water rights simply 
because seasonally the discharge from springs is less than the authorized rates of diversion for 
Rangen's rights unless such seasonal variations are caused by depletions resulting from diversion 
and use of water under junior priority rights. 

67. Ra.ngen can only call for the distribution of water to its rights through the 
curtailment of junior priority ground water rights from the hydraulically-connected ESP A when 
such curtailment would result in a usable amount of water reaching Rangen's points of diversion 
in time of need, and depletions causing material injury as a result of diversion and use of ground 
water under such junior priority rights have not been adequately mitigated. 
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Factors Considered in Determining Material Injury To and Reasonab.teness of Water 
Diversions Under Water Rights Nos. 36-15501, 36-02551, and 36-07694 

68. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2004, the following table summarizes the maximum daily 
flow and average daily flow by month for the water supply available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR raceways and the flow over the check dam) in 1987 
and 2004. The year 1987 was the last year·within which the discharge from springs supplying the 
Rangen hatche1y facilities at the seasonal maximum (November) was sufficient to fill water 
rights nos. 36-15501 and 36-02551 at the cumulative authorized diversion rate of 50 cfs, and 
')004 was the last year for which complete data are available. 

L;::-th~-, ====='-'-• 

Year 

==· .... -~-

\,faximum Daily flow Average Daily Flow [ 

January 
1987 44.25 cfs 44.25 cfs 
2004 15.75 14.58 

February 
1987 42.89 39.75 
2004 13.58 13.29 

March 
1987 NM* NM* 
2004 13.56 13.09 

April 
1987 32.52 28.55 
2004 12.24 11.74 

May 1987 23 .97 23.29 
2004 12.06 11.42 

June 
1987 30.43 27.58 
2004 12.77 12.23 

July 
1987 30.91 29.09 
2004 12.29 11.84 

August 
1987 40.13 36.70 
2004 12.38 11.85 

September 
1987 47.94 40.06 
2004 '13.73 13.06 

October 
1987 46.93 46.93 
2004 15.19 14.39 

November 
1987 50.08 46.52 
2004 14.50 13.73 

December 
1987 44.39 44.22 

2004 12.87 12.76 

*~""M = No measurement 
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69. Comparing same-month maximum daily and average daily flows representing the 
water supply available to the Rangen hatchery facilities (sum of the discharge from the CTR 
raceways and the flow over the check dam) between years for the years shown above 
demonstrates that there have been significant decreases in the water supply available to the 
Rangen hatchery facilities between 1987 and 2004. Flow measurements for the other years 
between 1987 and 2004 not shown above demonstrate that the water supply available to the 
Rangen hatchery facilities generally decreased from 1990 through 1996, rebounded in 1997 and 
1998, and then significantly decreased again after 1998 to record lows by 2002, 2003, and 2004 
for the post-1981 time period. 

70. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 i.luough 2004, the quantity dwater available at the source for 
Nater right no. 36-15501 wilh the priority date of July I, L 957, is currently sufficient to till this 
right at the autl10rized diversion rate of 1.46 cfs. See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.a. 

71. Based on the records of flow measurements subm.itted by May on behalf of 
Ran gen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Ran gen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2004, and taking into account the variations in spring 
flows between months that have existed since the date of appropriation for water right no. 36-
02551, the quantity of water available at the source for water right no. 36-025 51 with the priority 
date of July 13, 1962, is currently insufficient to fill this right at the authorized diversion rate of 
48.54 cfs, even during months when the springs providing the source for this right are 
discharging at the highest seasonal flows during the year, generally October through January. 
The quantity of water available at the source for water right no. 36-02551 is expected to continue 
to be insufficient during 2005. See IDAP A 37.03.11.042.0 La. 

72. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that are representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
facilities for the years 1981 through part of 2003 and annual reports submitted by Rangen to the 
Department for the years 1995 through 2004, the quantity of water available at the source for 
water right no. 36-07694 ·with the priority date of April 12, 1977, is wholly insufficient to fill this 
right at the authorized diversion rate of 26.00 cfs, even during months when the springs 
providing the source of water for this right are discharging at the highest seasonal flows during 
the year, generally October through January. As described in Findings 62 and 63, there was not 
any water available for appropriation at the time or subsequent to the time that the application for 
permit to appropriate water for water right no. 36-07694 was filed. See IDAP A 
37.03.11.042.01.a. 

73. Based on subsequent findings and conclusions, it is unnecessary to determine 
whether Rangen has or has not expended reasonable efforts to divert water for right no. 36-02551 
from its source for use at the Rangen hatchery facilities. See IDAP A 37.03. l 1.042.01.b. 
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74. Based on the Department's \\1ater rights data base and simulations using the 
Department's ground water model for the ESP A described in Findings 19 and 20, the diversion 
and consumptive use of ground water under water rights having priority dates later than the 
priority date for water right no. 36-02551 (July 13, 1962), and which at steady-state conditions 
reduce spring discharge in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach by more than 1 0 
percent of the amount of depletion to the ESP A resulting from those ground water diversions 
(10 percent is the uncertainty in model simulations, see Finding 22), has insignificant effects on 
the quantity and timing of water available from springs discharging in the Thousand Springs to 
Malad Gorge spring reach, which includes the Curran Spring from which Rangen diverts surface 
water. See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.c. 

75. Based on the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of 
Rangen that ·u·e representative of the total supply of water available to the Rangen hatchery 
~acilities for tne years 198 l through part of 2003 and aunual reµo.cts subm1lted by Rangen to che 
Department for the years 1995 through 2004, as well as field investigations conducted on 
November 25, 2003, by the watermaster for Water District No. 130 and Brian Patton, a registered 
professional civil engineer, Rangen is currently diverting and using surface water within the 
authorized diversion rate for water rights nos. 36-15501 and 36-02551 (50 cfs total). See IDAP A 
37.03.1 1.042.01.e. 

76. Based on the field investigations on November 25, 2003, described in Finding 75, 
the Rangen hatchery facilities have marginally adequate water measuring and recording devices. 
The watennaster for Water District No. 13 0 reports that the amounts of water diverted to 
domestic and irrigation uses are not measured, and the measurements of flows through hatchery 
raceways reported by Rangen may be systematically about 10 percent lower than actual flows. 
See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.f. 

77. Based on the results from the field inspection on November 25, 2003, described in 
Finding 75, two potential modifications to the existing Rangen hatchery facilities were identified 
that could increase the supply of water to the Ran gen hatchery facilities during times that water 
right no. 36-02551 is not satisfied. However, the combined additional flow that could be 
diverted is estimated to be 0.64 cfs, which is not significant given the shortages in water supply 
shown and described in Findings 68 and 69. See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.g. 

78. Based on subsequent findings and conclusions, it is unnecessary to determine 
whether there are actions that potentially could provide alternate means of diversion or alternate 
points of diversion to increase the supply of water to the Rangen hatchery facilities during times 
that water right no. 36-02551 is not satisfied. See IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.h. 
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Effects of Curtailing Ground Water Diversions Under Rights Junior to Water IDgbt No. 36-02551 

79. The following water rights authorize the diversion and use of ground water for 
consumptive uses from the area of common ground water supply described in Finding 7, have 
priority dates later than the priority date for water right no. 36-02551 (July 13, 1962), and based 
on model simulations reduce spring discharge in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring 
reach by more than IO percent of the amount of depletion to the ESP A resulting from those 
ground water diversions (IO percent is the uncertainty in model simulations, see Finding 22): 

Water Rie:ht No. Prioritv Date Diversion Rate Authorized Use Water Right Holder of Record 

37-02733 04/12/1966 0.57 cfs Irrigation of 32 acres Scott & Sandi Luttmer 
16-07156 02/08/1971 '2.56 f rrigation of 190 acres Orval & Bonnie Vader 
16-07376 ,)9/29/1973 J..75 Trrigation of 185 .1cn~s IJ~n Riddle & Ftartk V ~emn:ra 
16-07666A Oli05/l977 l.64 Irrigation of 82 acres Frank Veenstra 
J6-07666B 01/05/1977 0.66 Commercial/Stock Frank V censtra 
36-16146 11/25/1977 0.08 Inigation of 4 acres Larry & Lauri Nielson 
36-07995 07/17/1981 0.20 Commercial/Domestic Leo & Judith Ray 
36-08100 07/13/1982 0.15 Irrigation of 5 acres Lavar Jackson 
36-08101 07/13/1982 0.80 Irrigation of 40 acres Lavar Jackson 
36-08268A 03/26/1985 0.04 Irrigation of 1 acre Richard & SheJly Regnier 
36-08333 08/25/1987 3.66 Irrigation of 183 acres Ronnie & Sharlene Smith 
36-08561 08/24/1990 0.18 Irrigation of 6 acres Walter & Margaret Caudy 
36-08652 04/27/1992 0.24 Irrigation of 4½ acres Valley View Homeowners 
36"08662 05/26/1992 0.24 Commercial/Stock Harry & Flora Bokma 
36-08715 07/02/1993 2.00 Municipal City of Hagerman 
36-08747 02/02/1996 0.35 Irrigation of 8 acres Northview Water Assoc. 
36-16204 02/09/2004 0.18 Irrigation of 9 acres Northview Water Assoc. 

80. The Department's ground water model for the ESPA, described in Findings 19 
and 20, was used to simulate the effects of permanently curtailing the diversion and use of 
ground water for the irrigation of 735 equivalent1 acres under the water rights listed in Finding 79 
for irrigation purposes. The results of the simulation show that permanently curtailing the 
diversion and use of ground water for the irrigation of these lands would increase the discharge 
of springs in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach, which includes the Curran 
Spring from which Rangen diverts surface water, by an average amount of 0.4 cfs at steady state 
conditions. 

1 For the ESPA ground water mode~ an algorithm is used to simulate the effocts of supplemental ground water 
irrigation where surface water is deliverable for some portion of the irrigation of those lands. For each model cell, 
acreages simulated to be irrigated with both surface water and supplemental ground water are replaced with 
acreages simulated to be irrigated usL11g all ground water such that the simulated consumptive use on the 
replacement acreage equals the consumptive use on the acreage with supplemental ground water irrigation. The 
equivalent acreage consists of the sum of acreages irrigated solely with ground water and the replacement acreages 
for acreages irrigated with both surface watei and ground water. 
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81. Finding 80 is consistent with results from simulations conducted by IWRR1 using 
the Department's ground water model for the ESPA. IWRRI simulated the effects of 
permanently curtailing ground water diversion and use across the ESP A under ground water 
rights junior to January 1, 1870; January 1, 1949; January 1, 1961; January 1, 1973; and 
January 1, 1985; with no other changes, using separate model simulations (the "Curtailment 
Scenario"). IWRRI Techrucal Report 04-023 . Simulating the permanent curtailment of ground 
water diversions under rights junior to January 1, 1961, for irrigation in areas both within and 
outside the area having a common ground water supply described in Finding 7, results in the 
simulated curtailment of ground water irrigation on a total of 664,300 equivalent acres of land. 
IWWRI's simulation of the effects of such curtailment showed that spring discharges would 
increase in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach, which includes the Curran Spring 
from which Rangen diverts smface ,vater, by an average amount of 5 cfs at steady state 

1Jnditions. ',imulating the p1-:mnanent cuitailment if ·c:ssentia!ly all ~round water irrigation 
1ground water ti.ghtsJuniorto January 1, !870), ..vhich would crutrul I.he irrigation ofl,102,000 
acres, showed that spring discharges would increase in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge 
spring reach by an average amount of 8 cfs at steady state conditions. 

82. Only ground water diverted and used for agricultural irrigation purposes was 
included in the modeled curtailment simulations conducted by Department staff and IWRRJ. 
B ased on USGS data, and disregarding the priority dates of ground water rights from the ESP A, 
about 95 percent of the ground water diverted from the ESPA is used for irrigation. Uses 
pursuant to ground water rights from the ESPA for public, domestic, industrial, and livestock 
purposes constitute 2.6 percent, 1.2 percent, 0. 7 percent, and 0.6 percent of the total growid water 
diversions from the ESP A, respectively. Since a significant portion of these other uses is 
nonconsumptive, the depletions to the ESP A from irrigation uses that contribute to reduced 
spring discharges in the Thousand Springs area, and other reaches of the Snake River that are 
hydraulically connected to the ESPA, are greater than 95 percent of the total depletions from all 
uses of ground water. 

83. Using the Department's grotmd water model for the ESPA to simulate increases in 
reach gains and spring discharges resulting from the curtailment of the diversion and use of 
ground water solely for agricultural irrigation purposes provides reasonable quantification of the 
increases in reach gains and spring discharges resulting from the curtailment of the diversion and 
use of ground water for all purposes. 

84. Based on simulations using the Department's ground water model for the ESPA 
and accounting for the level of uncertainty in the model (10 percent as described in Finding 22), 
cu11ailment of the diversion and use of ground water under all water rights with priority dates 
later than July 13, 1962, the priority date for water right no. 36-02551, will not at any time result 
in a meaningful increase in the quantity of water discharging from springs in the Thousand 
Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach, which includes the Curran Spring from which Rangen 
diverts surface water. 
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85. Matters expressed herein as a Finding of Fact that are later deemed to be a 
Conclusion of Law are hereby made as a Conclusion of Law. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Idaho Code§ 42-602, addressing the authority of the Director over the supervision 
of water distribution within water districts, provides: 

The director of the department of water resources shall have direction and control of the 
distribution of water from a11 natural water sources within a water district to the canals, 
ditches, pumps and other facilities diverting therefrom. Distribution of water within water 
districts created pursuant to section 42-604, Idaho Code, :iball be accomplished by 
,vatermasters as provided in this chapter and supervised by the director. The director of the 
Llepartment of water resources shall distribute water in water districts in accordance 'Nith the 
prior appropriation doctrine. The provisions of chapter 6, title 42, Idaho Code, shall apply 
only to distribution of water within a water district. 

2. Idaho Code§ 42-603, which grants the Director authority to adopt rules governing 
water distribution, provides as follows: 

The director of the department of water resources is authorized to adopt rules and regulations 
for the distribution of water from the streams, rivers, lakes, ground water and other natural 
water sources as shall be necessary to cany out the laws in accordance with the priorities of 
the rights of the users thereof Promulgation of rules and regulations shall be in accordance 
with the procedures of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code. 

In addition, Idaho Code§ 42-1805(8) provides the Director with authority to "promulgate, adopt, 
modify, repeal and enforce rules implementing or effectuating the powers and duties of the 
department." 

3. The issue of how to integrate the administration of surface and ground water 
rights diverting from a common water source in the Eastern Snake Plain area has been a 
continuing point of debate for more than two decades. To date, no court has directly and fully 
addressed the issue of how to integrate the administration of the surface and ground water rights 
that were historically administered as separate sources. The progress made in adjudicating the 
ground water rights in the Snake River Basin Adjudication and the development of the 
reformulated ground water model for the ESP A used by the Department to simulate the effects of 
ground water depletions on hydraulically-connected tributaries and reaches of the Snake River 
now allow the State to address this issue during tlris period of unprecedented drought. 

4. Resolution of the conjunctive administration issue lies in the application of t\vo 
well established principles of the prior appropriation doctrine: (1) the principle of "first in time 
is first in right" and (2) the principle of optimum use ofidal10' s water. Both of these principles 
are subject to the requirement of reasonable use. 
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5. "Priority of appropriations shall give the better right as between those using the 
water" of the state. Art. XV,§ 3, Idaho Const "As between appropriators, the first in time is 
first jn right." Idaho Code§ 42-106. 

6. " [W]hile the doctrine of 'first in time is first in right' is recognized (and applies to 
ground water rights], a reasonable exercise of this right shall not block full economic 
development ofunderground water resources." Idaho Code§ 42-226. 

7. Because it is the policy of this state to integrate the appropriation, use, and 
administration of ground water tributary to a stream with the use of surface water from the stream 
in such a way as to optimize the beneficial use of all of the water of this state, "[ a ]n appropriator 
is not entitled to command the entirety of large volumes of water in a surface or ground i,,vat er 
source to support his appropriation rontrary to t11e public policy of reasonable use of water __ 
fDAPA J?.03.l l.020.03, 1ee also Schorfde v. T1-vin Falls land & Water Co., 224 U.S. 107, 119 
(1912). 

8. It is the duty of a watermaster, acting under the supervision of the Director, to 
distribute water from the public water supplies within a water district among those holding rights 
to the use of the water in accordance with the prior appropriation doctrine as implemented in 
Idaho law, including applicable rules promulgated pursuant to the Idaho Administrative 
Procedure Act. See Idaho Code§ 42-607. 

9. Toe Director created Water Districts No. 130 and No. 120 on February 19, 2002, 
and extended the boundaries of Water Districts No. 130 and No. 120 on January 8, 2003, and 
January 22, 2004, respectively, to provide for the administration.of ground water rights in the 
area overlying the ESP A in the Thousand Springs area and the American Falls area, pursuant to 
the provisions of chapter 6, title 42, Idaho Code, for the protection of prior surface and ground 
water rights. 

10. The Director has appointed watermasters for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 
to perform the statutory duties of a watermaster in accordance with guidelines, direction, and 
supervision provided by the Director. The Director has given specific directions to the 
watermasters for Water Districts No. 120 and No. 130 to curtail illegal diversions, measure and 
report diversions, and curtail out-of-priority diversions determined by the Director to be causing 
injury to senior priority water rights that are not covered by a stipulated agreement or a mitigation 
plan approved by the Director. 

11. In accordance wi.th chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code, the Department adopted rules 
regarding the conjunctive management of surface and ground water effective October 7, 1994. 
IDAPA 37.03.1 L The Conjunctive Management Rules prescribe procedures for responding to a 
delivery call made by the holder of a senior priority surface or ground water right against junior 
priority ground water rights in an area having a common ground water supply. IDAP A 
37.03.l 1.001. 
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12. Rule 10 of the Conjunctive Management Rules, IDAPA 37.03.11.010, contains 
the following pertinent definitions: 

01. Area Having a Common Ground Water Supply. A ground water source within which 
the diversion and use of ground water or changes in ground water recharge fu.~ect the flow of 
water in a surface water source or within which the diversion and use of water by a holder of a 
ground water right affects the ground water supply available to the holders of other ground 
water rights. 

03. Conjunctive Management. Legal and hydro logic integration of administration of the 
diversion and use of water under water rights from surface and ground water sources, 
including areas having a common ground water supply. 

M. Delivery C·1ll. A request from the holder of a water right for 1dm1nistration of water 
rights 11ndcr the, piior appropriation docnine. 

07. {<'ull Economic Development Of Underground Water .Resources. The diversion and 
use of water from a ground water source for beneficial uses in the public interest at a rate that 
does not exceed the reasonably anticipated average rate of future natural recharge, in a 
manner that does not result in material injury to senior-priority surface or ground water rights, 
and that furthers the principle of reasonable use of surface and ground water as set forth in 
Rule 42. 

08. FutiJc Call. A delivery call made by the holder of a senior-priority surface or ground 
water right that, for physical and hydro logic reasons, cannot be satisfied within a reasonable 
time of the call by immediately curtailing diversions under junior-priority ground water rights 
or that would result in waste of the water resource. 

14. Material Injury. Hindrance to or impact upon the exercise of a water right caused by 
the use of water by another person as detennined in accordance with Idaho Law, as set forth 
in Rule 42. 

16. Person. Any individual, partnership, corporation, association, governmental subdivision 
or agency, or public or private organization or entity of any character. 

17. Petitioner. Person who asks the Department to initiate a contested case or to otherwise 
take action that will result in the issuance of an order or rule. 

19. Reasonably Anticipated Average Rate Of Future Natural Recharge. The estimated 
average annual volume of water recharged to an area having a common ground water supply 
from precipitation, underflow from trjbutary sources, and stream losses and also water 
incidentally recharged to an area having a common ground water supply as a result of the 
diversion and use of water for irrigation and other purposes. The estimate will be based on 
available data regarding conditions of diversion and use of water existing at the time the 
estimate is made and may vary as these conditions and available information change. 

20. Respondent. Persons against whom complaints or petitions are filed or about whom 
investigations are initiated. 
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13. As used herein, the term "injury" means "material -injury" as defined by Rule 
10 .14 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. 

14. The diversion and use of ground water under existing rights results in an average 
annual depletion of ground water from the ESPA of nearly 2.0 million acre-feet and does not 
exceed the "Reasonably Anticipated Average Rate of Future Natural Recharge," consistent with 
Rule 10.07 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. 

15. Rule 20 of the Conjunctive Management Rules contains the following pertinent 
statements of purpose and policies for conjunctive management of surface and ground water 
resources: 

01. Distri.bufion of Water Among the Holders of Senior 'l.lld Junior-Priorify Rights. 
file rules apply to rrll situations in die State where the diversion °md use of water mH..ler 
junior-priority '?;fOHnd water rights either individually or roHectively causes material injuzyto 
uses of water under senior-priority water rights. The rules govern the drstlibution of water 
from ground water sources and areas having a common ground water supply. 

02. Prior Appropriation Doctrine. These rules acknowledge all elements of the prior 
appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law. 

03. Reasonable Use Of Surface And Ground Water. These rules integrate the 
administration and use of surface and ground water in a manner consistent with the traditional 
policy of reasonable use of both surface and ground water. The policy of reasonable use 
includes the concepts of priority in time and superiority in right being subject to conditions of 
reasonable use as the legislature may by law prescribe as provided in Article XV, Section 5, 
Idaho Constitution, optimum development of water resources in the public interest prescribed 
in Article XV, Section 7, Idaho Constitution, and full economic development as defined by 
Idaho law. An appropriator is not entitled to command the entirety oflarge volumes of water 
in a surface or ground water smu-ce to support his appropriation contrary to the public policy 
ofreasonable use of water as described in this rule. 

04. Delivery Calls. These rules provide the basis and procedure for responding to delive:ry 
calls made by the bolder of a senior-priority smface or ground water right against the holder 
of a junior-priority ground water right. The principle of the futile call applies to the 
distribution of water under these rules. Although a call may be denied under the futile call 
doctrine, these rules may require mitigation or staged or phased curtailment of a junior" 
priority use if diversion and use of water by the holder of the junior-prioritywater right causes 
material inju:ry, even though not immediately measurable, to the holder of a senior-priority 
surface or ground water right in instances where the hydrologic connection may be remote, 
tJ1e resource is large and no direct immediate relief would be achieved if the junior-priority 
water use was discontinued. 

05. Exercise Of Water Rights. These rules provide the basis for determining the 
reasonableness of the diversion and use of water by both the bolder of a senior-priority water 
right who requests priority delivery and the holder of a junior-priority water right against 
whom the call is made. 

Second Amended Order of May 19, 2005, in the Matter of Distribution of Water 
Page24 

RAN 772 



( ( 

11. Domestic and Stock Watering Ground Water Rights Exempt. A delivery call shall 
not be effective against any ground water right used for domestic purposes regardless of 
priority date where such domestic use is within the limits of the definition set forth in Section 
42-111, Idaho Code, nor against any ground water right used for stock watering where such 
stock watering use is within the limits of the definition set forth in Section 42-1401A(l2), 
Idaho Code; provided, however, this exemption shall not prohibit the holder of a water right 
for domestic or stock watering uses from making a delivery call, including a delivery call 
against the holders of other domestic or stockwatering rights, where the holder of such right is 
suffering material injury. 

16. Rule 40 of the ConjW1ctive Management Rules sets forth the following procedures 
to be followed for responses to calls for water delivery made by the holders of senior priority 
surface or ground water rights against the holders of junior priority ground water rights from 
areas having a common ground water supply in an organized water district: 

01 . .Responding to a Ddivery Call. When a delivery call is made byr.be holder of a senior­
priority water right (petitioner) alleging that by reason of diversion of water by the holders of 
one or more junior-priority ground water rights (respondents) from an area having a common 
ground water supply in an organiwd water district the petitioner is suffering material injury, 
and upon a finding by the Director as provided in Rule 42 that material injury is occurring, 
the Director, through the watennaster, shall: 

a. Regulate the diversion and use of water in accordance with the priorities of rights 
of the various surface or ground water users whose rights are included within the 
district, provided, that regulation of junior-priority ground water diversion and use 
where the material injury is delayed or long range may, by order of the Director, be 
phased-in over not more than a five-year period to lessen the economic impact of 
immediate and complete cwtailment; or 

b. Allow out-of-priority diversion of water by junior-priority ground water users 
pursuant to a mitigation p Ian that has been approved by the Director. 

02. Regulation of Uses of Water by Watermaster. The Director, through the watermaster, 
shall regulate use of water within the water district pursuant to Idaho law and the priorities of 
water rights as provided in section 42-604, Idaho Code, and under the following procedures: 

a. The watermaster shall determine the quantity of surface water of any stream 
included within the water district which is available for diversion and shall shut the 
head gates of the holders of junior-priority surface water rights as necessary to assure 
that water is being diverted and used in accordance with the priorities of the 
respective water rights from the surface water source. 

b. The watermaster shall regulate the diversion and use of ground water in 
accordance with the rights thereto, approved mitigation plans and orders issued by 
the Director. 

c. Where a call is made by the holder of a senior-priority water right against the 
holder of a junior-priority ground water right in the water district the watermaster 
shall first determine whether a m itigation p lan has been approved by the Director 
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whereby diversion of ground water may be allowed to continue out of priority order. 
If the holder of a junior-priority ground water right is a participant in such approved 
mitigation plan, and is operating in conformance therewith, the w atermaster shall 
allow the ground water use to continue out of priority. 

d. The watennaster shall maintain records of the diversions of water by surface and 
ground water users wrtb..in the water district and records of water provided and other 
compensation supplied under the approved mitigation plan which shall be compiled 
into the annual report which is required by section 42-606, Idaho Code. 

e. Under the direction of the Department, watennasters of separate water districts 
shall cooperate and reciprocate in assisting each other in assuring that diversion and 
use of water under water rights is administered in a manner to assure protection of 
senior-priority water r ights provided the relative priorities of the water rights within 
,he SP-parate water districts have been adjudicated. 

:}3. L{easonabJe Exercise o f Riglus. In determining whether diversion and use of water 
under r.ights will be regulated under Rules 40.01.a., or 40.01.b., the Director shall consider 
whether the petitioner making the delivery call is suffering material injury to a senior-priority 
water right and is diverting and using water efficiently and without waste, and in a manner 
consistent with the goal of reasonable use of surface and ground waters as described in Rule 
42. The Director will also considerwhelherthe respondent junior-priority water right holder 
is using water efficiently and without waste. 

04. Actions of the Watermaster under a Mitigation Plan. Where a mitigation plan has 
been approved as provided in Rule 42, the watermaster may pennitthe diversion and use of 
ground water to continue out of priority order within the water district provided the ho Ider of 
the junior-priority ground water right operates in accordance with such approved mitigation 
plan. 

17. In accordance with Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules, curtailment of 
junior priority ground water rights may only occur if the use of water under senior priority rights 
is consistent with Rule 20.03 of the Conjunctive Management Rules and injury is determined to 
be caused by the exercise of the junior priority rights. Factors that will be considered in 
determining whether junior priority ground water rights are causing injury to the senior priority 
water rights held by Rangen are set forth in Rule 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules as 

follows: 

01. Factors. Factors the Director may consider in determining whether the holders of water 
rights are suffering material injury and using water efficiently and without waste include, but 
are not limited to, tbe following: 

a. The amount of water available in the source from whlch the water right is 
diverted. 

b. The effort or expense of th~ holder of the water right to divert water from the 
source. 
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c. Whether the exercise of junior-priority ground water rights individually or 
coUectively affects the quantity and timing of when water is available to, and the cost 
of exercising, a senior-priority surface or ground water right. 'This may include the 
seasonal as well as the multi-year and cumulative impacts of all ground water 
withdrawals :from the area having a common ground water supply. 

d. If for irrigation, the rate of diversion compared to the acreage of land served, the 
annual volwne of water diverted, the system diversion and conveyance efficiency, 
and the method of irrigation water application. 

e. The amount of water being diverted and used compared to the water rights. 

f. The existence of water measuring and recording devices. 

•;. The extent to which d1e requirements o.ftheholder of a seuior-priorily water dght 
ould be met with the user's ,}xisting facilities and water wpplies by employing 

reasonable diversion and conveyance efficiency and conservation practices~ provided. 
however, the holder of a surface water storage right shall be entitled to maintain a 
reasonable amount of carry-over storage to assure water supplies for future dry years. 
In determining a reasonable amount of carry-over storage water, the Director shall 
consider the average annual rate of fill of storage reseivoirs and the average annual 
cany-over for prior comparable water conditions and the projected water supply for 
the system. 

h. The extent to which the requirements of the senior-priority surface water right 
could be met using alternate reasonable means of diversion or alternate points of 
diversion, including the construction of wells or the use of existing wells to divert 
and use water from the area having a common ground water supply under the 
petitioner' s surface water right priority. 

02. Delivery Call For Curtailment of Pumping. The holder of a senior-priority surface or 
ground water right will be prevented from making a delivery call for curtailment of pumping 
of any well used by the holder of a junior-priority ground water right where use of water 
under the junior-priority right is covered by an approved and effectively operating mitigation 
plan. 

18. The two letters received on September 23 and October 10, 2003, by the Director 
from J. Dee May, representing Rangen, Inc., seeking the administration of "all water right 
diversions junior to [Rangen's] that are interfering with and impacting [I_{.angen's] water rights" 
are either delivery calls as defined by Rule 10.04 of the Conjunctive Management Rules against 
junior priority ground water rights or demands for the admirustration of surface water rights 
pursuant to Idaho Code § 42-607. 

19. Rule 40 of the Conjunctive Management Rules applies to the delivery calls made 
by Rangen against the holders of junior priority ground water rights, but not surface water rights, 
in Water Districts No. 36A, No. 120, and No. 130. 

20. There are no surface water rights in ·water Districts No. 36A or No. 130 that are 
junior in priority to Rangen's water right no. 36-02551 and that are diverted from the same 

Second Amended Order of May 19, 2005~ in the Matter of Distribut ion of Water 
Page 27 

RAN 775 



( 

surface water source as right no. 36-02551. 'Ib ere are also no surface water rights in Water 
District No. 120. 

2 1. There are no ground water rights subject to administration included within Water 
District No. 36A. 

22. Rules 40 and 42 of the Conjunctive Management Rules require the Director to 
make detenninations regarding "material injury" and the "reasonableness of water diversions" in 
responding to a delivery call against junior priority ground water rights in Water Districts 
No. 120 and No. 130. 

23. The reductions in the quantity of water discharging from springs in the Thousand 
~prings area attributable to depletions to the ESPA from lhe diversion and use of ground water in 
Water Districts No. I 20 and No. 130 <lo not aut.omaticaily constitute material i~jnry to surface 
:vater dghts diverting from springs or dependent on sources formed by springs even when the 

diversion and use of ground water occur under water rights that are junior in priority to such 
surface water rights. Whether reductions in the quantity of water discharging from springs 
caused by the diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights in Water Districts 
No. 120 and No. 130 constitute material injury is dependent on the factors enumerated in Rule 42 
of the Conjunctive Management Rules. 

24. Since the records of flow measurements submitted by May on behalf of Ra:ngen 
and the records maintained by the Department since 1995 show that the quantity of water 
available at the Rangen hatchery facilities has been sufficient to continuously fill water right 
no. 36-15501 at the authorized diversion rate of 1.46 cfs, the exercise of junior priority ground 
water rights have not reduced the quantity of water available for water right no. 3 6-15501. 
Therefore, there is no material inju..--y to water right no. 36-15501. 

25. Based on simulations using the Department's reformulated and recalibrated 
ground water model, permanently curtailing the diversion and use of ground water under rights 
for agricultural irrigation that (I) are in the area of common ground water supply described in 
Finding 7, (2) have priority dates later than the priority date for water right no. 36-02551 (July 
13, 1962), and (3) reduce spring discharge in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach 
by more than 10 percent of the amount of depletion to the ESP A resulting from those ground 
water diversions (10 percent is the uncertainty in model simulations, see Finding 22), would 
increase the discharge of springs in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach, which 
includes the Curran Spring from which Rangen diverts surface water, by a total average amount 
of 0.4 cfs at steady state conditions. Therefore, the delivery call against ground water rights 
j unior in priority to July 13, 1962, to supply water right no. 36-02551 is futile because an 
insignificant quantity of water would accrue to the entirety of the Thousand Springs to M alad 
Gorge spring reach (see IDAP A 37.03 .11.010.08), and since the diversion and use of ground 
water under rights junior in priority to July 13, 1962, do not significantly affect the quantity of 
water available for water right no. 36-02551 , there is no m aterial injury to water right no. 36-
02551 (see IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.c). 
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26. If the area of simulated; permanent cwtailment includes all of the area included in 
the ESPA ground water model (not limited to the area of common ground water supply described 
in finding 7), and the uncertainty in the model simulations is disregarded, simulating the 
permanent curtailment of ground water under rights_ for agricultural irrigation that have priority 
dates later than the priority date for water right no. 36-02551 (July 13, 1962) would increase the 
discharge of springs in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge spring reach, which includes the 
Curran Spring from which Rangen diverts surface water, by a total average amount of less than 
5 cfs at steady state conditions. Even if an average accrual of 5 cfa in the Thousand Springs to 
Malad Gorge spring reach would result from the permanent curtailment of 664,300 irrigated 
acres, curtailment of such rights would be precluded under principles of the prior appropriation 
doctrine as established by Idaho law. See e.g., IDAPA 37.03.11.020.03; Schodde, 224 U.S. at 
119. 

,7. i3ased on available I ecords, there has neVt.'r been,, tter availabl.e for 'Nater 1·ight 
10 36-0'7694 (St~e .Finding 6"3). The ~xercfae of junior primity ground water rights eannot r~ducc 

t·he quantity of water available for water right no. 36-07694 since water has never been available 
anyway. Therefore, there is no material injury to water right no. 36-07694 caused by the 
diversion and use of ground water under junior priority rights. Even if water had been available 
at one time to partially or completely satisfy water right no. 36-07694, the delivery call would 
stiU be futile and no material injury would be found. See Conclusion 25. 

28. The Director should deny Rangen's delivery call. 
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ORDER 

In response to the water delivery call made by Rangen, Inc., and for the reasons stated in 
the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Director orders as follows: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the delivery call made by Rangen through the letters 
filed with the Director by J. Dee May on September 23, 2003, and October 6, 2003 is hereby 
DENIED. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this is a final order of the agency. Any party may file a 
petition for reconsideration of this final order 1-v:ithin fourteen (1 4) days of the service date of this 
order. The agency will dispose of the petition for reconsideration within twenty-one (21) days of 
its receipt, or the petition ·will be considered 1lenied by operation of law pursuant to Idaho Code 
~ 67-5246. 

rr IS FURTHER ORDERED that any person aggrieved by this decision shall be entitled 
to a hearing before the Director to contest the action taken provided the person files with the 
Director, within :fifteen (15) days after receipt of written notice of the order, or receipt of actual 
notice, a written petition stating the grounds for contesting the action and requesting a hearing. 
Any hearing conducted shall be in accordance with the provisions of chapter 52, title 67, Idaho 
Code, and the Rules of Procedure of the Department, IDAPA 37.01.01. Judicial review of any 
final order of the Director issued following the hearing may be had pursuant to Idaho Code§ 42-
1701A(4). 

DATED this __l:Lth day of May 2005. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this j ~ay of May, 2005, the above and foregoing 

document was served by the method indicated: 

J. DEE MAY 
MAY SUDWEEKS 
PO BOX 1846 
TWIN FALLS ID 83303-1846 
(208) 733-7967 
jdee@tflaw.com 

NUKE CREAMER 
IEFF FEREDAY 
OTVENS PURSLEY 
PO 8OX2720 
BOISE ID 83701-2720 
(208) 388-1300 
mcc@givenspurslev.com 
cf@givenspursley.com 

DANIEL STEENSON 
CHARLES HONSINGER 
RINGERT CLARK 
POBOX2773 
BOISE ID 83701-2773 
(208) 342-4657 
dvs@ringertclark.com 
£lh@ringertciark.com 

JOSEPHINE BEEMAN 
BEEMAN & ASSOCIATES 
409 W JEFFERSON ST 
BOISE ID 83702-6049 
(208) 331-0954 
jo.beeman@beemanlaw.com 

MAGIC VALLEY GWD 
809 E 1000 N 
RUPERT ID 83350-9537 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) E-mail 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
) Facs-imile 

1 x) Email 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) E-mail 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) E-mail 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
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.. NORTH SNAKE GWD (x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid ,:., 

152EMAIN ST 
JEROME ID 83338 

JOHN A ROSHOLT (x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
TRAVIS THOMPSON ( ) Facsimile 
BARKER ROSHOLT & SIMPSON (x) E-mail 
113 MAIN A VE W STE 303 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301-6167 
(208) 735-2444 
j ar(@jdahowaters.com 
tlt@idahowaters.com 

IOBN K SilvlPSON fx) U.~i. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
ilAi.Zl(ER ROSIIOfJ l' & STh1f PS01'f ( ) Facsimile 
PO BOX2139 (x) E-mail 
BOISE ID 83701 -2139 
(208) 344-6034 
jks@idahowaters.com 

KA TI-ILEEN CARR (x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
US DEPT OF TIIB INTERIOR (x) Facsimile 
OFFICE OF TIIB SOLICITOR 
550 W FORT ST MSC 020 
BOISE ID 83724 
(208) 334-1378 

FRITZ WONDERLICH (x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
WONDER.LICH & WAKEFIELD ( ) Facsimile 
PO BOX 1812 (x) E-mail 
TWIN FALLS ID 83303-1812 
(208) 732-8822 
fritz@tfidlaw.com 

JAMES LOCKHEAD (x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
WAYNE FORMAN ( ) Facsimile 
BROWNSTEIN HY ATI (x) E-mail 
410 1711-I ST 22ND FLR 
DENVER CO 80202 
(303) 223-1111 
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FRANK ER.VlIN 
WATERMASTER 
WATERDIST 36 
2628 S 975 E 
HAGERivfAN ID 83332 

CINl)Y YENTER 
WATERMASTER-WD130 
IDWR- SOUTHERN REGION 
1341 FILLMORE ST STE 200 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301-3380 
(208) 736-3037 
9indy. yenter@idwr.jcJWJ_Q.fill~ 

RITZ tfA.Etv11Vfr,RLb.: 
HAE!VtMERLE I!AEM.r-.1.ERLE 
PODOX 1800 
HAILEY ID 83333 
(208) 578-0564 
.tx.b.@m.indspring.com 

,·· 
( 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage "Prepaid 
( ) Facsimile 
( ) E-mail 

(x) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) E-mail 

(x) l r.3. i'vfail, Postage !)repaid 
( ) Facsimile 
(x) E-mail 

Administrative Assistant to the Director 
Idaho Department of Water Resource 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND l?OR THE COUNTY OF MINIDOKA 

A & B IRRIGATION DISTRJCT, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

THE IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES and GARY SPACKMAN in 
his official capacity as Interim Director of 
the Idaho Department of Water Resources, 

Respondents. 

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION 
FOR DELIVERY CALL OF A & B 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT FOR THE 
DELIVERY OF GROUND WATER AND 
FOR THE CREATION OF A GROUND 
WATER MANAGEMENT AREA 

Ruling: 

) Case No. 2009-000647 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
) ORDER ON PETITION FOR 
) JUDICIAL REVIEW 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

The 1951 Idaho Ground Water Act, J.C.§ 42-226 et seq., applies retroactively with 
respect to the administration of ground water rights including the management of 
ground water levels. 

The Director did not err in finding that reasonable pumping levels had not been 
exceeded based on determination that the 36·2080 right suffered no material injury 
at current levels. Consistent with a finding of no material injury, Director was not 
required to make a determination on reasonableness of pumping levels. 
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The Director erred in failing to apply proper evidentiary standard of clear and 
convincing evidence in fmding of no material injury to A & B's right. Remanded 
for purpose of applying correct evidentiary standard. 

The Director did not err by analyzing material injury to the 36-2080 right in 
cumulative as opposed to analyzing injury separately to the 177 points of diversion 
based on the way in which the right was licensed and decreed. 

The Director did not err by failing to designate a Ground Water Management Area 
pursuant to I.C. § 42-233b. 

Appearances: 

John K. Simpson, Travis L. Thompson, Paul Arrington, Sarah W. Higer, Barker Rosholt 
& Simpson, LLP, Twin Falls, Idaho, on behalf of Petitioner A & B Irrigation District, 
("A & B"), (Travis Thompson argued); 

Phillip J. Rassier, Chris M. Bromley, Deputy Attorneys General of the State ofidaho, 
Idaho Department of Water Resources, Boise, Idaho, on behalf of Respondents Idaho 
Department of Water Resources, and Gary Spackman in hls capacity as Interim Director 
of the Idaho Department of Water Resources, ("Director," "IDWR" or "Department") 
(Chris M. Bromley argued); 

Randall C. Budge, Candice M. McHugh, Scott J. Smith, Racine Olson Nye Budge & 
Bailey, Chartered, Pocatello, Idaho, on behalf of Respondent Idaho Ground Water 
Appropriators, Inc. ("IGW A") (Candice M. McHugh argued); 

Sarah A. Klahn, White & Jankowski, LLP, Denver, Colorado, A. Dean Tramner, 
Pocatello, Idaho, on behalf of Respondent City of Pocatello ("City of Pocatello") (Sara A. 
Klahn argued); 

Jerry R. Rigby, Rigby, Andrus & Rigby, Chartered, Rexburg, Idaho, on behalf of 
Fremont Madison Irrigation District, Robert & Sue Huskinson, Sun-Glo Industries, Val 
Schwendiman Farms, Inc., Darrell C. Neville, Scott C. Neville, and Stan D. Neville, 
("Fremont-Madison et. al."). 
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I. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A. Nature of the Case 

Th.is case is a proceeding for judicial review of the Final Order Regarding the A 

& B Delivery Call ("Final Order") issued June 30, 2009, by David R. Tuthill, Jr., 

Director of IDWR. Record ("R.") R. 3318-3325. Following the retirement of Director 

TuthilJ on June 30, 2009, Gary Spackman was appointed Interim Director. The Final 

Order was issued at the conclusion of proceedings relating to a Petition for Delivery Call 

originally filed with the Department by A & Bon July 26, 1994. R. 12-14. The Petition 

for Delivery Call also requested that the Director designate the Eastern Snake Plain 

Aquifer ("ESPA") as a Ground Water Management Area ("GWMA") pursuant to Idaho 

Code§ 42-233b. The Final Order denied both the delivery call and the request for 

GWMA designation. On August 31, 2009, A & B filed the instant Notice of Appeal and 

Petition for Judicial Review of Agency Action ("Petition for Judicial Review") pursuant to 

the Idaho Administrative Procedure Act, Title 67, Chap 52, Idaho Code. 

B. Course of Proceedings 

On June 26, 1994, A & B filed the Petition for Delivery Call seeking 

administration of ground water rights diverting from the ESP A that were junior in 

priority to water right 36-2080, as well as GWMA designation of the ESPA. R. 12-14. 

The Petition alleged inter alia that junior priority ground water pumping from the ESPA 

had lowered the water table an average of 20 feet and in excess of 40 feet in some areas. 

The Petition also alleges that the declines in the water table level resulted in reducing A 

& B's diversions from its authorized 1,100 cfs to 974 cfs and reduced diversions from 40 

wells serving approximately 21,000 acres to a diversion rate insufficient to irrigate the 

lands served by the wells. R. 13. 

Notice of the filing was served on approximately 7,200 holders of water rights 

who divert from the ESPA with priorities junior to September 16, 1994. R. 669. 

Responses were received from over 200 junior water right holders or entities representing 

water right holders. Id. Thereafter, A & B, IDWR and the participating respondents 
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entered into a stipulation, which among other things, stayed the Petition for Delivery Call 

until such time as any party filed a Motion to Proceed to have the stay lifted. R. 1106. 

On March 16, 2007, A & B filed a Motion to Proceed with the Department, 

moving to lift the stay agreed to by the parties. Following a status conference on the 

Motion to Proceed, the Director issued an order lifting the stay. Id. On January 29, 

2008, the Director issued an Order ("January 29, Order") denying A & B's Petition for 

Delivery Call and request for GWMA designation. R. 1105-1151. The January 29, 

Order concluded, based on the application of the Rules/or Conjunctive Management of 

Surface and Ground Water Resources, IDAPA 37.03.11 ("CMR"), that A & B's 36-2080 

water right had not suffered "material injury." Id. at 1151. In response, A & B requested 

an administrative hearing challenging the January 29, Order. R. 1182. An evidentiary 

hearing was conducted December 3 through 17, 2008, before Hearing Officer Gerald F. 

Schroeder (''Hearing Officer"). Respondents IGWA, City of Pocatello and Fremont 

Madison et. al. participated in the hearing. R. 116-17. 

On March 27, 2009, the Hearing Officer entered his Opinion Constituting 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendations ("Recommended Order"). 

R. 3078-3120. The Recommended Order agreed with the conclusion of the Director's 

January 29, Order, that A & B's water right no. 36-2080 had not suffered material injury 

and that designation of a GWMA would not add any benefit to the management of the 

ESP A that could not already be accomplished through the water districts already in 

existence. Id. On May 29, 2009, the Hearing Officer issued an Order Granting in Part 

and Denying in Part A & B's Petition for Reconsideration, correcting certain errors in the 

Recommended Order but otherwise affirming the Recommended Order. R. 3231-3233. 

On June 19, 2009, the Hearing Officer issued a response to A & B's Petition for 

Clarification which clarified the Hearing Officer's use of the term "total project failure." 

R. 3262. A & B filed exceptions to the Recommended Order on June 30, 2009. R 3318. 

On June 30, 2009, the Director issued the Final Order accepting all substantive 

recommendations of the Hearing Officer. On August 4, 2009, the Director issued an 

Order Denying Petition for Reconsideration making the June 30, 2009, Order, final. R. 

3360. 
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On August 31, 2009, A & B timely filed the Petition for Judicial Review now 

before the Court. IGW A, City of Pocatello and Fremont-Madison et. al. all appear as 

Respondents. This case was assigned to the undersigned Judge in his capacity as a 

District Judge and not in his capacity as Presiding Judge of the Snake River Basin 

Adjudication ("SRBA"). 

C. Statement of Relevant Facts 

1. A & B Irrigation Project 

The North Side Pumping Division of the Minidoka Project was developed by the 

United States Bureau of Reclamation ("USBOR") . The project was completed in 1963. 

A & Bis an irrigation district organized by the landowners of the North Side Pumping 

Division of the Minidoka Project. The USBOR transferred operation and maintenance of 

the project to A & B in 1966 pursuant to a repayment contract. The project consists of 

two units. Unit A serves approximately 15,000 acres with surface water diverted from 

the Snake River. Unit B serves approximately 66,000 acres with ground water pumped 

from the ESPA primarily authorized under the 36-2080 water right. 1 

2. Water Right 36-2080 

Water right 36-2080 is a ground water right held in trust by the USBOR for the 

benefit of the landowners within A & B Irrigation District. See United States v. Pioneer 

Irr. Dist., 144 Idaho 106, 157 P.3d 600 (2007). The right was decreed with a priority 

date of September 9, 1948, and cumulatively authorizes the diversion of 1100 cfs from 

177 separate points of diversion (wells) for the irrigation of 62,604.3 acres from April 1 

to October 31. The decreed quantity calculates to 0.88 miner's inches per acre.2 A 

partial decree was issued for the right in the SRBA on May 7, 2003. Exh. 139. 

A subsequent administrative transfer approved the use of up to 188 wells and 

expanded the authorized number of acres to 66,686.2. A & B currently operates 177 

1 Unit B is also irrigated with other ground water rights, including enlargement rights, which cumulatively 
authorize the irrigation of 66,686.2 acres. R. 1112. 

2 This is calculated as follows: l,100 cfs / 62,604.3 acres= .0176 cfs or 0.88 (0.0176/.02) miner's inches 
per acre. However, this is an average, as not all wells produce 0.88 inches per acre some produce more and 
others less. R. 3108. Well capacity ranges from 0.8 cfs to 10.6 cfs. R. 3093 
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wells. R. 3081. The place of use for all points of diversion is described as "the boundary 

of A & B Irrigation District service area pursuant to Section 43-323, Idaho Code." R. 

3094. As a result, water diverted from any one of the wells is appurtenant to all acres 

within the place of use. R. 3092. The rate of diversion for the right is decreed in the 

cumulative and does not ascribe any rate of diversion to a particular well. The USBOR 

applied to have the right licensed in this manner to provide for the greatest amount of 

flexibility in distributing water throughout the project. R. 3093-94; Exh. 157D. 

Despite being decreed in this manner, the Unit B ground water project is not a 

system of interconnected wells. The Unit is comprised of 130 independent well systems. 

R. 3093. A well system consists of one or more wells that provide water to a distribution 

system that services a particular number of acres. On average, five fann units are served 

from each well system. Eighty-eight of the systems consist of a single well. 

Approximately 40 of the systems consist of two wells. The Unit has two or three systems 

comprised of three wells. R 3092-93. Water delivery for the average well system 

requires less than one mile of canal with a capacity of 5.6 cfs. R. 3095. Although not all 

of A & B's wells are underperforming, because of the design of the system and the 

geographic layout of the lands within the Unit, water cannot readily be distributed 

throughout the Unit from areas served by wells capable of pumping more than required 

for the area of service, to areas served by underperforming wells. R. 3095. 

3. Historical Development of the Unit B Ground Water Project System 

The Unit B ground water project was originally designed as an open discharge 

system where water was pumped from the ground into surface ponds and delivered 

through open lateral systems to the user. R. 3098. Irrigation was initially accomplished 

by gravity flow. R. 3099. Gravity flow has been replaced by more efficient sprinkler 

systems. R. 3099. As of 2007, only 3 to 4 percent of the irrigation in Unit B was gravity 

flow. Id. The original conveyance system included 109.71 miles oflaterals and 333 

miles of drains. The current system includes 51 miles of laterals, 13 8 miles of drains and 

27 miles of distribution piping. Sixty-nine water injection wells have also been 

eliminated and the water applied to other purposes. R. 3099. In sum, the current system 
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is more efficient than the original system. Conveyance loss system wide is between 3 

and 5 percent. R . 3099. These efficiencies reduced the amount of water re~entering the 

ESPA. R. 3102. 

A & B maintains the Unit B ground water project system on an annual basis 

including a "rectification" program for underperforming wells. The rectification program 

includes deepening wells, drilling new wells and increasing horsepower to existing 

pumps. A & B's criteria for rectification targets wells delivering below 0.75 miner's 

inches per acre. R. 3101. 

4. Declines in ESP A Levels 

The project was developed when water levels in the ESPA were at their peak. 

Gravity flow irrigation from the Snake River resulted in significant amounts of recharge 

to the ESP A. Ground water pumping was also limited. Since that time changes in 

irrigation practices reducing incidental recharge, ground water pumping and drought have 

all contributed to declines in aquifer levels. Declines in aquifer levels since the wells 

were installed range from 8.5 feet to 46.4 feet. Although the overall annual recharge to 

the ESPA exceeds depletions from ground water pumping, less water enters the project 

area than leaves the area. Despite declines in certain areas the aquifer is not being 

"mined" by ground water pumping. R. 3113. 

S. A & B's Delivery Call 

The declines in aquifer levels have resulted in A & B being unable to pump the 

full amount of its authorized rate of diversion during peak demand periods. The declines 

reduced cumulative withdrawals from 1,100 cfs (0.88 miner's inches per acre) to 974 cfs 

(0.78 miner's inches per acre) for the entire project. Depletions have also resulted in 

some wells being abandoned. The shortages are not uniform throughout the project. A & 

B alleges ground water pumping by juniors has materially injured the 36-2080 water 

right. R. 3113. However, certain areas within the project, which lie over hydrogeologic 

regions of poor transmissivity, have realized the greatest shortages. These areas are 

primarily located in the southwest region of the project but shortages are not exclusively 

limited to that area. R 3111; Exh. 200N & 216. 
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D. Decision of the Director 

The Hearing Officer's Recommended Order determined the following: 1) A & 

B's 36-2080 right was subject to the provisions of the Idaho Ground Water Act (LC.§§ 

42-226 et seq.) ("GWA") and A & B's wells had not exceeded reasonable pumping 

levels; 2) 0.75 miner's inches per acre was the minimum quantity necessary to satisfy A 

& B's water requirements despite the 36-2080 right being decreed in the aggregate for 

0.88 miner's inches per acre; 3) inherent hydrogeologic conditions making pumping 

difficult in certain areas of the project was not a basis for curtailment; 4) A & B was 

required to take reasonable measures to move water to underperforrning areas within the 

project; 5) A & B had not suffered material injury to its senior water right; and 6) no 

additional benefit to the management of the ESPA would result from the formation of a 

GWMA. R. 3078. In the Final Order the Director accepted all substantive 

recommendations of the Hearing Officer. R. 3318. 

II. 

ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL 

A & B raises the following issues on appeal: 

A. Whether the Director erred in concluding that the provisions of the GW A apply to 

pre-enactment water rights? 

B. Whether the Director unconstitutionally applied the CMR by disregarding the 

proper presumptions and burdens of proof resulting in: (i) reducing A&B 's diversion rate 

per acre from 0.88 to 0.75 miner's inches; (ii) creating a new "failure of the project" 

standard for injury; and (iii) using a "minimum amount needed" for crop maturity 

standard? 

C. Whether the Director erred in failing to separately analyze A & B's 177 

individual points of diversion, as opposed to cumulatively, for purposes of determining 

injury to A & B's senior water right? 
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D. Whether the Director erred and unconstitutionally applied the CMR by 

concluding that A & B must interconnect individual wells or well systems across the 

project before a delivery call can be filed even though water right 36-2080 was 

developed, licensed and decreed with as many as 130 individual well systems? 

E. Whether the Director erred in finding that A & B has not been required to pump 

water beyond a "reasonable ground water pumping level" even though (1) the Director 

provided no factual support for this conclusion, (2) the evidence demonstrates that A&B 

has been forced to drill wells deeper and even abandon wells as water supplies become 

more and more depleted, and (3) no such level has ever been determined as required by 

Idaho Code § 42-226? 

F. Whether the Director erred in failing to designate all or a portion of the ESPA as a 

GWMA pursuant to Idaho Code§ 42-233b? 

G. Whether the Director violated I. C. § 42-231 by failing to protect the ESP A, set a 

reasonable pumping level or designate a GWMA? 

H. Whether the Director erred by failing to issue a final order in compliance with I.C. 

§ 67-5248? 

Ill. 

MATTER DEEMED FULLY SUBMITTED FOR DECISION 

Oral argwnent before the District Court in this matter was held March 2, 2010. 

The parties did not request the opportunity to submit additional briefing and the Court 

does not require any additional briefing in this matter. Therefore, this matter is deemed 

fully submitted for decision on the next business day or March 3, 2010. 
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IV. 

APPLICABLE STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Judicial review of a final decision of the director of IDWR is governed by the Idaho 

Administrative Procedure Act (IDAPA), Chapter 52, Title 67, LC.§ 42-1701A(4). Under 

IDAP A, the Court reviews an appeal from an agency decision based upon the record created 

before the agency. Idaho Code§ 67-5277; Dovel v. Dobson, 122 Idaho 59, 61, 831 P.2d 

527,529 (1992). The Court shall not substitute its judgment for that of the agency as to the 

weight of the evidence on questions of fact. Idaho Code§ 67-5279(1); Castaneda v. 

Brighton Corp., 130 Idaho 923, 926, 950 P.2d 1262, 1265 (1998). The Court shall affirm 

the agency decision unless the court finds that the agency's findings, inferences, 

conclusions, or decisions are: 

(a) in violation of constitutional or statutory provisions; 

(b) in excess of the statutory authority of the agency; 

( c) made upon unlawful procedure; 

(d) not supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole; or, 

(e) arbitrary, capricious, or an abuse of discretion. 

Idaho Code§ 67-5279(3); Castaneda, 130 Idaho at 926, 950 P.2d at 1265. 

The petitioner or appellant must show that the agency erred in a manner specified 

in I.C. § 67-5279(3), and that a substantial right of the party has been prejudiced. LC. § 

67-5279(4). Barron v. IDWR, 135 Idaho 414,417, 18 P.3d 219,222 (2001). Even if the 

evidence in the record is conflicting, the Court shall not overturn an agency's decision 

that is based on substantial competent evidence in the record.3 Id. The Petitioner (the 

party challenging the agency decision) also bears the burden of documenting and proving 

that there was not substantial evidence in the record to support the agency's decision. 

Payette River Property Owners Assn. v. Board of Comm 'rs. 132 Idaho 552, 976 P.2d 477 

(1999). 

The Idaho Supreme Court has summarized these points as follows: 

' Substantial docs not mean that the evidence was uncontradicted. All that is required is that the evidence be of such sufficient 
quantity lllld probative value lhat reasonable minds could conclude that the linding - whether it be by a jury, trial judge, special 
master, or hearing officer- was proper. II is not necessary thlt the evidence be of such quantity or quality that reasonable minds mrm 
conclude, only th.t they could conclude. Thcrcfo~. a hewing officer's findings of fact are properly rejected only if the evidence is so 
weak that reasonable minds could not come to the same conclusions the hearing officer reached. See eg. Mann v. SaflfWay Stores, Inc. 
95 Idaho 732, 518 P.2d 1194 (1974); see also Evans v. Hara's Inc., 125 Idaho 473,478,849 P.2d 934,939 (1993). 
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The Court does not substitute its judgment for that of the agency as 
to the weight of the evidence presented. The Court instead defers to 
the agency's findings of fact unless they are clearly erroneous. In 
other words, the agency's factual determinations are binding on the 
reviewing court, even where there is conflicting evidence before the 
agency, so long as the detenninations are supported by substantial 
evidence in the record . .. . The party attacking the Board's decision 
must first illustrate that the Board erred in a manner specified in 
Idaho Code Section 67-5279(3), and then that a substantial right has 
been prejudiced. · 

Urrutia v. Blaine County, 134 Idaho 353, 2 P.3d 738 (2000) (citations omitted); see also, 

Cooper v. Board of Professional Discipline, 134 Idaho 449, 4 P .3d 561 (2000). 

If the agency action is not affirmed, it shall be set aside in whole or in part, and 

remanded for further proceedings as necessary. I.C. § 67-5279(3); University of Utah 

Hosp. v. Board of Comm 'rs of Ada Co., 128 Idaho 517, 519,915 P.2d 1375, 1377 

(Ct.App. 1996). 

V. 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

A. The Director Did Not Err in Concluding the GWA Applies to the 
Administration of the Right to Use Water Rights Pre-dating its Enactment. 

A & B argues the Director erred in adopting the Hearing Officer's conclusion that 

the GWA applies to water rights appropriated prior to its enactment. Water right 36-2080 

hasaprioritydateofSeptember9, 1948. TheGWAwasenactedin 1951. 1951 Idaho 

Sess. Laws, ch. 200, pp. 423-29 (codified as Idaho Code§§ 42-226 et. seq.). The 

significance of whether the GW A applies to water rights established prior to its 

enactment comes from LC. § 42-226 which was amended in 1953 to provide: 

[W]hile the doctrine of 'first in time is first in right' is recognized, a 
reasonable exercise of this right shall not block full economic 
development of underground water resources, but early appropriators of 
underground water shall be protected in the maintenance of reasonable 
pumping levels as may be established by the state reclamation engineer as 
herein provided. 
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1953 Idaho Sess. Laws, ch. 182, p. 278 (emphasis added).4 

A & B argues that because water right 36-2080 was established prior to the 

enactment of the GWA, the right is not subject to the "reasonable pumping level" 

provision of LC.§ 42-226. A & B argues instead that the right is protected to historic 

pumping levels as provided by common law. In support of its argument, A & B cites to 

the plain language of the 1987 amendment to LC.§ 42-226, which remains in the current 

version of the statute, and provides: "This act shall not affect the rights to the use of 

ground water in this state acquired before its enactment.,, 1987 Idaho Sess. Laws Ch. 

347, p. 743. Among other things, A & B also points out where this same provision has 

been cited to by both the Idaho Supreme Court and the SRBA District Court for the 

proposition that the GW A does not apply to water rights pre-existing its enactment. See 

Musser v. Higginson, 125 Idaho 392,396,871 P.2d 809, 813 (1994); In re: SRBA Case 

No. 39576, Order on Cross Motions/or Summary Judgment, Subcase No. 91-00005, p.22 

(July 2, 200l)(citing Musser). The issue of whether the GWA applies to pre-existing 

water rights is a question of law over which a reviewing court exercises free review. 

Farber v. Idaho State Insurance Fund, 147 Idaho 307,310, 208 P.3d 289, 292 (2009). 

Moreover, the issue requires a comprehensive review of the GWA in its entirety. 

1. Application of Standards of Statutory Interpretation to the GWA. 

The objective of statutory interpretation is to derive the intent of the legislative 

body that adopted the act. Farber at 310, 208 P Jd at 292 (2009) ( citing Payette River 

Prop. Owners Ass'n v. Bd. Of Comm 'rs a/Valley County, 132 Idaho 551,557,976 P.2d 

477,483 (1999)). Statutory interpretation begins with the literal language of the statute. 

Id. (citing Paolini v. Albertson's, Inc., 143 Idaho 547,549, 149 P.3d 822, 824 (2006)). 

When the statutory language is unambiguous, the clearly expressed intent of the 

4 The original language has since been amended but not in substance. I.C. § 42-226 currently provides: 

[W]hile the doctrine of 'first in time is first in right' is recognized, a reasonable exercise 
of this right shall not block full economic development of underground water resources. 
Prior appropriators of underground water shall be protected in the maintenance of 
reasonable pumping levels as may be established by the director of the department of 
water resources as herein provided. 
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legislative body must be given ~ffect, and the court need not consider rules of statutory 

construction. Id. (citing Payette River, 132 Idaho at 557,976 P.2d at 483). Statutory 

provisions should not be read in isolation, but must be interpreted in the context of the 

entire document. Id. (citing Westerburg v. Andrus, 114 Idaho 401,403, 757 P.2d 664, 

666 (1988)). The statute should be considered as a whole and the words given their plain, 

usual, ordinary meaning. Id. A statute is passed as a whole and not in parts or sections. 

Each part or section should therefore be construed in connection with every other part or 

section so as to produce a harmonious whole. It is not proper to confine interpretation to 

the one section to be construed. SUTHERLAND, STAT. CONST. § 46:05 (6th ed. 2001). 

2. When Construed in its Entirety, it is Clear the Legislature Intended 
the GWA to Apply to theAdministration of All Rights to the Use of Ground Water 
Whenever or However Acquired. 

Toe language of the 1987 amendment to I.C. § 42-226, which provides "[t]his act 

shall not affect the rights to the use of ground water in this state acquired before its 

enactment" appears, when read in isolation, to exempt water rights existing prior to the 

enactment of the GW A from its application. However, when construing the Act in its 

entirety, and specifically taking into account the plain language of LC. § 42-229, it 

becomes clear that the Legislature intended a distinction between the "right to the use of 

ground water" and the "administration of all rights to the use of ground water." This 

distinction is significant in that the plain language of the Act makes clear that the Act 

applies retroactively to the later category unless specifically exempted. 

Prior to the enactment of the G WA in 1951, Idaho did not have a statutory scheme 

in place specifically governing the appropriation and administration of ground water. In 

discussing the enactment of the GWA in 1951, the Idaho Supreme Court has noted that: 

In the years since World War II, most western states have enacted 
legislation establishing administrative controls over ground water 
withdrawals . . . Idaho was in the vanguard of this movement when we 
enacted our Ground Water Act in 1951 LC. §42-226 et seq. 

Baker v. Ore-Ida Food, 95 Idaho 575,580,513 P.2d 627, 632 (1973). 
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In its original form, Section 1 of the Act (now codified as I.C. § 42-226) re­

affinned that the traditional policies of this state pertaining to the beneficial use of water 

through appropriation apply to ground water: 

Section 1 GROUND WATERS ARE PUBLIC WATERS 

It is hereby declared that the traditional policy of the state of Idaho, 
requiring the water resources of this state to be devoted to beneficial use in 
reasonable amounts through appropriation, is affinned with respect to the 
ground water resources of this state as said term is hereinafter defined. All 
ground waters in this state are declared to be the property of the state, 
whose duty it shall be to supervise their appropriation and allotment to 
those diverting the same for beneficial use. All rights to the use of 
ground water i11 t/zis state however acquired before tlie effective date of 
this act are hereby in all respects validated and confirmed. 

1951 Idaho Sess. Law, ch. 200, pp. 423-424. (emphasis added). 

Section 1 of the Act was subsequently amended by the Legislature in 1953, 1980, 

and 1987. 5 The phrase: "All rights to the use of ground water in this state however 

acquired before the effe~tive date of this act are hereby in all respects validated and 

confirme<f' remained in force until the 1987 amendment when that provision was 

replaced by the following provision now at issue: "This act shall not affect the rights to 

the use of ground water in this state acquired before its enactment." 1987 Idaho See. 

Laws ch. 347, p. 743. (emphasis added). By its plain language, the 1987 amendment 

applies only to "the rights to the use of ground water." 

In its original form, Section 4 of the Act (now codified as LC.§ 42-229) provided 

as follows: 

Section 4. METHODS OF APPROPRIATION 

The right to the use of ground water of this state may be acquired only by 
appropriation. Such appropriations may be perfected by means of 
diversion and application to beneficial use or by means of the application 
permit and license procedure in this act provided. All proceedings 
commenced prior to the effective date of this act for the acquisition of 
rights to the use of ground water under the provisions of chapter 2 of title 
42, Idaho Code, may be completed under the provisions of said chapter 2 
and rights to the use of ground water may be thereby acquired. But the 
administration of all rights to tire use of ground water. whenever or 

5 In 1953, Section I was amended to include the "full economic development" and "reasonable ground 
water pumping levels" provisions. See Supra fu. 4 
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however acquired or to be acquired, shall, utiless specifically excepted 
therefrom, be govemed by the provision of this act. 

1951 Idaho Sess. Laws, ch. 200, p.424. (emphasis added). The plain language of the last 

sentence of this provision specifically addresses and applies to "the administration" of 

the right to the use of ground water. The last sentence of the original Section 4 has 

remained unchanged and appears in its original form in the current version ofl.C. § 42-

229. 

When the two above-mentioned provisions are read in conjunction it is clear that 

the last sentence of I.C. § 42-226 governs the applicability of the GW A to rights to the 

use of ground water acquired before its enactment, whereas the last sentence of LC.§ 42-

229 applies to the administration of rights to the use of ground water acquired before its 

enactment. By its plain language then, the GWA applies to the administration of rights 

to the use of ground water "whenever or however" acquired. I.C. § 42-229. 

A & B's argument that the 1987 amendment language to what is now LC.§ 42-

229 excludes the application of the GWA from pre-existing water rights leads to two 

problematic results. First, the interpretation renders the "whenever or however acquired" 

language of the last sentence ofl.C. § 42-229, which pertains to the administration of the 

right to use ground water, meaningless. Courts must give effect to all the words and 

provisions of a statute so that none will be void, superfluous or redundant. Faber, 147 

Idaho at 310,208 P.3d at 293. Second, the argument results in the conclusion that pre­

existing water rights are insulated from all administrative provisions enumerated in the 

GWA, including but not limited to provisions regarding the eqmpping of wells with flow 

valves, rights of inspection by IDWR, maintenance of casings, pipes, fittings, etc. See 

LC. § 42-237a.g. This conclusion leads to an absurd result and must be rejected. As 

shown above, the Director has the authority under the GW A to administer rights to the 

use of ground water "whenever or however acquired." 

3. Within the Structure of the GW A, the Management of Ground 
Water Pumping Levels was Intended to be Addressed under the Purview of 
the Administration of Ground Water Rights. 
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The GW A vests the Director with a number of enumerated powers and 

responsibilities associated with the supervision and administration of ground water rights. 

Of significance to the facts of this case, the maintenance of ground water levels is one 

such power: 

To assist the director of the department of water resources in the 
administration and enforcement of this act, and in making determinations 
upon which said orders shall be based, he may establish a ground water 
pumping level or levels in an area or areas having a common ground water 
supply as determined by him as hereinafter provided. Water in a well shall 
not be deemed available to fill a water right therein if withdrawal 
therefrom of the amount called for by such right would affect, contrary to 
the declared policy of this act, the present or future use of any prior 
surface or ground water right or result in the withdrawing of the ground 
water supply at a rate beyond the reasonably anticipated average rate of 
future natural recharge. However, the director may allow withdrawal at a 
rate exceeding the reasonably anticipated rate of future natural recharge if 
the director finds it is in the public interest and if it satisfies the following 
criteria .... 

LC. § 42-237ag.6 

Within the structure of the GWA, the management of ground water pwnping 

levels was therefore intended to be addressed under the purview of the administration of 

groundwater rights. Although (as is discussed below) the common law may have 

protected the means of diversion of senior appropriators to historic pumping levels, 

ground water pumping levels have never been treated as an element of a water right, nor 

have pumping levels been memorialized in any decree or license. See. e.g. l.C. § 42-

1409 (required elements in Notice of Claim - no reference to well depth); LC. § 42-222 

(setting forth changes to water right requiring transfer proceeding - no reference to well 

depth); I.C. § 42-202 (contents of permit application- no reference to well depth). 

Likewise in Baker v. Ore-Idaho Foods, the Idaho Supreme Court recognized most 

western states, including the state of Idaho via the G WA "have enacted legislation 

establishing administrative controls over ground water withdrawals." Baker, 95 Idaho at 

580, 513 P.2d at 632 (emphasis added). 

6 This provision was originally included in the 1953 version of the GWA and read the same except that it 
referred to the "state reclamation engineer." 
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The fact that (1) pumping level is not considered an element of a right, (2) the 

GW A delegated a number of duties to IDWR associated with the maintenance of ground 

water levels, and (3) the acknowledgement by the Idaho Supreme Court that the GWA 

established administrative controls over the withdrawal of groundwater in Baker v. Ore­

Ida Foods all strongly suggest that the issues pertaining to ground water levels fall under 

the category of the admi_nistration of the right to the use of ground water. The plain 

language ofl.C. § 42-229 makes clear that the administration of the right to the use of 

ground water shall be governed by the GW A "whenever or however" the water right was 

acquired. 

4. The Case Law Applying the GW A is Consistent with this 
Interpretation. 

The limited case law applying the provisions of the G WA is consistent with the 

conclusion that the management of ground water levels is a matter of administration and 

therefore is subject to the retroactive application of the GWA. In Noh v. Stoner, 53 Idaho 

651, 26 P. 531 (1933), prior to the enactment of GWA in 1951, the Idaho Supreme Court 

addressed the issue of maintenance of water tables in a dispute involving a junior well 

interfering with a senior ground water right. The Court held that senior well owners 

were protected absolutely to the extent of their historical pumping level. Junior well 

owners could not be enjoined from pumping so long as they held the senior hannless for 

the cost of modifying or lowering the senior's means of diversion such that the senior 

received the same flow of water. Id. at 657, 26 P.2d at 1114. 

In Baker v. Ore-Ida Foods, Inc., 95 Idaho 575,513 P.2d 627 (1973), the Idaho 

Supreme Court addressed the application of the GWA in a dispute between ground water 

pumpers over the maintenance of ground water tables. The Court concluded the GW A 

was "consistent with the constitutionally enunciated policy of promoting optimum 

development of water resources in the public interest." Id. at 584,513 P.2d at 636 (citing 

Idaho Const. Art. 15 § 7). The Court held: 

[A] senior appropriator is not absolutely protected in either his historic 
water level or his historic means of diversion. Our Ground Water Act 
contemplates that in some situations senior appropriators may have to 
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accept some modification of their rights in order to achieve the goal of full 
economic development. ... 

In the enactment of the Ground Water Act, the Idaho legislature decided, 
as a matter of public policy, that it may sometimes be necessary to modify 
private property rights in ground water to promote full economic 
development of the resource .... 

We conclude that our legislature attempted to protect historic water rights 
while at the same time promoting full economic development of ground 
water. Priority rights in ground water are and will be protected insofar as 
they comply with reasonable pumping levels. Put otherwise, although a 
senior may have a prior right to ground water, if his means of diversion 
demands an unreasonable pumping level his historic means of diversion 
will not be protected. 

Id. at 584, 513 P .2d at 63 6 ( citations omitted). The Court determined the holding in Noh 

was "inconsistent with the full economic development of our ground water resources" 

and that "the Ground Water Act was intended to eliminate the harsh doctrine of Noh." Id. 

at 581-82, 513 P.2d at 633-34. Further: 

Where the clear implication of a legislative act is to change the common 
law rule we recognize the modification because the legislature has the 
power to abrogate the common law .... We hold Noh to be inconsistent 
with the constitutionally enunciated policy of optimum development of 
water resources in the public interest. Noh is further inconsistent with the 
GWA. 

Id. at 5 83, 513 P .2d at 635 ( citations omitted). Although the Court never specifically 

addressed the issue of whether or not the reasonable pumping level provisions of the 

GWA were intended to apply to pre-existing rights, two of the senior rights held by the 

plaintiffs who made the delivery call had priorities pre-dating the enactment of the GW A. 

Consequently the Court did in fact apply the reasonable pumping provision to pre­

existing rights. While the case is not dispositive of the issue, the ruling makes it clear 

that the Legislature through the enactment of the GW A modified the common law rule in 

Noh. 

In Parker v. Wallentine, l 03 Idaho 506, 650 P.2d 648 (1982), a subsequent case 

involving a delivery call by a holder of a domestic ground water right, the Idaho Supreme 

Court applied the historic pumping level rule in Noh to the circumstance where it was 
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determined that the GW A did not apply. In Parker, the senior domestic water right had a 

priority date of 1964. The Idaho Supreme Court held that prior to the 1978 amendment 

the GWA did not apply to domestic wells. In reaching the holding the Court relied on the 

original 1951 version of the GW A which provided an exclusion for domestic use until 

1978 when the GWA was amended to eliminate the exclusion.' Id. at 510,650 P.2d 652. 

The Court held that the 1951 version of the language excluding domestic wells to be 

unambiguous. Id. at 511, 650 P .2d 653. After determining that the GW A did not apply 

the Court distinguished the holding in Baker and applied the ruling in Noh . 

Although this Court in Baker v. Ore-Ida Foods, Inc., 95 Idaho 575, 581-
83, 513 P.2d 627, 633-35 (1973), held that Noh is not applicable to cases 
detennined under the reasonable pumping level provisions of the Ground 
Water Act, Noh is applicable to circumstances such as these in which [the 
GWA] does not apply. 

Id at 513, 650 P.2d 655. On first impression the holding in Parker appears inconsistent 

with the holding in Baker, which arguably overruled the rule in Noh independent of the 

GW A. However, it is important to note that prior to the 1978 amendment, the GW A did 

not apply in any respect, retroactively or otherwise to domestic wells. This blanket 

exclusion was solely limited to domestic wells. Accordingly, the holding in Parker is 

consistent with Baker for purposes of applying the GWA to water rights that are not 

expressly exempt from its application. 

5. The Musser Decision 

The issue of whether the GW A was intended to apply retroactively to the 

administration of pre-existing rights has never been squarely addressed by the Idaho 

Supreme Court. However, as correctly argued by A & B, the Idaho Supreme Court 

decided the case of Musser v. Higginson, 125 Idaho 392,396, 871 P.2d 809, 813 (1994), 

in part, on the basis that the "statute [ J.C. § 42-226] does not affect the rights to the use 

of ground water acquired before enactment of the statute." Id. at 396, 871 P.2d at 813 

(citing the language of the 1987 amendment to LC.§ 42-226). In Musser, the Director 

7 Section 2 of the original version of the GWA provided an exclusion for domestic wells as follows: "The 
excavation and opening of wells and withdrawal of water therefrom for domestic purposes shall not be in 
any way affected by this act." 1951 Idaho Sess. Laws, ch. 200, p. 424 (now codified as J.C.§ 42-227) 
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refused to honor the demand for a delivery call initiated by a senior surface user. The 

Director reasoned he lacked the authoriz.ation to conjunctively administer ground and 

surface water within a water district without a formal hydrologic determination that 

conjunctive management was appropriate. Id. at 394, 871 P.2d at 811. The district court 

issued a writ of mandate, ordering the Director to administer the rights. The Director 

appealed. Id. 

On appeal, the Director argued that although he had a mandatory statutory duty to 

administer water within a water district, I.C. § 42-226 left to the Director's discretion the 

means used to respond to delivery calls. The Supreme Court rejected the argument citing 

the principle that, although certain details regarding how an agency is to carry out a 

mandatory duty are left to the agency's discretion such, is not a basis for relief from 

mandamus. Id. at 394-395, 871 P.2d at 811-12 (citations omitted). The Supreme Court 

held: 

This principle applies to this case. The director's duty pursuant to I.C. § 
42-602 is clear and executive. Although the details of the performance of 
the duty are left to the director's discretion, the director has the duty to 
distribute water. 

Id. The basis for the holding is the Director's duty to distribute water pursuant to I.C. § 

42-602. The Court then goes on to address the Director's explanation for refusal to honor 

the demand: 

The director defended his refusal to honor the Mussers' demand by 
claiming that a 'policy' of the department prevented him from taking 
action. In his testimony at the hearing to consider whether the writ would 
issue, the director referred to LC. § 42-226 and stated 'a decision has to be 
made in the public interest as to whether those who are impacted by ground 
water development are unreasonably blocking full use of the resource.' 

We note that the original version of what is now I.C. § 42-226 was enacted 
in 1951. 1951 Idaho Sess. Laws, ch. 200, § 1, p. 423. Both the original 
version and the current statute make it clear that this statute does not affect 
rights to the use of ground water acquired before the enactment of the 
statute. Therefore, we fail to see how LC. § 42-226 in anyway affects the 
director 's duty to distribute water to the Mussers, whose priority date is 
April 1, 1892. 

( emphasis added). In 1978, 1.C. § 42-227 was amended to eliminate the exclusion. 1978 Idaho Sess. Laws, 
ch. 323, p. 819. 
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Id. at 396, 871 P.2d at 813 (emphasis added). 

This language is compelling if read outside of the context of the entire GW A. It 

is important to note, however, that Musser was decided based on principles governing 

mandamus in relation to the Director's duty to distribute water in water districts pursuant 

to I.C. § 42-602 and not the application of the GWA In citing to I.C. § 42-226, the Court 

was responding to one of the defenses raised by the Director. Since enactment, the GWA 

has undergone several amendments and J.C. § 42-226 is only one component of the act. 

The application of I.C. § 42-226 or the GW A was not before the Court in Musser. 

Accordingly, the Court did not have the occasion to analyze the issue in the framework of 

the entire GW A, nor was it necessary. 8 As shown above, it is clear when read in its 

entirety that the intent of the legislature in passing the GWA was to distinguish between 

the right to the use of ground water and the administration of the right to the use of 

ground water. It is also clear that under the plain language of I.C. § 42-229 the GWA 

applies to the administration of all rights to the use of ground water whenever or however 

acquired. 

6. The More Reasonable Interpretation and Purpose of the Language of 
the 1987 Amendment. 

As noted previously, the GWA was the first statutory scheme in place specifically 

governing the appropriation and administration of ground water. However, the GW A 

was not the first authoriz.ation of the ability to appropriate a ground water right The 

more reasonable interpretation of the intent of the original language "[a]ll rights to the 

use of ground water in this state however acquired before the effective date of this act are 

hereby in all respects validated and confinned" was to acknowledge this very point and 

eliminate any confusion that ground water rights of existing holders were unauthorized or 

that existing right holders would have to make application under the GWA. While this 

interpretation is straight forward, the confusion arises as a result of the 1987 amendment, 

which when read independently from the rest of the act, appears to exempt pre-existing 

8 The SRBA also cited Musser for the proposition that the 1951 GWA did not apply to pre-existing water 
rights. The issue of the retroactive application of the GWA was not before the Court. In Re: SRBA Case 
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rights from the OW A. However, the more plausible justification behind the amendment 

and its choice oflanguage was to avoid confusion in the forthcoming SRBA. Namely, 

that the validated and confirmed language could be construed as a legislative 

detennination of the validity of pre-existing rights. Accordingly, this Court concludes 

that both the original language and the 1987 amendment were not intended to exempt 

pre-existing rights from the application of the OW A but rather to establish that pre­

existing rights were acknowledged as valid and not supplanted by the operation of the 

OW A Therefore this Court holds the Director did not err in concluding that the 

reasonable pumping level provisions of the OWA apply to pre-enactment water rights. 

B. The Dire_ctor did not err in determining that A & B had not been required to 
pump below a reasonable pumping level. This determination however, is dependent 
on the Director's material injury analysis and his determination that there is 
sufficient water available to supply 0.75 miner's inches per acre. 

A & B argues the Director erred by concluding A & B had not been forced to 

exceed reasonable ground water pumping levels to satisfy its right without first 

establishing a reasonable ground water pumping level from which to make the 

determination. In his January 29, 2008 Order, the Director determined "[a]though 

ground water levels throughout the ESP A have declined from their highest levels reached 

in the 1950's, ground water levels generally remain of pre-irrigation developmental 

levels. There is no indication that ground water levels in the ESP A exceed reasonable 

ground water levels required to be protected under the provisions of Idaho Code § 42-

226." R. 1109. In the Recommended Order, the Hearing Officer determined: 1) A & Bis 

not protected to historic levels; 2) that the aquifer is not being mined in that more water 

enters the aquifer than is being removed by ground water pumping; and 3) that A & B's 

poorest performing wells could not be used as a measure for establishing the 

reasonableness of the ground water levels. R. 3113. Ultimately the Hearing Officer 

concluded "[t]he right to water [quantity] established in the partial decree remains, but 

that right is dependent upon A & B's ability to reach the water from those wells or to 

No. 39576, Order on Cross Motions for Summary Judgment; Order on Motion to Strike Affidavits, Subcase 
91-00005 (Basin-Wide Issue 5) (July 2, 2001), p.22. 
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import it from other wells." Id. The Director adopted the Hearing Officer's 

recommendation in the Final Order. R. 3321. 

Idaho Code § 42-237a.g. sets forth the Director's duties with respect to 

establishing ground water levels: 

In the administration and enforcement of this act and in the effectuation of 
the policy of this state to conserve its ground water resources, the director 
of the department of water resources in his sole discretion is empowered . 

g. To supervise and control the exercise and administration of all 
rights to the use of ground waters and in the exercise of this discretionary 
power he may initiate administrative proceedings to prohibit or limit the 
withdrawal of water from any well during any period that he determines 
that water to fill any water right in said well is not there available. To 
assist the director of the department of water resources in the 
administration and enforcement of this act, and in making detenninations 
upon which said orders shall be based, he may establish a ground water 
pumping level or levels in an area or areas having a common ground water 
supply as determined by him as hereinafter provided. Water in a well 
shall not be deemed available to fill a water right therein if withdrawal 
therefrom of the amount called for by such right would affect, contrary to 
the declared policy of this act[9], the present or future use of any prior 
swface or ground water right or result in the wid1drawing of the ground 
water supply at a rate beyond the reasonably anticipated rate off uture 
natural recharge. 

( emphasis added). Accordingly, the GW A does not mandate that the Director establish 

ground water levels automatically as a matter of course in conjunction with a delivery 

call by a ground water pumper. 

The Hearing Officer's conclusion that reasonable pumping levels had not been 

exceeded was based on the finding that sufficient water was available satisfy the 36-2080 

right at current pumping levels foUowing the consideration of factors associated with the 

material injury analysis. In light of this finding the Hearing Officer concluded it was not 

necessary for the Director to establish a reasonable level in conjunction with the delivery 

call. This Court agrees and affirms the detem1ination, subject to one proviso. 

9 The policy of the GWA is included in LC.§ 42-226 which provides in relevant part: "Prior appropriators 
of underground water shall be protected in the maintenance of reasonable ground water pumping levels as 
may be established by the director of the department of water resources as herein provided." 
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The Director's conclusion is based on two threshold determinations made in 

conjunction with the material injury analysis. First, the Director's determination that 

sufficient water exists at current pumping levels relies on the finding that 0.75 miner's 

inches per acre is sufficient quantity to satisfy the purpose of use for the 36-2080 right 

despite the right being decreed for 0.88 miner's inches per acre. Second, the Director's 

determination that it was appropriate to analyze injury cumulatively based on injury to 

the entire right as opposed to evaluating injury to the 177 separate points of diversion. 

The significance of which would require A & B to move available water around within 

the project from wells capable of over performing to those areas served by 

underperforming wells. In other words injury would not be determined without looking at 

the depletive effects to entire right as opposed to individual points of diversion. These 

threshold issues are addressed separately in this opinion. To the extent the Director erred 

in either of these determinations it may require that the Director revisit the issue of the 

reasonableness of the pumping levels. 

C. The Director erred in failing to apply the constitutionally protected 
presumptions and burdens of proof. 

A & B argues the Director unconstitutionally applied the CMR by failing to appJy 

the proper presumptions and burdens of proof resulting the reduced diversion rate per 

acre for the 36-2080 right from 0.88 to 0. 75 miner's inches. This Court agrees. The 36-

2080 right was licensed and ultimately decreed with a diversion rate of 0.88 miner's 

inches per acre for the 62,604.3 acre place of use.1° Following application of the CMR, 

Rule 42 in particular, the Director determined that 0.75 miner's inches met A & B's 

minimum irrigation needs. The 0.75 miner's inche~ per acre, among other things, was 

therefore used to arrive at the finding of no material injury. 

1. The CMR, Material Injury, and Efficient use of Water Without 
Waste. 

10 The fact that the right was decreed for 1,100 cfs to a 62,604.3 place of use involves a separate issue 
addressed later in this opinion. 

MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER ON PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW Page 24 of50 



The 36-2080 right is included in an organized water district. CMR Rule 40 

pertains to responses to delivery calls in organized water districts, and in relevant part 

provides as follows: 

040. RESPONSES TO CALLS FOR WATER DELIVERY MADE 
BY THE HOLDERS OF SENIOR PRIORITY SURF ACE OR 
GROUND WATER RIGHTS AGAINST THE HOLDERS OF 
JUNIOR PRIORITY GROUND WATER RIGHTS FROM AREAS 
HAVING A COMMON GROUND WATER SUPPLY IN AN 
ORGANIZED WATER DISTRICT (RULE 40). 

01. Responding To a Delivery Call When a delivery call is 
made by the holder of a senior-priority water right (petitioner) alleging 
that by reason of a diversion of water by the holders of one (1) or more 
junior-priority ground water rights (respondents) from an area having a 
common ground water supply in an organized water district the petitioner 
is suffering material injury, and upon a finding by the Director as 
provided in Rule 42 that material injury is occurring, the Director, 
through the water master, shall: 

a. Regulate the diversion and use of water in accordance with 
the priorities of rights of the various surface or ground water users whose 
rights are included within the district . .. . 

IDAPA 37.03.l 1.040.01.a (emphasis added). CMR Rule 040.03 provides: 

Reasonable exercise of rights. In determining whether diversion and the 
use of water under rights will be regulated under Subsection 040.01.a. or 
040.01.b, the Director shall consider whether the petitioner making the 
delivery call is suffering material i11jury to a se11ior-priority water right 
and is diverting and using water efficiently without waste, and in a 
manner consistent with the goal of reasonable use of surface and ground 
waters as described in Rule 42. The Director will also consider whether 
the respondent junior-priority water right holder is using water 
efficiently and without waste. 

IDAPA 37.03.11.040.03. (emphasis added). CMR 010.14 defines "material injury" as: 

"Hindrance to or impact upon the exercise of a water right caused by the use of water 

by another person as deternuned in accordance with Idaho Law, as set for in Rule 42." 

IDAPA 37.03.11.010.14 (emphasis added). 

CMR Rule 42 sets forth the factors for determining material injury and the use of 

water efficiently without waste as follows: 
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042. DETERMINING MATERIAL INJURY AND 
REASONABLENESS OF WATER DIVERSIONS (RULE 42). 

01. Factors. Factors the Director may consider in determining 
whether the holders of water rights are suffering material injury and 
using water efficiently without waste, include but are not limited to: 

a. The amount of water available in the source :from which the 
water is diverted. 

b. The effort or expense of the holder of the water right to 
divert the water :from the source. 

c. Whether the exercise of junior-priority ground water rights 
individually or collectively affects the quantity and timing of when water 
is available to, and the cost of exercising, a senior-priority surface or 
ground water right. This may include the seasonal as well as the multi­
year cumulative impacts of all ground water withdrawals from and area 
having a common ground water supply. 

d. If for irrigation, the rate of diversion compared to the 
acreage of the land served, the annual volume of water diverted, the 
system diversion and conveyance efficiency, and the method of irrigation 
water application. 

e. The amount of water being diverted and used compared to 
other rights. 

f. The existence of water measuring and recording devices. 

g. The extent to which the requirements of the holder of a 
senior-priority water right could be met with the user's existing facilities 
and water supplies by employing reasonable diversion and conveyance 
efficiency and conservation practices .... 

h. The extent to which the requirements of the senior-priority 
surface water right could be met using alternate reasonable means of 
diversion or alternate points of diversion. including the construction of 
wens or the use of existing wells to divert and use water from the area 
having a common ground water supply under the petitioner's surface 
water right priority. 

IDAPA 37.03.11.042.01.a.-h. 
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2. American Falls Reservoir Dist. No. 2 v. IDWR 

In American Falls Reservoir Dist. No. 2 v. IDWR, 143 Idaho 862, 154 P.3d 433 

(2007) (AFRD #2), the Idaho Supreme Court addressed the constitutionality of the CMR 

in the context of a facial challenge. The issue arose as a result of senior surface right 

holders challenging the constitutionality of the CMR because the Rules required the 

senior making the call to prove material injury after the Director requested information 

from the surface users for the prior fifteen irrigation seasons instead of automatically 

giving effect to the decreed elements of the water right. The district court held the CMR 

to be facially unconstitutional for failing to "also integrate the concomitant tenets and 

procedures relating to a delivery call, which have historically been necessary to give 

effect to the constitutional protections pertaining to senior water rights .. .. " Id. at 870, 

154 P.3d at 441 . The district court held that "under these circumstances, no burden 

equates to impermissible burden shifting." Id at 873, 154 P.3d at 444. 

On appeal, the Idaho Supreme Court held that the CMR were not facially 

defective for failure to include the applicable burdens of proof and evidentiary standards 

based on the application of principles unique to facial challenges. Integral to the 

Supreme Court's determination was the recognition that: 

CM Rule 20.02 provides that: ' [T]hese rules acknowledge all elements of 
the prior appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law. ' ' Idaho law' 
as defined by CM Rule 10.12 means '[T]he constitution, statutes, 
administrative rules and case law of Idaho.' Thus, the Rules incorporate 
by reference and to the extent the Constitution, statutes and case law have 
identified the proper presumptions, burdens of proof, evidentiary standards 
and time parameters, those are part of the CM Rules.' 

Id at 873, 154 P.3d at 444. Accordingly, even though the CMR do not expressly address 

the burdens and presumptions the Director could still apply the CMR in a constitutional 

manner by including the constitutional burdens and presumptions. The Court then held 

that "the Rules do not permit or direct the shifting of the burden of proof ... 

[r]equirements pertaining to the standard of proof and who bears it have been 

developed over the years and are to be read into the CM Rules." Id. at 874, 154 P.3d 

at 445 (emphasis added). Further: 
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The Rules should not be read as containing a burden-shifting 
provision to make the petitioner re-prove or re-adjudicate the right 
which he already bas. . . . While there is no question that some 
information is relevant and necessary to the Director's determination of 
how best to respond to a delivery call, the burden is not on the senior 
water rights holder to re-prove an adjudicated right. The 
presumption under Idaho law is that the senior is entitled to his 
decreed water right, but there certainly may be some post­
adjudication factors which are relevant to the determination of how 
much water is actually needed. The Rules may not be applied in such 
a way as to force the senior to demonstrate an entitlement to the water 
in the first place; that is presumed by the filing of a petition 
containing information about the decreed right. The Rules do give the 
Director the tools by which to determine "how the various ground and 
surface water sources are interconnected, and how, when, where and to 
what extent the diversion and use of water from one source impacts 
[others]." A & B Irrigation Dist., 131 Idaho at 422, 958 P.2d at 579. 
Once the initial determination is made that material injury is 
occurring or will occur, the junior then bears the burden of proving 
that the call would be futile or to challenge, in some other 
constitutionally permissible way, the senior's call. 

Id. at 877-78, 154 P.3d at 448-49 (emphasis added). 

3. The Significance of a Licensed or Decreed Water Right. 

In applying the factors as set forth in CMR Rule 42, the Director concluded that 

despite a decreed rate of diversion of 0.88 miner's inches per acre, the minimum rate of 

diversion per acre that would satisfy A & B's irrigation requirements was 0.75 miner's 

inches. The ·oirector concluded sufficient water supply was available to provide the 0. 75 

miner's inches and denied A & B's delivery call. The issue arises as a result of the 

variance between the quantity decreed for the water right and the quantity the Director 

detennined was actually needed to accomplish the decreed purpose of use, or put 

differently, the quantity that could be put to beneficial use. 

As part ofldaho's licensure statutes the permit holder is required to make proof of 

beneficial use and the Department is required to examine such use. LC.§ 42-219. Idaho 

Code§ 42-219 provides: 

[U]pon receipt by the department of water resources of all the evidence in 
relation to such final proof, it shall be the duty of the department to 
carefully examine the same, and if the department is satisfied that the law 
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has been fully complied with and that the water is being used at the place 
claimed and for the purpose for which it was originally intended, the 
department shall issue to such user or users a license confmning such use. 
Such license shall . .. state ... the purpose for which such water is used, 
the quantity of water which may be used, wltich in no case shall be an 
amount in excess of the amount that has been beneficially applied. 

Id. (emphasis added). Idaho Code§ 42-220 provides that "[s]uch license shall be binding 

upon the state as to the right of such licensee to use the amount of water mentioned 

therein, and shall be prima facie evidence as to such right . ... " Further, "neither such 

licensee nor anyone claiming a right under such decree, shall at any time be entitled to 

the use of more water than can be beneficially applied on the lands for the benefit of 

which such right may have been confirmed .. . . " I.C. § 42-220. 

Idaho's adjudication statutes require the Director to evaluate the extent and nature 

of each water right for which a claim was filed based on state law. I.C. § 42-1410. The 

Department's role in the adjudication "is that of an independent expert and technical 

assistant to assure that claims to water rights acquired under state law are accurately 

reported." Further, [t]he director shall make recommendations as to the extent of 

beneficial use and administration of each water right under state law . . . . I. C. § 41-

14018. Idaho Code§ 42-1402 provides: "The right confirmed by such decree ... shall 

describe the land to which such water shall become appurtenant. The amount of water so 

allotted shall never be in excess of the amount actually used for beneficial purposes for 

which such right is claimed . . . .') Idaho Code § 42-1411 requires the Director to prepare 

and file a director's report which among other things determines the quantity of water 

used. The statute further provides that "[e]ach claimant of a water right has the ultimate 

burden of persuasion for each element of the water right." Further, that because the 

"director's report is prima facie evidence of the nature and extent of the water rights 

acquired under state law, a claimant of a water right acquired under state law has the 

burden of going forward with the evidence to establish any element of a water right 

which is in addition to or inconsistent with the description in a director's report." I.C. § 

42-1411(5). Finally, Idaho Code§ 42-1420 provides "the decree entered in a general 

adjudication shall be conclusive as to the nature and extent of all water rights in the 

adjudicated system." J.C.§ 42-1420. 
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Accordingly, both Idaho's licensure and adjudication statutory schemes expressly 

take into account the extent of the beneficial use in regards to the quantity element of a 

water right and expressly prohibit quantity from exceeding the amount that can be 

beneficially used. In sum, the quantity specified in a decree of an adjudicated water 

right is a judicial determination of beneficial use consistent with the purpose of use 

for the water right. 

4. The License or Decree However, is not Conclusive as to the Quantity 
Put to Beneficial Use Due to Post~Decree Factors. 

Although a license or decree among other things includes a determination of 

beneficial use for a water right, it is not conclusive that the water user is actually putting 

the full quantity to beneficial use. In State v. Hagerman Water Right Owners, 130 Idaho 

736, 947 P.2d 409 (1997), the Idaho Supreme Court acknowledged in the context of the 

SRBA that the Director was not obligated to accept a prior decree as conclusive proof of 

a water right because water rights can be lost or reduced based on evidence that the water 

right has been forfeited. Id. at 741,947 P.2d at 414. The Supreme Court acknowledged 

this same point in AFRD#2 noting that there may be post-adjudication factors relevant to 

the determination of how much water is actually needed. AFRD#2 at 878, 154 P.3d at 

449. 

Conditions surrounding the use of water are not static. Post-adjudication 

circumstances can result where a senior may not require the full quantity decreed. The 

most obvious example would be if the senior is not irrigating the full number of acres for 

which the right was decreed. Efficiencies, new technologies and improvements in. 

delivery systems that reduce conveyance losses can result in a circumstance where the 

full decreed quantity may not be required to irrigate the total number of decreed acres. 

The subsequent lining or piping of a ditch or the conversion from gravity fed furrow 

irrigation to sprinkler irrigation can reduce the quantity of water needed to accomplish 

the purpose of use for which the right was decreed. 11 Year to year variations in water 

11 Also, the rate of diversion for an irrigation water right sets a maximum rate of diversion to satisfy the 
peak water demand for the most water intensive crop grown in the region. In the event the senior is 
irrigating a less water intensive crop, the maximum rate of diversion may not be required. However, this 
limitation is less significant in the administration of ground water and tempered by the fact that any relief 
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requirements also result from the types of crops that may be planted. The Idaho 

Legislature specifically acknowledged water users could reduce water requirements 

through the implementation of efficiencies and authorized the ability to expand irrigated 

acreage so long as the rate of diversion was not increased. See I.C. § 42-1426. 

In this case, the Director determined that A & B successfully implemented a 

number of measures that have reduced the amount of water required to irrigate the 

62,604.3 acres: including the conversion of 1440 acres from ground to surface water 

irrigation; reduction of conveyance losses from approximately 8 percent to 3 percent; 

conversion of 96 percent of the irrigation systems to sprinkler; and the re-use of drain 

water. R 1 I 48. It should therefore come as no surprise that a water user can require less 

water than the decreed quantity to accomplish the purpose for which the right was 

decreed. As such, the quantity reflected in a license or decree is not conclusive as to 

whether or not all of the water diverted is being put to beneficial use in any given 

irrigation season. 

5. Waste Results from the Failure to Put the Full Diverted Quantity to 
Beneficial Use. 

If circumstances do not require the full amount of the decreed quantity to 

accomplish the purpose of use but the senior nonetheless continues to divert the decreed 

quantity, the issue is one of waste. The wasting of water is not only contrary to Idaho law 

but it is a recognized defense to a delivery call. In Martiny v. Wells, 91 Idaho 215, 218-

19, 419 P .2d 4 70 ( 1966), the Idaho Supreme Court held: 

Wasting of irrigation water is disapproved by the constitution and laws of 
this state. As we said in Mountain Home Irrigation District v. Duffy, 
supra, it is tl,e duty of a prior appropriator of water to allow the use of 
such water by a junior appropriator at times when t!,e prior appropriator 
has no immediate need for the use thereof. 

Id. (emphasis added). Simply put, a water user has no right to waste water. If more 

water is being diverted than can be put to beneficial use, the result is waste. 

from regulation of junior wells is typically not instantaneous. Therefore, even though a senior may not be 
irrigating the most water intensive crop in the current irrigation season administration needs to take into 
account the ability of a senior to rotate to a more water intensive crop in the next irrigation season. 
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Consequently, Idaho law prohibits a senior from calling for the regulation of juniors for 

more water than can be put to beneficial use. 

This exact issue was addressed in context of the SRBA. The SRBA Court 

addressed the issue of whether or not partial decrees should include a remark qualifying 

that the amount of water that could be sought incident to a delivery call was limited to the 

quantity that could be beneficially used as opposed to the quantity actually stated in the 

decree. The Hon. R. Barry Wood presiding, expressly rejected the necessity of such a 

remark based on the following reasoning: 

Implicit in the quantity element in a decree, is that the right holder is 
putting to beneficial use the amount decreed. As the Idaho Supreme Court 
has stated: 'Idaho's water law mandates that the SRBA not decree water 
rights 'in excess of the amount actually used for beneficial purposes for 
which such right is claimed'.' State v . Hagerman Water Right Owners, 
130 Idaho 727, 730, 947 P.2d 400, 403 (1997); quoting LC. § 42-1402. 
However, the quantity element in a water right necessarily sets the 
'peak' limit on the rate of diversion that a water right holder may use 
at any given point in time. In addition to this peak limit, a water user 
is further limited by the quantity that can be used beneficially at any 
given point in time (i.e. there is no right to divert water that will be 
wasted). A & B Irrigation District v. Idaho Conservation League, 131 
Idaho 411,415, 958 P.2d 568 (1997). The quantity element is a fixed or 
constant limit, expressed in terms of rate of diversion ( e.g. cfs or 
miners inches), whereas the beneficial use limit is a fluctuating limit, 
which contemplates both rate of diversion and total volume, and takes 
into account a variety of factors, such as climatic conditions, the crop 
which is being grown at the time, the stage of the crop at any given 
point in time, and the present moisture content of the soil, etc. The 
Idaho Constitution recognizes fluctuations in use in that it does not 
mandate that non-application to a beneficial use for any period of 
time no matter how short result in a loss or reduction to the water 
right. State v. Hagerman Water Right Owners, at 730,947 P.2d at 403. 

Finally, it is a fundamental principal of the prior appropriation doctrine 
that a senior right holder has no right to divert, (and therefore to 'call,') 
more water than can be beneficially applied. Stated another way, a water 
user has no right to waste water. In State v. Hagerman Water Rights 
Owners, 130 Idaho at 735, 947 P.2d at 408, the Idaho Supreme Court 
stated: 

A water user is not entitled to waste water .. .It follows that 
a water right holder cannot avoid a partial forfeiture by 
wasting portion of his or her water right that cannot be put 
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to beneficial use during any part of the statutory period. If 
a water user cannot apply a portion of the water right to 
beneficial use during any part of the statutory period, but 
must waste the water in order to divert the full amount of 
the water right, forfeiture has taken place. 

Id. ( citations omitted). 

NSGWD has not convinced this Court that it is necessary to have a 
restatement of this principal on the face of a water right decree. More 
importantlyt the quantity element of a water right does not contemplate 
minute by minute, or hour by hour, limitations on diversions, as this truly 
would be an administrative nightmare. 

American Falls Reservoir District# 2 v. IDWR, Gooding Dist. Court Case No. CV-2005-

0000600, page 95 (June 2, 2006) (Hon. R. Barry Wood) (quoting Memorandum Decision 

and Order on Challenge; Order Granting State of Idaho's Motion for the Court to Take 

Judicial Notice of Facts; Order of Recommitment with Instructions to Special Master 

Cushman (Nov. 23, 1999)) (emphasis in original). The significance of the decision is the 

recognition that the partial decree is a detennination of beneficial use. The inclusion of 

the remark would require the senior to "prove up" the extent of beneficial use every time 

administration is sought. The decision did not reject the argument that the senior has no 

right to call for water that is not or will not be put to beneficial use. However, implicit in 

the rejection of the remark is the recognition that the senior's failure to put the decreed 

quantity to beneficial use is a defense to a delivery call. The SRBA Court rejected the 

inclusion of an undefined limitation on the decreed quantity requiring the senior making 

the call to re-establish the extent of beneficial use. 

In sum, if a water user is not making beneficial use of the water diverted, 

irrespective of the quantity decreed, the result is waste. Idaho law prohibits a senior from 

depriving a junior appropriator of water if the water called for is not being put to 

beneficial use. Therefore a decree or license does not insulate a senior appropriator from 

an allegation of waste or the failure to put the decreed quantity to beneficial use. Waste 

or the failure to put the decreed quantity to beneficial use is a defense to a delivery call. 

6. The Burden to Establish Waste as a Defense is on the Junior 
Appropriator and Must be Shown by Clear and Convincing Evidence. 
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Idaho law provides that the burden of establishing waste is on the junior 

appropriator. Gilbert v. Smith, 97 Idaho 735, 739, 552 P.2d 1220, 1224 (1976). Idaho 

law has also consistently required that incident to a delivery call the burden is on the 

junior to establish by clear and convincing evidence that the diverting of water by the 

junior will not injure the right of the senior appropriator on the.same source. Cant/in v. 

Carter, 88 Idaho 179, 397 P.2d 761 (1964); Josslyn v. Daly, 15 Idaho 137, 96 P. 568 

(1908); Moe v. Harger, 10 Idaho 302, 7 P. 645 (1904). Accordingly whether the junior's 

defense is that there is no injury because the diversions of the junior do not physically 

interfere with the right of the senior (i.e futile call) or that the senior is not injured 

because the senior is putting less than the decreed quantity of water to beneficial use or 

wasting water, that burden rests on the junior. Clear and convincing evidence refers to a 

degree of proof greater than a mere preponderance of the evidence or evidence indicating 

that the thing to be proved is highly probable or reasonably certain. State v. Kimball, 145 

Idaho 542,546, 181 P.3d 468,472 (2008); Idaho State Bar v. Top, 129 Idaho 414,416, 

925 P.2d 1113, 1115 (1996). 

A detennination that a portion of a decreed water right is being wasted ( or is not 

being put to beneficial use) is a diminishment of a property right. The decreed quantity is 

reduced by the amount detennined not being put to beneficial use. Whether the senior is 

deprived of water for part of an irrigation season, an entire irrigation season or the 

quantity element is permanently reduced through a finding of partial forfeiture, the 

senior's right to divert water up to the decreed quantity is nonetheless diminished.12 The 

iz The counter-argument raised by Respondents is that there is not a diminishment in the property right 
because the senior's property right is limited to the amount that can be put to beneficial use. While that 
may be true, the argument overlooks the fact that the decree is a determination of the beneficial use subject 
to various defenses. The burden is on the junior to show by clear and convincing evidence that less than 
the decreed amount is being put beneficial use. To conclude otherwise accords no presumptive weight to 
the decree. This is precisely the reason why the SRBA Court rejected including a remark expressly 
limiting quantity to that put to beneficial use. The inclusion of such a remark would have resulted in an 
unlawful shifting of the burden of proof by making the senior re-prove quantity in conjunction with a 
delivery call. Simply put, the senior is entitled to the quantity reflected in the decree unless it can be shown 
by clear and convincing evidence that the full quantity is not or would not be put to benefroial use. The 
process gives proper presumptive weight to the decree and at the same time takes into account that the 
decree is not conclusive. However, the standard of proof ( clear and convincing evidence) required for 
establishing that less than the decreed quantity is being put to beneficial use is much higher than the 
standard ofproof(preponderance) initially required in the adjudication and distinguishes what is truly a 
defense to the right from a re-adjudication of the right. 
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Idaho Supreme Court has consistently held that actions resulting in the diminishrnent of a 

water right must be proved by clear and convincing evidence. Forfeiture or abandonment 

of a water right must be established by a standard of clear and convincing evidence. 

Crow v. Carlson, 107 Idaho 461,467,690 P.2d 916, 922 (1984); Jenkins v. IDWR, 103 

Idaho 384, 388-89, 647 P.2d 1256, 1260-61 (1982). The same is true with respect to 

establishing prescriptive title to the water right of another. Gilbert at 739, 552 P.2d at 

1224 (citing Loosli v. Heseman, 66 Idaho 469, 162 P.2d 393 (1945)). Similarly, a futile 

call defense requires a showing of clear and convincing evidence that diversions by a 

junior appropriator will not injure the rights of a senior appropriator. 

The application of the clear and convincing standard of proof only makes sense 

from a common sense perspective. If the Director detennines that a senior can satisfy the 

decreed purpose of use on less than the decreed quantity reflected, he needs to be certain 

to a standard of clear and convincing evidence. In making a determination of whether or 

not to regulate juniors, the Director is required to evaluate whether the quantity available 

meets or exceeds the quantity the senior can put to beneficial use. If the Director 

regulates juniors to satisfy the senior's decreed quantity there is no risk of injury to the 

senior. However, if the Director regulates juniors to satisfy a quantity less than decreed, 

there is risk to the senior that the Director's determination is incorrect. There is no 

remedy for the senior if the Director's determination turns out to be in error and the 

senior comes up short of water during the irrigation season. Any burden of this 

uncertainty should be borne by the junior. The only way to eliminate risk to the senior 

while at the same time give effect to full economic development and optimum use of the 

water resources is to require a high degree of certainty supporting the Director's 

determination. Put differently, if the Director has a high degree of certainty that the 

senior is exceeding beneficial use requirements then there is no risk of injury to the 

senior. However, if the Director's determination is only based on a finding "more 

probable than not," the senior's right is put at risk and the junior is essentially accorded 

the benefit of that uncertainty. The requisite high standard accords appropriate 

presumptive weight to the decree. 
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7. Reconciling the Alleged Disparity Between the Decreed Quantity and 

the Quantity of Water Actually Required to Satisfy the Purpose of Use Consistent 
with Idaho Law and Without Re-Adjudicating the Quantity Element. 

In recognizing that a difference can exist between the decreed quantity and the 

quantity put to beneficial use, the question becomes how the Director can give proper 

effect to the decree and still administer to the quantity put to beneficial use without 

resulting in a de facto re-adjudication of the water right? The answer lies in the 

application of the constitutionally engrained presumptions and burdens of proof. 

The following example illustrates the conundrum that occurs when proper effect 

is not given to the decree. Assume for the sake of discussion that A & B claimed the 36-

2080 right in the SRBA with a diversion rate of0.88 miner's inches per acre. The 

Director investigated the claim and recommended a diversion rate of0.75 miner's inches. 

A & B filed an objection to the recommendation. IGW A, the City of Pocatello and 

Fremont Madison et al. file responses and a trial is held. At trial A & B presents its case 

including expert testimony in support of the claim that the requisite rate of diversion is 

0.88 miner's inches. The respondents present conflicting evidence including expert 

testimony that 0.75 miner's inches or less is sufficient to accomplish the purpose of use. 

The experts present opinions on the amount of water necessary to raise crops to maturity, 

the significance of soil moisture etc. Ultimately, the SRBA Court finds that A & B 

established a quantity of 0.88 miner's inches by a preponderance of the evidence and 

issues a partial decree for that quantity. Six months later A & B is unable to pump the 

full decreed quantity and seeks administration from the Department. The Director 

performs a "material injury" analysis and concludes that 0.75 miner's inches is sufficient 

to satisfy A & B's purposes of use. A & B disagrees with the determination and requests 

a hearing. At the hearing A & B presents its case including expert testimony in support 

of the claim that the requisite rate of diversion is 0.88 miner's inches. The respondent's 

present conflicting evidence, including the expert testimony that 0.75 miner's inches or 

less would be sufficient to accomplish the purpose of use. The experts present opinions 

on the amount of water necessary to raise crops to maturity, the significance of soil 

moisture etc. Deja Vu? Ultimately the Director concludes by a preponderance of the 

evidence that 0.75 miner's inch per acre is sufficient. The example illustrates that under 
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the Director's application of the CMR the senior can be forced to re-litigate the exact 

same issue when proving up the elements of the water right and when subsequently 

seeking administration for the same right. 

In this case the Hearing Officer's recommendation acknowledged that ''the 

analysis of experts varies dramatically" on the amount of water needed to meet the 

minimum requirements for the crops. "Farmers with comparable experience differ on the 

amount needed to meet minimum requirements. Experts with comparable education have 

similar disagreements." R. 3109. The Hearing Officer ultimately concluded "the 

Director's determination is supported by substantial evidence." R. 3110. No reference 

was made to the evidentiary standard applied. 

In AFRD #2 the Supreme Court made it clear that the CMR should not be read to 

require the senior to re-prove or re-adjudicate a decreed right but also acknowledged that 

there may be post-adjudication factors relevant to the determination of bow much water 

is actually needed. At the district court level in AFRD#2 Judge Wood opined that "a 

decreed water right is far more than a right to have another lawsuit only this time with the 

Director." American Falls Reservoir District# 2 v. IDWR, at 93. Absent the application 

of an evidentiary standard of clear and convincing evidence this Court has difficulty 

distinguishing how this is not a re-adjudication of A & B's right. Issues pertaining to 

necessary quantity, beneficial use, evapotranspiration of crops, waste and the Hke should 

have been identified in Director's recommendation and ultimately litigated in the context 

of the SRBA proceedings. The Director reasons that it is not a re-adjudication of A & 

B's right because A & B still has the right to divert up to the full 0.88 miner's inches 

when water is available but that the Director will only consider the administration of 

junior's based on the determination of actual need of the senior, which is the 0.75 miner's 

inch per acre. This Court fails to see the distinction. In a prior appropriation system a 

water right becomes meaningless if not honored in times of shortage. The call is the 

means by which effect is given to the priority date. The priority date is the essence of a 

water right in a prior appropriation system. 

The problem arises with the initial determination of"material injury." InAFRD 

#2 the Supreme Court held once the initial determination is made that "material injury" is 

occurring or will occur, the junior then bears the burden of proving that the call would be 
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futile or to challenge, in some other constitutionally permissible way, the senior's call. 

AFRD #2, 143 Idaho at 878, 154 P.3d at 449. However, the Director's ''threshold" 

material injury determination includes what would otherwise be a defense to a delivery 

call. The problem with this approach is that it circumvents the constitutionally inculcated 

presumptions and burdens of proof. 

The CMR distinguish between "material injury'' and "using a water right 

efficiently without waste." CMR Rule 0 10.14 defines "material injury" as "hindrance to 

or impact upon the exercise of a water right caused by the use of water by another 

person." CMR Rule 010.25 defines "water right" as the legal right to divert and use . . . 

the public waters of the state of Idaho where such right is evidenced by a decree, pennit 

or license . . .. " Prior to regulating junior rights in an organized water district, CMR 

Rule 040.03 requires the Director to consider whether the senior is suffering "material 

injury" and "is diverting and using water efficiently and without waste." The factors in 

Rule 042.01 also provides "[fJactors the Director may consider in detennining whether 

holders of water rights are suffering material injury and using water efficiently without 

waste include .. . . " (emphasis added). Although the CMR address the two concepts in 

conjunction with each other, the Supreme Court held the rules cannot be read as a burden 

shifting provision to require the senior to re-prove or re-adjudicate his right. AFRD#2 

143 Idaho at 877-78, 154 P.3d at 448-49. 

Therefore, this Court bolds that in order to give the proper presumptive 

weight to a decree any finding by the Director that the quantity decreed exceeds that 

being put to beneficial use must be supported by clear and convincing evidence. 

Accordingly, this Court holds the Director erred by failing to apply the correct 

presumptions and burdens of proof. The case is remanded for this purpose. 

D. The Director Did Not Err by Failing to Separately Consider Depletions to 
Individual Points of Diversion For Purposes of Determining Material Injury to the 
36-2080 Right . . 

A & B argues the Director erred in failing to determine material injury based on 

depletions to the 177 individual points of diversion as opposed to determining injury 
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based on depletions to the cumulative decreed quantity. A & B argues further that the 

Director erred by requiring that A & B take reasonable steps to interconnect individual 

wells or systems within the Unit prior to seeking regulation of junior pumpers. The 

Hearing Officer concluded that it was proper to consider the system as a whole but that 

consideration must be given to account for the fact that water from one well is not 

accessible to the entire acreage: 

Considering the fact that the project was developed, licensed and partially 
decreed as a system of separate wells with multiple points of diversion, it 
is not A & B's obligation to show interconnection of the entire system to 
defend its water rights and establish material injury. However, it is 
equally clear that the licensing requested by the Bureau of Reclamation 
envisioned flexibility in moving water from one location to another. 
Consequently, there is an obligation of A & B to take reasonable steps to 
maximize the use of that flexibility to move water within the system 
before it can seek curtailment or compensation from juniors. A & B has 
some interconnection within the system to utilize the water it can pump. 
But the record does not establish whether further interconnection is either 
financially or technically practical. 

R. 3096. This Court agrees that the system must be considered as a whole based on the 

way in which the water right is decreed. Further, that the extent to which the Director 

may require A & B to move water around within the Unit prior to regulating junior 

pumpers is left to the discretion of the Director. The Director concluded that A & B must 

make reasonable efforts to maximize interconnection of the system and placed the burden 

on A & B to demonstrate where interconnection is not physically or financially practical. 

The Director did not abuse discretion in imposing such a requirement. 

The way in which the 36-2080 water right was licensed and ultimately decreed in 

the SRBA is not typical. The partial decree does not define or limit the place of use for 

any of the 177 points of diversion within the boundaries of the Unit. Instead, the decree 

lists the 177 different points of diversion and describes the place of use as "the boundary 

of A & B Irrigation District service area pursuant to Section 43-323, Idaho Code.'' See 

Exh. 139. The legal effect is that water diverted from any one of the points of diversion 

is appurtenant to and therefore can be used on any and all of the 62,604.3 acres within the 

defined place of use. The license or partial decree also does not describe or assign a rate 

of diversion or volumetric limitation to any of the indivi_dual points of diversion. Instead, 
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the right is licensed and decreed at the cumulative diversion rate of 1,100 cfs with a 

250,417.20 AFY limitation for the entire water right. The legal effect is that up to the full 

rate of diversion can be diverted from any combination of the 177 points of diversion up 

to the AFY volumetric limitation and applied to any of the lands within the Unit. 

Structuring the right in this manner was not due to oversight. The USBOR applied 

for the right to be licensed as such in order to provide for the greatest amount of 

flexibility in distributing water throughout the project. R. 3093-94. In a response from 

the USBOR to the Department regarding the permit application, the USBOR states: 

We emphasize that the project is one integrated system, physically, 
operationally, and financially. Some lands, depending on project 
requirements, can be served from water from several wells. Therefore, it 
is impractical and undesirable to designate precise land area within the 
project served by each of the specific wells on the list. 

Exh. 157D. 

Although decreed as such, the Unit presently does not consist of a system of 

interconnected wells and due to the geographic terrain, water cannot presently readily be 

distributed throughout the entire project from any particular well or system. Nonetheless, 

the right is essentially decreed as having alternative points of diversion for the 1100 cfs 

for the entire 62,604.3 acres. Therefore, because no rate of diversion or volumetric 

limitation is decreed to a particular point of diversion, A & B has no basis on which to 

seek regulation of juniors in order to divert a particular rate of diversion from a particular 

point of diversion, provided a sufficient quantity can be diverted through the various 

alternative points of diversion that are appurtenant to the same lands. Simply put, based 

on the way in which the right is decreed A & B does not get to dictate particular 

quantities that need to be diverted from particular points of diversion. 

If A & B wishes to have its right administered on a more regionalized basis, it 

would be incumbent on A & B undergo a transfer proceeding to have particular points of 

diversion assigned to more discrete places of use within the Unit. The drawback would 

be that A & B may have to forgo the high degree of flexibility it currently holds with 

respect to the use of the water within the project. The current flexibility with respect to 

the use of the right results in uncertainty over the availability of water to subsequent 

appropriators because A & B is authorized under the right to divert up to its decreed 
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amount from any combination of its points of diversion at its discretion. However> A & 

B can't have it both ways. Flexibility has its benefits and burdens. The Director also has 

flexibility. when it comes to responding to requests for regulation. Until such time as the 

right is defined with more particularity, the extent to which the Director can require 

interconnectedness is left to his discretion. 

1. Issues with Respect to Enlargement Claims. 

Another problem with seeking regulation of juniors to satisfy underperforming 

wells is that A & B has been allowed to establish enlargement claims pursuant to LC. § 

42-1426, based on areas of the project that produce water in excess of what is required in 

a particular area of the project. A & B irrigates approximately 2000 enlargement acres. 

The way in which the right is decreed creates an anomaly whereby A & B seeks 

regulation of juniors to satisfy underperforming points of diversion for the 36-2080 right 

while at the same time continues to irrigate enlargement acres from alternative points of 

diversion authorized under the same right. The indirect result is that the enlargement 

rights are protected under the September 9, 1948, priority date and the subordination 

provision that applies to all enlargement rights is circumvented. 13 Accordingly, prior to 

seeking regulation of pumpers junior to September 9, 1948, it would be incumbent on A 

& B to first apply the water servicing the enlargement acres on its original lands or 

alternatively to factor that quantity of water used in conjunction with the enlargement 

acres into the Director's material injury analysis in determining water shortages, if any, to 

the 36-2080 right. Thereafter, if there is insufficient water to satisfy the enlargement 

13 The following subordination remark is included in all enlargement rights perfected pursuant to J.C. § 42-
1426: 

This water right is subordinate to all other water rights with a priority date earlier than 
April 12, 1994, that are not decreed as enlargements pursuant to section 42-1426, Idaho 
Code. As between water rights decreed as enlargements pursuant to section 42-1426, 
Idaho Code, the earlier priority is the superior right. 

The remark was included in decrees for enlargement rights following the Idaho Supreme Court's holding in 
Fremont-Mad;son Irr. Dist. v. Idaho Ground Water Appropriators, Inc., 129 Idaho 454, 926 P.2d 1301 
(1996). Ironically the inclusion of the remark was challenged by A & Bin the SRBA with respect to its 
enlargement claims stemming from the 36-2080 right. In Re: SRBA Case No. 39576, Order on ChaUenge, 
(A & B) Ill. Wst., Subcase Nos. 36-2080 et. al (April 25, 2003) (Hon. Roger S. Burdick). The inclusion of 
the remark was affinned by the Idaho Supreme Court in A & B Irr. Dist. v. Aberdeen-American Falls 
Ground Water Dist. et. al., 141 Idaho 746, 118 P.3d 78 (2005). 
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rights A & B can seek administration in accordance with the priority limitations assigned 

to the enlargement acres. 

Therefore, based on the way in which the right is structured and in giving proper 

legal effect to the decree, this Court holds the Director did not err in considering the 

project as a whole for purposes of determining material injury. 

2. The Director Erred in Applying a "Failure of the Project Standard." 

A & B argues that the Hearing Officer erred by applying a failure of the project 

standard. The Hearing Officer concluded: 

There is evidence that in 2007 there was 5000 acres in Unit B that were 
being served by well systems that delivered less than 0.75 miner's inches 
per acre. The limited amount of this acreage is a result of costly 
rectification efforts .... The wells that are short in the production of water 
that are unlikely to be susceptible to successful remediation are limited to 
the southern portion of the project. They do not serve a sufficient portion 
of the project to deem their failure a failure of the project as a whole 
considering the terms of the license and partial decrees. 

R. 3097. A & B also notes that underperforming wells are not just located in the southern 

part the Unit but rather are located throughout the project. See Exh. 200N & 216. 

Whether or not the Hearing Officer actually applied or relied on a "failure of the 

project standard" or was making a finding of fact is not entirely clear. 14 However, A & B 

is correct in that there is not a recognized legal basis for applying a failure of the project 

standard~ even based on the way in which A & B's right is decreed. The fact that an 

injury may be arguably be so slight as to represent only a small portion of the overall 

project is irrelevant. Injury to a water right is still injury. However, as previously 

discussed, the Director must evaluate material injury from the perspective that A & B has 

14 The Hearing Officer's Response to A & B's Petition for Clarification states: 

R. 3262. 

In context the finding that there has not been a 'total project failure' is a finding of fact, 
not a measure of material injury. Material injury may occur before a total project failure. 
It is a finding made because of the extensive evidence offered concerning the nature and 
operation of the project, not as a threshold requirement before curtailment or mitigation 
can be sought. 
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the obligation to move water around within the Unit as all points of diversion are 

appurtenant to all lands within the Unit. If performing wells are capable of producing 

sufficient water to compensate for underperforming areas then injury may not exist. 

Alternatively, if performing wells are incapable of producing additional water needed to 

compensate for underperfonning wells then injury may exist. This Court recognizes, 

however, that the regulation of juniors to increase performance of underperfonning wells 

located in regions of poor transmissivity may be subject to a futile call defense. 15 

In sum, aside from there being no legally recognized de minimus threshold 

exclusion for finding injury, based on this Court's analysis there is no reason to engage in 

a "failure of the project" standard, as established legal principles governing water law 

adequately address the issue. 

E. The Director Did Not Err in Failing to Designate AU or a Portion of the 
ESPA as a Ground Water Management Area (GWMA) Pursuant to Idaho Code§ 
42-231. 

A & B next argues that the Director erred by failing to designate a GWMA for 

either all or a portion of the ESP A. The Director concluded that the designation of a 

GWMA was not necessary because the water rights are now included in an organized 

water district. The Director reasoned that the designation of a GWMA would not confer 

any additional management function that is not already available in an organized water 

district. This Court agrees. 

The decision of whether or not to designate a GWMA is discretionary with the 

Director. Idaho Code§ 42-231 sets forth the duties of the Director with respect to the 

management of ground water: 

It shall likewise be the duty of the [Director] to control the appropriation 
and use of the ground water of this state as in this [GWA] provided and to 

15 CMR 010.08 defines "Futile Call" as: 

A delivery call made by a holder of a senior-priority surface or ground water right that, 
for physical or hydrologic reasons, cannot be satisfied within a reasonable time of the call 
by immediately curtailing diversions under junior- priority ground water rights or that 
would result in waste of the resource. 

IDAPA 37.03.11.010.08. 
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do all things reasonably necessary or appropriate to protect the people of 
the state from depletion of ground water resources contrary to the public 
policy expressed in this [GW A]. 

Idaho Code§ 42-237a defines the power of the Director with respect to carrying 

out the provisions of the GWA: 

In the administration and enforcement of this act and in effectuation of the 
policy of this state to conserve its ground water resources, the director of 
the department of water resources in his sole discretion, is empowered: 

g. To supervise and control the exercise and administration of all rights to 
the use of ground waters and in the exercise of this discretionary power he 
may initiate administrative proceedings to prohibit or limit the withdrawal 
of water from any well during any period that he determines that water to 
fill any water right in said well is not there available .. . . 

(emphasis added). Idaho Code§ 42-233a provides: 

When a 'critical ground water area'[16] is designated by the [Director], or 
at anytime thereafter during the existence of the designation, the director 
~ approve a ground water management plan for the area. The ground 
water management plan shall provide for managing the effects of ground 
water withdrawals on the aquifer from which withdrawals are made and 
any other hydraulically connected sources of water. 

( emphasis added). 

16 Idaho Code § 42-233a defines "critical ground water area" as: 

[A]ny ground water basin, or designated part thereof, not having sufficient ground water 
to provide a reasonably safe supply for irrigation of cultivated lands, or other uses in the 
basin at the then current rates of withdrawal, or rates of withdrawal projected by 
consideration of valid and outstanding applications and pennits, as may be determined 
and designated, from time to time, by the director of the department of water resources. 
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Idaho Code§ 42-233b sets forth the conditions for the designation of a GWMA.17 

In this case, the Director determined factually that despite declines, the aquifer was 

neither being mined nor that reasonable pumping levels had been exceeded. Further that 

a moratorium on new permit applications was in effect. Hence, the aquifer was not 

approaching critical ground water area conditions thereby triggering the need for the 

designation of a GWMA. However, even if the Director concluded aquifer levels met the 

criteria of a critical ground water area, the designation of a GWMA is still not mandatory. 

The designation of a GWMA is one of the tools or mechanisms available to the Director 

for carrying out his duty to manage the aquifer as required by LC. § 42-231. 

Another mechanism available is the creation of an organized water district 

pursuant to I.C. § 42-602.18 Unlike the designation of a GWMA, the Director is required 

17 Idaho Code § 42-233b provides as follows: 
Ground water management area. - 'Ground water management area' is defined as any 
ground water basin or designated part thereof which the director of the department of 
water resources has determined may be approaching the conditions of a critical ground 
water area. 

When a ground water management area is designated by the director of the department of 
water resources, or at any time thereafter during the existence of the designation, the 
director may approve a ground water management plan for the area. The ground water 
management plan shall provide for managing the effects of ground water withdrawals on 
the aquifer from which withdrawals are made and on any other hydraulically connected 
sources of water. 

Applications for pennits made within a ground water management area shall be approved 
by the director only after he has detennined on an individual basis that sufficient water is 
available and that other prior water rights will not be injured. 

The director may require all water right holders within a designated water management 
area to report withdrawals of ground water and other necessary infonnation for the 
purpose of assisting him in determining available ground water supplies and their usage. 

The director, upon determination that the ground water supply is insufficient to meet the 
demands of water rights within all or portions of a water management area, shall order 
those water right holders on a time priority basis, within the area determined by the 
director, to cease or reduce withdrawal of water until such time as the director 
determines there is sufficient ground water . .. . 

(emphasis added). 

18 Idaho Code§ 42-602 et seq. sets forth the requirements for the creation and distribution of water in 
water districts as follows: 

Director of the department of water resources to supervise water distribution within 
wa1er districts. - The director of the department of water resources shall have direction 
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to create water districts. LC. § 42-604. 19 However, the creation of water districts only 

applies with respect to adjudicated water rights.2° LC. § 42-604. Because a GWMA 

designation does not have the same restriction, the designation of a GWMA has been 

used as a mechanism prior to water rights being decreed in the SRBA and included in the 

boundaries of an organized water district. However, the position of the Director is that 

after an organized water district is created as required then a GWMA is no longer 

necessary: 

Following the creation of water districts in accordance with chapter 6, title 
42, Idaho Code, the Director rescinded, in whole or in part, his orders that 

and control of the distribution of water from all natural water sources within a water 
district to the canals, ditches, pumps and other facilities diverting therefrom. Distribution 
of water within water districts created pursuant to section 42-604, Idaho Code, shall be 
accomplished by watennasters as provided in thls chapter and supervised by the director. 

The director of the department of water resources shafl distribute water in water districts 
in accordance with the prior appropriation doctrine. The provisions of chapter 6, title 
42, Idaho Code, shalf apply only to distribution of water within a water district. 

(emphasis added). Idaho Code § 42-607 governs the distribution of water within a water district: 

Distribution of water. - It shall be the duty of said watermaster to distribute the waters 
of the public stream, streams or water supply, comprising a water district, among the 
several ditches taking water therefrom according to the prior rights of each respectively . 

(emphasis added). 

19 Idaho Code § 42-604 requires the creation of water districts: 

Creation of water districts. - The director of the department of water resources shall 
divide the state into water districts in such manner that each public stream and tributaries, 
or independent source of water supply, shall constitute a water district: provided, that any 
stream of water supply, when the distance between the extreme points of diversion 
thereon is more than forty ( 40) miles, may be divided into two (2) or more water districts: 
provided, that any stream tributary to another stream may be constituted into a separate 
water district when the use of the water therefrom does not affect or conflict with the 
rights to the use of the water of the main stream: provided, that any stream may be 
divided into two (2) or more water districts, irrespective of the distance between the 
extreme points of diversion, where the use of the waters of such stream by appropriators 
in one district does not affect or conflict with the use of the waters of such stream by 
appropriators outside such district: provided, that this section shall not apply to streams 
or water supplies whose priorities of appropr;ation have not been adjudicated by the 
courts havingjurisdiction thereof 

( emphasis added). 

20 Prior to entry of the final decree in the SRBA the Department has sought interim administration from the 
SRBA Court, pursuant to I.C. § 42-1417, prior to creating water districts. 
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created the American Falls and Thousand Springs Ground Water 
Management Areas. The Director determined that preserving the ground 
water management areas was no longer necessary to administer water 
rights for the protection of senior surface and ground water rights because 
administration of such rights is now accomplished through the operation 
of water districts. 

R.1110. 

Water District Nos. 100, 110, 120, 130 and 140 were either established or 

boundaries revised between February 19, 2002, and December 20, 2006, in order to 

provide for the administration of water rights diverting from the ESP A. There has also 

been in effect since 1992 a moratorium on permit applications for new water rights 

developed from the.ESPA. 

At the hearing Tim Luke from the Department testified as to the administrative 

difference between a G WMA and an organized water district: 

Q. No effective difference between what you can do administratively in a 
water district and ground water management area? 

A. I think anything that you do in a ground water management area can 
also be done in a water district 

Q. Greater flexibility of the water district. 

A. I think so. 

Tr. pp. 1324-25. 

In regards to flexibility, the CMR expressly distinguish between delivery calls 

made within an organized water district (C:MR 040), from those made in a ground water 

management area (CMR 041 ). The process for responding to a delivery call in an 

organized water district requires less procedural components prior to the regulation of 

junior water users. 

The Hearing Officer ultimately concluded that "[t]he benefit of designating the 

ESPA as a [GWMAJ is not apparent. There may be no harm in doing so, but it would 

appear to add an administrative overlay without identifiable benefits." R. 3116. This 

Court agrees. 
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For the above-stated reasons, the Director did not abuse discretion by failing to 

designate the ESP A as a GWMA, and his decision is therefore affirmed. 

F. The Director's Final Order Complies with Idaho Code§ 67-5248(1). 

Idaho Code§ 67-5248(1)(a) provides in relevant part that an order must be in 

writing and shall include "a reasoned statement in support of the decision." It further 

provides that findings of fact, if set forth in statutory language, "shall be accompanied by 

a concise and explicit statement of the underlying facts ofrecord supporting the 

findings." Id. A & B argues that certain conclusions set forth in the Final Order do not 

comply with Idaho Code§ 67-5248(1)(a) on the grounds that they are not supported by 

reasoned statements. At issue is the Director's conclusion that "[t]he record does not 

support the relief requested by A & B in its Exceptions Brief," and his conclusion that the 

Hearing Officer's interpretations of"the State Constitution, Idaho Statutes and the 

Conjunctive Management Rules" in previous delivery call proceedings will not be 

incorporated into the Final Order. R. at 3322. 

With respect to the conclusion that "[t]he record does not support the relief 

requested by A & B in its Exceptions Brief," A & B reads this statement in isolation. 

Such a reading is too narrow. The Final Order expressly incorporates ''the Findings of 

Fact entered previously by the Director and recommendations of the Hearing Officer," as 

well as the "Conclusions of Law set forth in the Director's orders in the above-captioned 

matter" unless expressly modified by the Final Order. R. at 3321 & 3322. 

Aside from a couple newly raised procedmal issues which were specifically 

addressed in the Final Order,21 A & B's Exceptions Brief asserts the same substantive 

arguments it set forth at hearing before the Hearing Officer, in its Petition for 

Reconsideration, and in its Petition for Clarification. These arguments have been fully 

addressed, and reasoned statements supporting the resulting conclusions set forth, by the 

Director in his January 29, Order, as well as by the Hearing Examiner in his 

Recommended Order, his Order on Clarification and his Order on Reconsideration. 

Indeed, A & B does not identify any specific exception set forth in its Exceptions Brief 

that it alleges has not been addressed in this matter or that the resulting conclusion has 
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-
not been supported with a reasoned statement. The Director is not required to engage in 

the needless duplication of established findings where, as here, he incorporates by 

reference and accepts findings of fact and conclusions of law previously entered in the 

same matter. 

Likewise, the conclusion that the Hearing Officer's interpretations of"the State 

Constitution, Idaho Statutes and the Conjunctive Management Rules" in previous 

delivery call proceedings will not be incorporated into the Final Order complies with 

Idaho Code§ 67-5248(1)(a). The Director supported his conclusion with reasoned 

statements, including but not limited to, that the records developed in the other delivery 

call proceedings are distinct from the record developed in this proceeding. 

Accordingly, the Director did not err by failing to issue a final order in 

compliance with I.C. § 67-5248. 

VI. 

CONCLUSION AND INSTRUCTIONS ON REMAND 

In conclusion, this Court holds and provides the following instructions on remand: 

1. The decision of the Director that the 1951 GW A applies to the administration of 

pre-enactment water rights is affirmed. 

2. The Director erred by failing to apply the evidentiary standard of clear and 

convincing evidence in conjunction with the finding that the quantity decreed to A & B's 

36-2080 exceeds the quantity being put to beneficial use for purposes of detennining 

material injury. The case is remanded for the limited purpose of the Director to apply the 

appropriate evidentiary standard to the existing record. No further evidence is required. 

3. The decision of the Director that A & B has not been required to exceed 

reasonable pumping levels is affirmed. This is based on the finding of no material injury 

21 These procedural issues revolve around the Director's ability to shorten time to file exceptions. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
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John K. Simpson, Travis L. Thompson, Paul Arrington, Sarah W. Higer, Barker Rosholt 
& Simpson, LLP, Twin Falls, Idaho, on behalf of Petitioner A & B Irrigation District, 
("A & B"); 
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Chris M. Bromley, Deputy Attorney General of the State of Idaho, Idaho Department of 
Water Resources, Boise, Idaho, on behalf of Respondents Idaho Department of Water 
Resources, and Gary Spackman in his capacity as Interim Director of the Idaho 
Department of Water Resources, ("Director," "ID,WR" or "Department"); 

Randall C. Budge, Candice M. McHugh, Scott J. Smith, Racine Olson Nye Budge & 
Bailey, Chartered, Pocatello, Idaho, on behalf of Respondent Idaho Ground Water 
Appropriators, Inc. ("IGWA"); 

Sarah A. Klahn, White & Jankowski, LLP, Denver, Colorado, A. Dean Tramner, 
Pocatello, Idaho, on behalf of Respondent City of Pocatello ("City of Pocatello"); 

Jerry R. Rigby, Rigby, Andrus & Rigby, Chartered, Rexburg, Idaho, on behalf of 
Fremont Madison Irrigation District, Robert & Sue Huskinson, Sun-Glo Industries, Val 
Schwendiman Farms, Inc., Darrell C. Neville, Scott C. Neville, and Stan D. Neville, 
("Fremont-Madison et. al."). 

I. PROCEDURE 

A. Issue on rehearing. 

On rehearing this Court is asked by the Department, IGW A and the City of 

Pocatello (collectively as "Ground Water Users") to reconsider its ruling in the 

Memorandum Decision and Order on Petition/or Judicial Review (May 4, 2010) 

("Order") regarding the appropriate burden of proof and evidentiary standards applied in 

a delivery call made pursuant to the Department's Rules for Conjunctive Management of 

Surface and Ground Water Resources, IDAP A 3 7. 03 .11. ("CMR"). In particular, the 

issue pertains to the standard of proof and burdens necessary to support a determination 

of no material injury when the determination relies on a finding by the Director that the 

water requirements of the senior right holder initiating the call can be satisfied with less 

than the decreed quantity. This Court held that such a finding must be supported by clear 

and convincing evidence. The issue on rehearing therefore involves the significance of a 

partial decree in a delivery call proceeding made pursuant to the CMR, and the standard 

of proof required to support a determination by the Director that the senior user initiating 

the call requires less water than previously decreed. 
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B. The purpose of the remand. 

The Order remanded the case to the Director for application of the standard of 

proof to his determination that A & B could get by with less water than decreed to it in 

the SRBA. In the June 30, 2009, Final Order, the Director did not state the evidentiary 

standard applied. InSagewillow, Inc. v. IDWR, 138 Idaho 831,843, 70 P.3d 669,681 

(2003) the Idaho Supreme Court held that where the Department failed to state whether 

or not its findings were based on clear and convincing evidence it was outside the role of 

the reviewing court to review the evidence and decide whether there was clear and 

convincing evidence supporting the Department's findings. Following Sagewillow, this 

Court did not review the evidence to determine whether the above-mentioned finding was 

supported by clear and convincing evidence, but rather remanded the case to the Director 

to make such a determination. 

C. The reasoning supporting the Order. 

This Court reasoned that a decreed quantity in a SRBA decree is a judicial 

determination of the quantity of water put to beneficial use consistent with the purpose of 

use for which the right was decreed. Therefore, any determination that a senior right 

holder can accomplish the purpose of use for the water right on a quantity less than 

decreed would be akin to a finding of waste because the senior would not be making 

beneficial use of the entire decreed quantity. No material injury to the senior water right 

would inure and junior rights could not be regulated to satisfy the senior's decreed 

quantity. In the Order, the Court held that a finding of waste requires the higher standard 

of clear and convincing evidence. 

The holding reconciled the objectives of giving proper effect and certainty to the 

adjudicated elements of a water right while at the same time also giving effect to the 

CMR by acknowledging that a quantity less than decreed may be all that is necessary to 

satisfy a senior right at the time a delivery call is made. The reasoning, however, placed 

any risk of uncertainty in the Director's determination resulting in the senior having an 

insufficient water supply on junior water rights. Absent a higher standard, the senior 

making the call can be put in the position of re-proving or re-litigating quantity 
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requirements for a particular water right. Simply put, if the Director is going to 

administer to provide the senior with less than the decreed quantity, talcing into account 

the implementation of any reasonable measures imposed on the senior, the Director 

should be convinced to a high degree of certainty that his determination will provide the 

senior with sufficient water to accomplish the purpose of use. The high degree of 

certainty is necessary because a water right is a valuable property right. If the Director is 

turns out to be incorrect in his determination that senior can get by with less than the 

decreed quantity of water, the senior will receive less water than he would otherwise be 

entitled under the decree. Under those circumstances the senior is in effect deprived a 

portion of his property right. Such diminishment of the senior's right should only be 

made through the evidentiary standard of clear and convincing evidence. 

II. CLARIFICATION, RESPONSES TO ISSUES RAISED AND DISCUSSION 

A. The clear and convincing standard does not guarantee the senior the decreed 
quantity nor does it require that the Directo_r administer according to strict priority. 

The Ground Water Users argue the Court's Order results in requiring that the 

Director administer strictly to the decree unless juniors intervene and demonstrate by 

clear and convincing evidence less water is necessary. This argument misunderstands the 

Court's Order. 

1. The presumptions and burdens of proof were not clearly addressed in the 
administrative proceedings as required by AFRD #2. 

This Court previously discussed the significance of the Idaho Supreme Court's 

decision in American Falls Reservoir District No. 2. v. IDWR, 143 Idaho 862, 154 P.3d 

433 (2007) (AFRD #2). Order, 27-28. The Supreme Court held that the CMR survived 

a facial challenge despite the lack of stated burdens of proof and evidentiary standards 

applicable to a delivery call. Nevertheless, the Court recognized that the Department is 
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still required to apply the proper evidentiary standards and burdens of proof in order to 

apply the CMR in a constitutional or "as applied" manner. In the instant case, the 

evidentiary standards and burdens of proof were not clearly articulated by the Director. 

i. Administration of rights in an organized water district does not avoid 
the application of the established burdens of proof. 

The CMR distinguish between whether or not administration is sought in an 

organized water district. ( Compare CMR Rule 40 and Rule 30). The initiation of a 

contested case is not required in an organized water district. This is significant because 

in an organized water district, water rights must first be adjudicated. See l.C. § 42-604 

(requirements for water district). In responding to a delivery call in an organized water 

district, the Director is required to make findings and to administer rights through a water 

master if material injury is found. This is accomplished without the initiation of a 

contested case process. InAFR.D #2 the Idaho Supreme Court held that " [r]equirements 

pertaining to the standard of proof and who bears it have been developed over the years 

and are to be read into the CM Rules. There is simply no basis from which to conclude 

the Director can never apply the proper evidentiary standard in responding to a delivery 

call." Id. at 874, 154 P.3d at 445. Therefore, whether or not a junior intervenes in the 

proceedings, the Director must give effect to established evidentiary burdens and 

presumptions. 

ii. The CMR do not modify the burdens or presumptions applied in a 
delivery call. 

The Ground Water Users argue that the burden of proof is a preponderance of the 

evidence as it is the appropriate evidentiary standard in most administrative proceedings. 

The Ground Water Users additionally assert that the evidentiary standards that apply to 

the administration of ground water rights are different from those involving solely surface 

water administration. The Ground Water Users also argue the cases relied on by the 

Court in the Order only address surface to surface administration and that different 
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burdens and evidentiary standards apply in cases involving ground water administration. 

This Court disagrees that different burdens and evidentiary standards apply. 

Again, inAFRD #2 the Supreme Court did not hold that a different set of 

evidentiary standards and burdens apply to the administration of ground water. The 

Supreme Court held that the CMR were not unconstitutional for failing to articulate the 

appropriate standards and burdens. The Court added that "[r]equirements pertaining to 

the standard of proof and who bears it have been developed over the years and are to be 

read into the CM Rules." Id. at 874, 154 P.3d at 445. This statement is unequivocal. 

The argument that the CMR modify historically developed burdens and presumptions is 

inconsistent with that holding. 

The City of Pocatello argues that the burden is on the senior to prove material 

injury. Pocatello Opening Brief at 10-11 . In AFRD #2 American Falls argued that 

specific provisions of the CMR squarely contradict Idaho law by placing the burden of 

proving material injury on the senior making the call. The Supreme Court held 

"[n]owhere do the Rules state that the senior must prove material injury before the 

Director will make such a finding. To the contrary, this Court must presume the Director 

will act in accordance with Idaho law, as he is directed to do under CM Rule 20.02 . . .. 

[O]ur analysis is limited to the rules as written, or 'on their face,' and the rules do not 

permit or direct the shifting of the burden of proof." Id at 873-74, 154 P.3d at 444-45. 

Accordingly, the express provisions of the CMR do not operate to modify the historically 

recognized burdens and presumptions. 

Finally, the issue before this Court does not deal with the complexities and 

uncertainties posed by the hydraulic_ interrelation of ground and surface water. On 

rehearing, the issue focuses solely on the presumptive weight accorded a partial decree 

and the standard of proof required to support a determination that the senior initiating the 

call requires less water than previously decreed. At issue is the quantity of water 

necessary to accomplish the senior' s purpose of use. 

iii. The Court's Order does not result in the Director administering rights 
strictly in accordance with the decreed quantity. 
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The Court's Order does not conclude that a senior right holder is guaranteed the 

maximum quantity decreed or that the Director is required to administer strictly 

according to the decree. Rather, the Order concludes that the decreed quantity includes a 

quantitative determination of beneficial use resulting in a presumption that the senior is 

entitled to that decreed quantity. The Order contemplates that there are indeed 

circumstances where the senior making the call may not at the present time require the 

full decreed quantity and therefore is not entitled to administration based on the full 

decreed quantity. The Order holds, however, that any determination by the Director that 

the senior is entitled to less than the decreed quantity needs to be supported by a high 

degree of certainty. 

The clear and convincing evidentiary standard is not an insurmountable standard. 

The Department is not new to the administration of water and should be able to determine 

present water requirements taking into account multiple factors including the existing 

conveyance system. If the senior right holder has made efficiencies or changes to a 

delivery system resulting in the conservation of water, such should be no more difficult to 

establish at the higher evidentiary standard. Therefore the senior is not guaranteed the 

decreed quantity nor is the Director required to administer strictly in accordance with the 

decreed quantity. While a senior may not be guaranteed the decreed quantity in a 

delivery call, he should have assurances that any reduced quantity determined to be 

sufficient to satisfy current needs is indeed sufficient. Otherwise what occurs is a 

redistribution of the senior right to be apportioned among junior rights. The 

apportionment of water among users as common property was rejected by the Idaho 

Supreme Court in the early stages of water development. Kirk v. Bartholomew, 3 Idaho 

367, 29 P. 40 (1892). 

iv. The application of a clear and convincing standard does not turn a 
delivery call proceeding into a hearing on forfeiture. 

The Ground Water Users argue that the Court's ruling essentially turns a delivery 

call into a proceeding on forfeiture. The Ground Water Users argue that that the Court's 

reliance on waste is in error because in a delivery call the senior's water right is not 

permanently reduced. This argument misses the point of the ruling. The Court simply 
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held that the quantity element represents a quantitative determination of beneficial use. 

In the delivery call, the senior's present water requirements are at issue. If it is 

determined that the senior's present use does not require the full decreed quantity, then 

the quantity called for in excess of the senior's present needs would not be put to 
' 

beneficial use or put differently would be wasted. One leading commentator in analyzing 

the development of the use of the concepts of reasonable use and economical use in 

association with beneficial use among various western states, including Idaho, states: 

As considered and applied in these decisions, economical use is an 
antonym of waste. If an appropriator wastes, he necessarily is not using it 
economically. As he has no right to waste water unreasonably or 
unnecessarily, then of necessity he must make economical as well as 
reasonable and beneficial use .... The limitation of the appropriative right 
to economical and reasonable use thus precludes any waste of water that 
can reasonably be avoided. The use of water is so necessary as to 
preclude its being allowed to run to waste. Its 'full beneficial and 
economical use requires' that when the wants of one appropriator are 
supplied, another may be permitted to use the flow. 

Wells A. Hutchins, Water Rights in the Western Nineteen States, Vol I, 502 (1971). The 

holdings of the SRBA District Court have historically viewed waste and beneficial use in 

this manner. For example, the SRBA Court rejected the inclusion of a remark in partial 

decrees which specified that the quantity sought in a delivery call is limited to that which 

the senior right holder put to beneficial use. The SRBA Court reasoned that the remark 

was not necessary because it was a restatement of the law and held "that a senior has no 

right to divert, (and therefore to 'call,') more water than can be beneficially applied. 

Stated another way, a water user has no right to waste water." Order at 32 (quoting 

Memorandum Decision and Order on Challenge; Order Granting State of Idaho 's 

Motion for the Court to Take Judicial Notice of Facts; Order of Re commitment with 

Instructions to Special Master Cushman (Nov. 23, 1999)). 

It is apparent that water quantity can be reduced based on a waste analysis without 

resulting in a permanent reduction of the water right through partial forfeiture. Only if 

the waste occurs for the statutory period can forfeiture be asserted. However, whether 

the senior's right is permanently reduced through partial forfeiture or is only temporarily 

reduced though administration in times of shortage and the reduction leaves the senior 
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with an insufficient water supply to satisfy pre~ent needs, the property right is 

nonetheless diminished. 

B. The historically developed burdens and presumptions. 

On rehearing, the parties identify those cases that address the burdens of proof 

and evidentiary standards applicable to disputes between competing water users under 

Idaho law. A review of these cases is worthwhile. 

The early case of Moe v. Harger, 10 Idaho 302, 77 P. 645 (1904) addressed a 

dispute between surface water users on a common source, the Big Lost River. The case 

was commenced by certain senior water appropriators to enjoin certain junior water 

appropriators from diverting water to the alleged injury of the seniors' rights of use. 

With respect to the applicable burdens of proof and evidentiary standards, the Court 

instructed that once the senior appropriators' rights of use are established, the burden 

shifts to the junior to prove by clear and convincing evidence that his use will not injure 

the seniors' rights of use: 

So soon as the prior appropriation and right of use is established, it is 
clear, as a proposition of law, that the claimant is entitled to have 
sufficient of the unappropriated waters flow down to his point of diversion 
to supply his right, and an injunction against interference therewith is 
proper protective relief to be granted. The subsequent appropriator, who 
claims that such diversion will not injure the prior appropriator below him, 
should be required to establish that fact by clear and convincing 
evidence. 

Id. at 307, 77 P. at 647 (emphasis added). 

In Josslyn v. Daly, 15 Idaho 137, 96 P. 568 (1908) the Idaho Supreme Court again 

addressed a dispute between surface water users. With respect to the applicable burdens 

of proof and evidentiary standards, the Court instructed, consistent with Moe, that the 

burden is on.the party alleging that his appropriation will not injure a prior appropriator's 

right of use to prove the same by clear and convincing evidence: 

It seems self-evident that to divert water from a stream or its supplies or 
tributaries must in a large measure diminish the volume of water in the 
main stream, and, where an appropriator seeks to divert water on the 
grounds that it does not diminish the volume in the main stream or 
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prejudice a prior appropriator, he should, as we observed in Moe v. _ 
Harger, 10 Idaho, 305, 77 Pac. 645, produce 'clear and convincing 
evidence showing that the prior appropriator would not be injured or 
affected by the diversion.' The burden is on him to show such facts. 

Id. at 149, 96 P. at 571-72 (emphasis added). 

Neil v. Hyde, 32 Idaho 576, 186 P. 710 (1920) and Jackson v. Cowan, 33 Idaho 

525, 196 P. 216 (1921) likewise involved disputes between surface water users on 

common sources. The junior appropriators in those cases argued that their use did not 

injure the senior users. The Idaho Supreme Court directed in both cases that the burden 

of proof rested on the junior appropriators to show that their use did not injure the 

seniors, and held that the juniors in both cases failed to carry their burden. 1 Neil, 32 

Idaho at 587, 186 P. at 713; Jackson, 33 Idaho at 528, 196 at 217. 

A different issue than those addressed by the Court in the above-mentioned cases 

arose in the context of a dispute between two groups of artesian groundwater users in 

Jones v. Vanausdeln, 28 Idaho 743, 156 P. 615 (1916). In that case, the ultimate issue 

was one of hydrologic connectivity; that is, whether the respective artesian basins from 

which plaintiffs and defendants received their water were hydraulically connected: 

The ultimate fact in issue was whether the [defendants'] wells drew their 
supply froin the same undergrowid flow as [plaintiffs'] wells, thereby 
causing a diminution in the flow of the [plaintiffs'] wells. 

Id. at 751, 156 P. at 618. The district court denied plaintiffs' request that the defendants' 

use be enjoined on the grounds that no subterranean connection existed between the 

respective artesian basins and that, as a result, the two groups received their water from 

separate and unconnected sources. Id. at 747-48, 156 at 616. The Idaho Supreme Court 

confirmed, providing that when the issue is whether two sources are hydraulically 

connected, the burden of proof is on the senior appropriator to establish that such a 

connection exists before a junior's use will be enjoined. Id. at 749, 156 at 617. 

The Idaho Supreme Court again took up a dispute between various artesian 

groundwater users in Si/key v. Tiegs, 51 Idaho 344, 5 P .2d I 049 (1931) ("Sil key f') and 

Si/key v. Tiegs, 54 Idaho 126, 28 P.2d 1037 (1934) ("Si/key If'). In that case, the district 

1 Although the Court directed that the burden of proof rested with the junior appropriators, in neither case 
did the Court specify the applicable evidentiary standard the juniors had to meet. 
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court adjudicated the rights of the parties, entered a decree curtailing the rights of several 

of the junior appropriators at the request of the senior appropriator and retained 

jurisdiction over the case to adjust the allowance of water permitted each user if 

necessary. Si/key 1, 51 Idaho at 348-49, 5 P.2d at 1051. Unlike Jones, connectivity of 

source was not the ultimate issue in Si/key. Indeed, the district court found, and the Idaho 

Supreme Court affirmed, that "the waters flowing from the artesian well of each party is 

derived from the same source, and the supply of said wells constitutes one interdependent 

and connec~ed source of supply." Id. at 348, 5 P .2d at 1051. 

The appeal in Si/key 11 arose when the junior appropriators curtailed in Si/key I 

moved the district court under its retained jurisdiction to modify its earlier decree to 

permit them to use more water. Si/key II, 54 Idaho at 127, 28 P.2d at 1037. The junior 

appropriators argued that such additional use would not deplete the amount of water 

available to the senior appropriator. Id. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the district 

court's denial of the junior appropriators' motion, holding that the juniors failed to 

sustain their burden of proving that their use would not injure the senior's use: 

The burden was on appellants herein to sustain their motion by direct and 
convincing testimony, this language in Moe v. Harger, 10 Idaho, 302, 77 
P. 645, 646, being particularly apt: "This court has uniformly adhered to 
the principle, announced both in the Constitution and by the statute, that 
the first appropriator has the first right; and it would take more than a 
theory, and in fact clear and convincing evidence, in any given case, 
showing that the prior appropriator would not be injured or affected by the 
diversion of a subsequent appropriator, before we would depart from a 
rule so just and equitable in its application, and so generally and uniformly 
applied by the courts. 

Id. at 128-29, 28 P.2d at 1038. Consistent with Moe, the Court again made clear that the 

standard of proof was clear and convincing evidence if the juniors wished to prove that 

their use would not injure the senior appropriator. 

The case history can be reconciled. Jones instructs that the initial burden rests 

upon the senior appropriator to establish that he and the junior appropriator receive water 

from the same hydraulically connected source. Once it is determined that the senior and 

junior derive water from a common source, as was the case in all of the above-mentioned 

cases except for Jones, the burden rests on the junior appropriator to prove by clear and 

convincing evidence that his use will not injure the senior's right of use. One leading 
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commentator on the subject has summarized the application of the burdens of proof as 

follows: 

[W]hen a senior appropriator seeks to enjoin a junior diversion, the senior 
- the person seeking judicial intervention to change an existing situation -
must prove the water sources for the two diversions are connected. But 
once hydrologic connection is shown, it becomes probable that the junior 
diversion interferes with the senior right, if the senior's source is fully 
appropriated by rights prior to the junior diversion. Then the junior 
appropriator - the person arguing against probabilities - must show his 
particular water use somehow does not cause interference. 

Douglas L. Grant, The Complexities of Managing Connected Surface and Ground Water 

Under the Appropriation Doctrine, 22 Land & Water L.Rev. 63, 92- 93 (1987). 

It is significant that this Court established the hydrologic connection in 

Memorandum Decision and Order of Partial Decree in Basin Wide Issue No. 5 

"Connected Sources General Provision" for the Snake River Basin. Among other things, 

the general provision identifies hydraulically connected ground and surface sources in the 

Snake River Basin for the purposes of administration and defining the legal relationship 

between connected sources. In pertinent part, the general provision provides as follows: 

Except as otherwise specified above, all other water rights within Basin_ 
will be administered as connected sources of water in the Snake River 
Basin in accordance with the prior appropriation doctrine as established by 
Idaho law. 

( emphasis added). A Partial Decree for Connected Sources is issued for each basin 

within the Snake River Basin. Thus, unless water rights are listed as "otherwise 

specified" in the Partial Decree for Connected Sources for a given basin that the source 

from which a junior appropriator receives his water shall be administered separately from 

all other water rights in the Snake River Basin, the issue of whether or not the senior and 

junior divert water from a common source has already been answered in the positive. 

This is also consistent with the provisions of the Ground Water Act, IC. § 42-237a.g. 

which requires the Director to determine areas of the state having a common ground 

water supply. When it is determined that the area having a common ground water supply 

affects the flow of water in any stream in an organized water district, then the Director 

includes the stream in the water district. Conversely, when it is determined that the area 

having a common ground water supply does not affect the flow of a stream in an 
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organized water district, then the Director incorporates the area in a separate district. 

Under such circumstances, the senior appropriator's burden of proof to establish a 

common source is satisfied. 

The burden is then on the junior right holder to show by clear and convincing 

evidence that his use will not injure the senior's right. One way in which this may be 

demonstrated is by showing that the senior's present water use does not require the full 

decreed quantity. A clear and convincing standard is consistent with the historically 

recognized burdens of proof and also insures that any amount detennined to be sufficient 

to accomplish the present use is in fact sufficient. 

C. The significance of the decree issued in a general adjudication in a delivery 
call. 

The Ground Water Users argue the purpose and significance of a partial decree 

issued in a general adjudication differs substantially from its purpose and significance in 

delivery call proceedings. Specifically, the Ground Water Users assert the adjudication 

only establishes the historical maximum quantity that can be put to beneficial use. They 

argue that a delivery call proceeding, in contrast, requires that the Director examine the 

senior's current beneficial use requirements which may vary from the decreed quantity. 

The argument is that the decree is only conclusive as to historical maximum beneficial 

use for the water right and has little or no relevance as to present beneficial U1?e 

requirements for the same right. This Court agi:ees that an appropriator's present water 

requirements can vary from the quantity reflected in the decree after taking into account 

such considerations such as post decree factors. However, the Ground Water User's 

characterization of decrees minimizes their intended purpose, undennines the certainty of 

the decrees and disregards that the issues that can be raised in a general adjudication 

pertaining to the quantity element extend beyond the maximum quantity that was 

historically put to beneficial use. 

1. Idaho law contemplates certainty and finality so that water rights can 
be administered according to the decrees. 

13 
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Idaho Code§ 42-1420 provides: "[t]he decree entered in a general adjudication 

shall be conclusive as to the nature and extent of all water rights in the adjudicated water 

system ... . " In State v. Nelson, 131 Idaho 12, 16,951 P.2d 943,947 (1998), the Idaho 

Supreme Court pronounced that "[f]inality in water rights is essential." Further, "[a] 

decree is important to the continued efficient administration of a water right. The 

watennaster must look to the decree for the source of the water .... If the provisions 

define a water right, it is essential that the provisions are in the decree, since the water . 

master is to distribute water according to the adjudication decree." Id. (citations 

omitted) (emphasis added). Clearly Idaho law contemplates certainty and finality of 

water right decrees for effective administration. Absent a higher evidentiary standard, 

any certainty and finality in the decree is undermined. 

The position advocated by the Ground Water Users would significantly minimize 

the purpose and utility of the decree in times of shortage and any reliance on the decree 

for effective administration, particularly in a water district, is undermined. If the sole 

puxpose of the decreed quantity is to identify the maximwn quantity when sufficient 

water is av~lable, the result is that the decreed quantity has little probative or 

preswnptive weight and litigation over the senior's present needs would be a virtual 

necessity in every delivery call. This is contrary to the holding in AFRD #2, which 

provides that: "The Rules should not be read as containing a burden-shifting provision to 

make the petitioner re-prove or re-adjudicate the right which he already has . . . . The 

presumption under Idaho law is that the senior is entitled to his decreed water right, but 

there may be some post-adjudication factors which are relevant to how much water is 

actually needed." Id. at 877-78, 154 P.3d at 448-49 

2. The quantity element is a quantitative determination of beneficial use. 

The argwnent against applying the clear and convincing standard erroneously 

assumes that the decreed quantity element is not a quantitative determination of 

beneficial use. The argument asswnes that the Department's role in the SRBA is to 

recommend water rights based on established historical maximum beneficial use rather 

than present beneficial use requirements. For example, the Ground Water Users assert 
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that recommendations for previo_usly decreed and licensed rights were recommended 

based on the previously decreed or licensed quantity. As such, the last field examination 

for tht:: right could have taken place as long ago when the right was previously decreed or 

licensed. Since that time, the right holder could have made efficiencies to the 

conveyance system thereby requiring less water than was decreed or licensed. An 

example is converting from gravity irrigation to sprinkler irrigation or a tiled ditch 

system. As a result, the Ground Water Users argue that the decreed quantity in the SRBA 

may not reflect the quantity of water that is actually put to beneficial use. The Ground 

Water Users also argue that the quantity element is a maximum which provides for the 

highest degree of flexibility to provide for the most water intensive use within the scope 

of the purpose of use. For example, a quantity sufficient to allow an irrigator to rotate 

crops allows for growing the most water intensive crop in the hottest part of the irrigation 

season. 

The argument ignores both the purpose of the decree as well as the scope of the 

issues raised in a general adjudication. This Court previously discussed the Department' s 

statutory directive in issuing licenses and recommendations which limit the quantity to 

the amount of water beneficially used. Order at 28-30. Idaho Code§ 42-220 provides: 

[W]hen water is used for irrigation, no such license or decree of the court 
allotting such water shall be issued confirming the right to use more than 
one second foot of water for each fifty (50) acres of land so irrigated, 
unless it can be shown to the satisfaction of the [Department] in granting 
such license and to the court in making such decree, that a greater amount 
1s necessary .... 

LC. § 42-220 (emphasis added). Idaho Code§ 42-1420 provides "the decree entered in a 

general adjudication shall be conclusive as to the nature and extent of all water rights in 

the adjudicated system." As such, the appropriate time for contesting the Department's 

recommendation as to quantity was in the adjudication. LC.§ 42-1420. 

Case law also supports the proposition that the quantity element in a decree 

represents a quantitative determination of beneficial use. Issues over excess quantity 

arise in proceedings relating to the adjudication of rights. In Abbott v. Reedy, 9 Idaho 

577, 75 P. 764 (1904), in an adjudication to determine the respective rights on Soldier 

Creek in Blaine County, the Idaho Supreme Court held: 
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It is true that he said he had been using about two inches per acre, but the 
law only allows the appropriator the amount actually necessary for the 
useful or beneficial purpose to which he applies it. The inquiry was, 
therefore, not what he had used, but how much was actually necessary. 
There was a clear and substantial conflict in the evidence as to the quantity . 
of water per acre necessary for the successful irrigation of appellant's 
lands. 

Id. at 578, 75 P. at 765. The issue arose in the context of an adjudication as opposed to a 

delivery call proceeding. 

The case of Farmers Cooperative Ditch Co. v. Riverside Irr. Dist., 16 Idaho 525, 

102 P. 481 (1909), involved the adjudication of water rights on the Boise River. At issue 

was whether the quantity decreed for certain classes of rights exceeded the duty of water 

for the purpose of use of the rights. In deciding whether or not to grant a new trial on the 

issue, the Court relied on the following: 

In determining the duty of water, reference should always be had to lands 
that have been prepared and reduced to a reasonably good condition for 
irrigation. Economy must be required and demanded in the use of 
application of water. Water users should not be allowed an excessive 
quantity of water to compensate for and counterbalance their neglect or 
indolence in the preparation of their lands for the successful and 
economical application of the water. One farmer, although he has a 
superior water right, should not be allowed to waste enough water in the 
irrigation of his land to supply both him and his neighbor simply beca,use 
his land is not adequately prepared for the economical application of the 
water. 

Farmers at 535-36, I 02 P. 483-89. Again, the issue arose in the context of an 

adjudication as opposed to a delivery call proceeding. Vineyard Land & Stock Co. v. 

Twin Falls Oakley Land & Water Co., 245 F. 30 (D. Idaho 1917), involved an action to 

quiet title of water rights held on Goose Creek in Idaho and Nevada. In applying Idaho 

law, the Court held: 

Much is said about the duty of water .... The Land and Stock Company 
insists that the duty of water should still be measured by the old method of 
irrigation of pasture and the native grasses for the production of hay, 
which was by the flooding system, that allowed the water to cover the 
surface of the soil, and actually to remain thereon for considerable periods 
of time. This method is being disapproved of in more recent years as 
wasteful and not an economical use. No person is entitled to more water 
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than he is able to apply to a reasonable an economical use. True, it may be 
that good results are obtainable from the former method, but that does not 
augur that just as good results may not be secured by a much more 
moderate use, which would leave a large quantity of water for others, who 
need it as much as the Land & Stock Company. 

Id at 33-34. 

In Reno v. Richards, 32 Idaho 1, 178 P. 81 (1918), one of the issues before the 

Idaho Supreme Court was the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the adjudicated 

quantity of a beneficial use claim, the Court reasoned: 

'The quantity of water decreed to an appropriator, in an action wherein 
priority of appropriation is the issue, should be upon the basis of cubic feet 
per second of time of the water actually applied to a beneficial use, and 
should be definite and certain as to the quantity appropriated and 
necessarily used by the appropriator.' 

Id at 15, 178 P.at 86. (quoting Lee v. Hanford, 21 Idaho 327, 121 P. 558 (1912)). 

Further: 

Water rights are valuable property, and a claimant seeking a decree of a 
court to confirm his right to the use of water by appropriation must present 
to the court sufficient evidence to enable it to make definite and certain 
findings as to the amount actually diverted and applied, as well as the 
amollllt necessary for the beneficial use for which the water is claimed. 

Id. at 15. Kinney on Irrigation provides with respect to economic use and the suppression 

of waste: 

[T]he Courts have been and are now being called upon to fix by decrees 
the duty of water for certain tracts of land .... In fixing the duty of water 
for a certain tract of land, such an amount per acre should be awarded, 
within the lawful claim of the prior appropriator, as is essential or 
necessary for the proper irrigation of the land on which the water is used, 
and upon which the duty is being fixed; which water, when economically 
applied without waste, wi11 result in the successful growing of crops on the 
land. Further than this, as far as the rights of the prior appropriator are 
concerned, the courts should not and can not lawfully go, where the result 
would be in cutting down the quantity of water to which the prior 
appropriator is entitled and reasonably needs for his pwpose and the 
awarding of a certain amount of his water to subsequent appropriators. 
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2 Kinney on Irrigation and Water Rights§ 905 at 1595-96 (2nd ed. 1912). 

The Ground Water Users assume that the quantity element of decreed water rights 

is not reflective of present needs, or is "bloated" (i.e. in excess of the quantity needed) or 

at a minimum always represents a quantity which provides for the highest degree of 

flexibility in order to allow for the most water intensive use within the scope of the 

purpose of use. The argument oversimplifies what takes place in the SRBA. Water 

rights are claimed based on permits and licenses, prior decrees in both private and general 

adjudications), beneficial use, posted notice, and adverse possession, mesne deed 

conveyances, splits of property and appurtenant rights etc. As a result, the quantity 

claimed for one water right may include excessive water for a particular purpose while 

for another water right the quantity may provide for little or no flexibility. Therefore the 

amount of excess water, if any, or the degree of flexibility built into the quantity element 

of partial decree issued in the SRBA could be in actuality "all over the map." 

The Director' s recommendation as to quantity, whether or not an in-depth field 

investigation was conducted in preparing the recommendation, is by no means the final 

word on the matter. The quantity recommendation is subject to objections by the 

claimant and any other party to the adjudication. If such an objection is made it may be 

litigated and determined by the Court. Issues such as waste (i.e. reasonableness of 

conveyance works), duty of water, partial forfeiture, and excessive conveyance loss can 

and have been litigated in the SRBA whether or not they were considered in the 

Director's recommendation. If the Director makes a recommendation based on a prior 

license where the delivery system that has since changed (i.e. gravity to sprinkler), third 

parties can object and assert partial forfeiture of any quantity no longer put to beneficial 

use. Accordingly, the degree to which the quantity element is scrutinized varies among 

the decrees issued in the SRBA. Nonetheless, parties were provided the opportunity to 

raise and litigate issues affecting quantity. Consequently, the partial decree issued in the 

SRBA is consistent with Idaho law and represents a quantitative determination of 

beneficial use. 

The result is that the issues litigated and evidence presented in support of the 

quantity element in the adjudication can be exactly the same as the issues presented and 

the evidence relied upon in conjunction with the delivery call. As such, depending on the 
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other words, the water's running through them, but 

there's no screens in them. 

production going on there. 

So I know there's no 

Q. When you have to deal with Rangen, who is 

5 your primary contact over there? 

6 A. I'm going to say the majority of the time 

7 it's Wayne Courtney . 

8 Q. Okay . Have you ever met a fellow by the 

9 name of Dan Maxwell? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, uh-huh . 

Okay. Now, I know you mentioned that you 

12 went out there and saw them measuring some water. 

13 Was that Dan that you were with? 

14 A. I've watched Dan do it, and I've watched 

15 Lonny do it, both. 

16 

17 

18 

Q. When you were with Dan, did you take issue 

with how he took the measurements? 

A. I -- I have no issues with it. I had to 

19 agree with him a couple of times that he was a little 

20 more accurate at reading the staff gauge than I was. 

21 Q. Is there anything that you've ever asked 

22 Dan to do differently in terms of how he measures the 

23 water? 

24 

25 

A. 

Q. 

No. 

How about Lonny, have you ever watched him 
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measure the water? 

A. I believe I did one time, uh-huh. 

Q. And did you have any issue with how Lonny 

4 did it? 

5 A. No . 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q. And you said that you get annual water 

reporting from Rangen; is that right? 

A. Yes, uh-huh. 

Q. And is that Lonny that gives it to you or 

10 Dan? 

11 A . I can't remember now. I think it comes 

I'm not exactly 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

from the office in Buhl, I believe . 

sure. I get -- to give you an idea, there's 5 4 main 

reporting stations here in the district. And I can't 

remember exact ly for sure where theirs originates. But 

I believe it comes out of the office in Buhl, but I'm 

not sure. Or it could come from a local here at 

Hagerman too. I don't know. I'd have to go back and 

look on the report, because I don't know off the top of 

my head . 

Q. Have you ever had any issue with those 

annual reports that Rangen has provided? 

A . No, I haven't. 

Q. As the watermaster, do you have the 

25 authority to reject those measurements if you don't 
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) 

May 26, 1993 

Keith Higginson, Director 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Statehouse Mail 
Boise ID· 83720 

Dear M.r. Higginson: 

) 

Calls have been made for the delivery of water rights to Roger 
Crandlemire, Walter Candy and Rangen Co. from th~ Curran TunneL These are 
decreed rights under the New International Mortgage Bank v. Idaho Power Company 
decision. ,. 

The water supplied to the Curran Tunnel dropped rapidly in April. The 
depletion is occurring from water taken from underground flows prior to the water 
reaching the Curran TunneL The Directors Report noted under General Provisions, 
Paragraph 5 that the Snake River Aquifer is hydrologically interconnected to the waters 
in the Hagerman Basin. · 

The Curran Tunnel water users have pointed out that the junior 
appropriators of the underground water must be shut down until their prior decreed 
water is delivered to the Curran Tunnel for their diversion. 

The users of underground water, including the Snake River Aquifer, are 
outside District 36A. Therefore, I aIIt making ~ demand on the Department of Water 
Resources to deliver water to the Curran TunneL The law requires you to deliver 
water in accordance with rights of prior appropriation. 

All three parties are suffering damage to their crops and business as a 
direct result.of the insufficient delivery of water. Water must be delivered immediately. 

Very truly yours, 

·-vL.~ 
GEORGE LEMMON 

Watermaster, District 36A 

=~~:n'~~~NDATE EXHl~~T .B 
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admits that the ultimate source of Petitioners' water is the 

snake Plain Aquiter. IDWR admits that the immed.iata scurce of 

Petitioners' irrigation water is tributary . to the snakQ River and 

hydrologically interconnectad to the Snake Plain Aquifer. IDWR 

admits that some ground water diversions from the snake Plain 

Aquifer reduce the quantity of water at the Martin-Curren Tunnel 

during the irrigation season . IDWR has insufficient knowledge to 

to:rm an opinion as to when Petitioners need water and 

insufficient knowledge regarding the interrelationship betwaan 

rights using the Martin Curren Tunnel flews and other rights 

diverting from the aquifer to form an opinion as to when 

Petitioners have the right to said water diverted by other ground 

water diversions under Idaho law, and therefore denies the same. 

Except as expressly admitted or denied above, . IDWR denies 

paragraph 9. 

1.11 Answering paragraph 10 IDWR has insufficient knowledge 

to admit or deny the allegations in paragraph 10 and therefore 

denies the same. 

1.12 Answering paragraph 11 IDWR admits that the exchange 
.. 

cf correspondence_ shown as Exhibits A, B, . c, ·D took place on the 

dates · described, and that true and correct copies of th.at 

correspondence is attached to the Complaint and speaks for 

itself. Except as expressly admitted above IDWR denies paragraph 

11. 

1.1J Answering paragraph 12, IDWR denies paragraph 12. 

1.14 Answering paragraph 13, IDWR denies paragraph lJ. 

1.1s Answering paragraph 14, IDWR denies paragraph 14. 

IDWR 1 s ANSWER TO VERIFIED COMPLAINT AND PETITION FOR 
WRIT OF MANDATE ANO COUNTERCLAIM FOR INTERPLEADER, Page 5 
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right to have junior water rights regulated l:)y the Oireator 

pursuant to I.e. S ~2-602 and mandate is improper. 

2. 5 Petitioners have not exhausted their administrative 

remedies pursuant to I.e. SS 42-2378 and 42-l701A(3). 

Petitioners have never requested a hearing from IDWR and have not 

responded to the Notice and Order of Contested case entered July 

6, 1993. 

2. 6 Petitioners' Complaint does not request that IDWR 

perform a spec:itic and recogniza:bla duty but, instead, is an 

improper request for issuance of a mandate to IDWR to perform its 

duties generally . 

2.7 Petitioners have an adequate remedy at law. 

Petitioners can sue ground water users for damages or for an 

injunction if those water users are improperly taking water to 

which Petitioners are entitled. 

2 . a Petitioners' Complaint requests different relief than 

that demanded in Exhibits A and D to the Complaint. The relief 

requested in Exhibits A and D was for the "full and immediate" 

regulation of junior priority water rights , which the Director 

refused to do. Petitioners' request for a writ .of mandate 

requests that the Director simply fulfill his statutory duty 

under I.e . s 42•602 . IDWR has not refused Petitioners' demand as .. 
set forth in the Complaint . 

2 . 9 Many uncertainties regarding both the relationship 

between Petitioners water rights and ground water rights in the , 

snake Plain Aquifer and the rights themselves exist which must be 

ultimately resolved in the Snake River Basin Adjudication and 

IDWR's ANSWER TO VERIFIED COMPLAINT AND PETITION FOR 
WRIT OF MANDATE ANO COUNTERCLAIM FOR INTERPLEAOER, Page 7 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Objectives 

The objective of this report is to review the hydrology, water rights and groundwater modeling of the Eastern Snake 
Plain Aquifer (ESPA) in the vicinity of the Rangen, Inc., (Rangen) aquaculture facility, as they relate to the delivery 
call placed by Rangen on December 13, 2011. That delivery call requests the curtailment of all groundwater rights 
within the domain of the Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM) that are junior to July 13, 1962. The 
primary study area of focus of this report is shown on Figure 1.1. 

1.2 Organization of Report 

This report is organized into 6 sections, beginning with this Introduction and Summary of Conclusions. Section 2 
presents an overview of hydrology and water development in the area of the Rangen facility. Section 3 provides a 
detailed description of the Rangen facility itself and the water rights pertinent to it. Section 4 describes 
development and calibration of the ESPAM Version 2.1 (ESPAM2.1) by the Idaho Department of Water Resources 
(IDWR). Section 5 describes analysis of the effects of curtailment of junior groundwater rights using ESPAM2.1 
and its predecessor, ESPAM2.0. Section 6 presents an analysis of curtailment effects using a modified version of 
ESPAM2.1 that more closely reflects hydrogeologic conditions near Rangen. 

A related discussion of hydrogeology of the Rangen area is presented in Hinckley (2012). 

1.3 Summary of Conclusions 

Based on the analyses and evaluations I carried out in preparing this report, I conclude that: 

1. The Martin-Curren Tunnel is a distinct source of water separate from natural springs that also 
supply Rangen. 

2. The July 13, 1962, Rangen water right that is the basis of the delivery call (36-2551) is sourced at 
the Martin-Curren Tunnel. 

3. The April 12, 1977, water right (36-7694) held by Rangen is sourced at the Martin-Curren Tunnel. 

4. The Martin-Curren Tunnel is an artificial excavation that was constructed to access groundwater 
for irrigation purposes. 

5. The Martin-Curren Tunnel meets the physical definition of a well contained in Idaho Code 42-
230(b ). 

6. Neither observed nor estimated flows from the Martin-Curren Tunnel have ever been high enough 
to provide water in-priority to the 1977 water right (36-7694) held by Rangen. 

7. Observed flows of Billingsley Creek reported by Rangen have not been high enough to provide 
any water to Rangen's 1977 water right (36-7694) since October of 1976, a date which precedes 
the priority of the water right. 

8. Inspection of Rangen facilities and diversions by the Department of Water Resources concluded, 
among other things, that water right 36-7694 "should not have been issued." 
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9. Water right 36-7694 has never been able to divert and beneficially use water in priority. 

10. Neither observed nor estimated flows from the Martin-Curren Tunnel have ever been high enough 
to deliver the maximum rate of diversion authorized under water right 36-2551. 

11. Rangen's measurement of water flows through its property underestimates actual flows by 10-
12% 

12. It is feasible for Rangen to make more efficient use of available flows by delivering water from 
Billingsley Creek to its small raceways. 

13. As a result of incidental recharge from surface water irrigation, spring flows in the Milner to King 
Hill reach are currently 25 percent greater than natural, pre-development flows. 

14. Much of the change in spring discharge in the Milner to King Hill reach since 1960 can be 
attributed to reduction in incidental recharge from surface water irrigation due to changes 
intended to reduce waste. 

15. Neither ESPAM 2.1 nor its predecessors is capable of separating the effects of groundwater 
pumping on flows from the Martin-Curren Tunnel from the effects of groundwater pumping on 
flows from other springs in the Rangen complex. . 

16. The predictive uncertainty analysis of ESPAM2 and ESPAM2.1 carried out by the IDWR explores 
only a limited aspect of model uncertainty and does not quantify overall model uncertainty. 

17. Fundamental to overall model uncertainty is the uncertainty associated with the conceptual model 
reflected in ESPAM2.1. The predictive uncertainty analysis relies on a single conceptual model 
and does not explore the uncertainty that arises from improper conceptualization of local geologic 
and hydraulic conditions that influence discharge of specific spring complexes, such as those at 
Rangen. 

18. Alternative conceptual models can be developed that better reflect hydro-geologic conditions near 
Rangen and which produce substantially different effects of curtailment than does ESPAM2.1 . 

19. That ESPAM2.1 can fairly closely mimic the observed past behavior of a spring complex is not 
proof that it represents hydrogeologic reality sufficiently to predict accurately future behaviour of 
that complex, especially under aquifer water use conditions (e.g. , curtailment of junior 
groundwater pumping) that are radically different from those extant in the model calibration 
period. 

20. The ESPAM2.1 is not sufficiently detailed in either its general formulation or its representation of 
hydrogeologic conditions at Rangen, to be used reliably to predict changes in flow available to 
water right 36-2551 due to curtailment of junior groundwater rights on the ESPA. 

21. ESPAM2.1 represents the details of the Rangen spring complex and the surrounding geology in 
highly simplified form, omitting several key features and that would make significant differences in 
predicted benefits of curtailment. 

22. Using ESPAM2 and ESPAM2.1, less than 3 % of the curtailed groundwater rights junior to 
Rangen's 1962 priority, under the 10% trimline, would accrue to the Rangen complex; the rest 
would accrue to other connected river reaches, springs and baseflows, including those on which 
there are no water rights or diversions, those on which there are no delivery calls, those on which 
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approved mitigation plans are already in place, and those on which diversions occur under water 
rights junior to those of the curtailed rights. 

23. An even smaller amount of the curtailed water use described in conclusion (23) above would 
accrue to the Martin-Curren Tunnel. 

24. Using ESPAM2, less than 1 % of the curtailed groundwater rights junior to Rangen's 1962 priority 
over the entire model domain, such as requested by Rangen, would accrue to the Rangen 
complex, the rest accruing to other connected river reaches, springs and baseflows, including 
those on which there are no water rights or diversions, those on which there are no delivery calls, 
those on which approved mitigation plans are already in place, and those on which diversions 
occur under water rights junior to those of the curtailed rights. 

25. Because the model domain, irrigated lands and water rights are the same in ESPAM2.1 as in 
ESPAM2, conclusion (25) above would also apply to results from ESPAM2.1. 

26. An even smaller amount of the curtailed water rights described in conclusion (25) above would 
accrue to the Martin-Curren Tunnel. 

27. Alternative calibrated models that better reflect hydro-geologic conditions near Rangen show that 
curtailment of groundwater rights, within the 10% trim line and junior to Rangen's 1962 right, 
would produce only half, and possibly as little as 5%, of the benefit to Rangen predicted by 
ESPAM2.1. 

28. Analysis using ESPAM2.1 shows that implementation of Rangen's request for widespread 
curtailment will, by any reasonable standard, result in waste of the water resource. 

29. If the Director uses ESPAM2.1 to quantify the benefits to water right 36-2551 from curtailment of 
junior groundwater uses, this quantification should reflect the substantial uncertainty of that 
benefit that derives from use of a regional model to predict discharge from a particular spring 
outlet at the edge of the aquifer system. Due to this uncertainty, any curtailment based on 
ESPAM2.1 should be limited to junior-priority rights for which ESPAM2.1 predicts a significant 
benefit to Rangen. In my opinion, to recognize uncertainty and prevent unreasonable waste, 
application of ESPAM2.1 should at a minimum restrict curtailment to junior rights for which 
ESPAM2.1 predicts at least 10% of the curtailed water will accrue to Rangen. 

30. Even use of a 10% trimline results in waste of the water resource because the vast majority of 
that foregone use would not accrue to the benefit of Rangen. 

31. Use of trimlines smaller than 10% increases the relative waste of the water resource. 

Hydrology and Water Development 

32. Spring discharge is closely related to incidental recharge from surface water irrigation within the 
service area of the North Side Canal Company. 

33. The sensitivity of spring discharge to incidental recharge is likely increased near the edges of the 
aquifer system near the Hagerman Rim and Rangen. 

34. The Winter Water Savings Program of the North Side Canal Company alone may have reduced 
incidental discharge to the ESPA above the Thousand Springs reach by roughly 150,000 acre­
feet per year beginning in 1961 . 
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35. Conversion of irrigated lands from flood and furrow irrigation to sprinkler irrigation has significantly 
reduced incidental recharge. 

36. Sprinkler usage under the North Side Canal Company grew from zero percent of the service area 
in 1982 to 100% of the service area by 2008. 

37. Approximately 24,000 linear feet of lateral off the W-canal in the area west of Wendell, in 
proximity to Rangen, have been lined or placed in pipe since the 1990s, primarily to reduce 
excessive seepage losses, which are incidental recharge. 

38. All of the foregoing reductions in incidental discharge are reductions in waste of water. 

39. Prior to development of irrigation under the North Side Canal Company natural flow from springs 
in the Milner to King Hill reach was estimated to be about 4,000 cfs. Spring flows reached a peak 
at about 7,000 cfs in the early 1950s and have declined since that time. The average annual 
discharge for the 10-year period ending in 2011 is about 5,000 cfs, which is still above the natural 
(predevelopment) levels 

40. When significant surface water irrigation began in the NSCC area the seasonal variability of 
spring discharges increased in addition to the magnitude of average annual flows. Prior to 
development, the pronounced seasonal pattern of spring flows that currently exists did not appear 
to exist. 

41. Reductions in total annual spring discharge are also related to drought episodes. 

Rangen Water Use 

42. Discharges from the Curren Tunnel are divided between Rangen pipelines, three irrigation 
diversions, and spills to Billingsley Creek from the Rangen Box. 

43. The North Snake Groundwater District has been providing mitigation supplies to the irrigation 
water users through the Sandy Pipeline since 2003. This pipeline is believed to have nearly 
eliminated irrigation diversions from the Curren Tunnel outlet. 

44. Flows in Billingsley Creek are divertible by gravity to Rangen's large raceways but not to the 
hatch house, upper (small) raceways, or culinary use, all of which are presently supplied only by 
pipelines from the Tunnel. 

45. Spi lls from the Rangen Box may remain in Billingsley Creek and bypass the Rangen facilities 
under some circumstances. 

46. It is feasible to pump water from Billingsley Creek to Rangen's small raceways from the same 
point where Rangen diverts water into the large raceways. This would increase the efficiency of 
use of Rangen's existing physical supplies by making the total discharge of the Rangen complex 
available to all of Rangen's raceways. 

ESPAM2.1 Model 

47. Observations of ESPA geology suggest it is highly complex, comprised of overlapping fractured 
basalts interspersed with sedimentary formations , with hydraulic characteristics that can vary 
substantially over short distances. 
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48. ESPAM2.1 is, like all models, a simplified representation of reality, and this leads to model 
uncertainty. 

49. ESPAM2.1 is comprised of cells that are one mile square. 

50. Within each ESPAM2.1 grid cell, aquifer characteristics are assumed to be homogenous and 
isotropic. 

51. This assumption of homogeneity means that hydrologic and geologic details of a scale smaller 
than the cell cannot be explicitly represented in the model. 

52. Considerable amounts of pertinent input data are not known at even the one-square mile level of 
spatial resolution of the ESPAM2.1 grid. 

53. ESPAM2.1 is comprised of a single layer of cells of uniform thickness. 

54. ESPAM2.1 assumes constant thickness throughout the model domain and constant 
transmissivity within each cell. These assumptions may result in substantial misrepresentation of 
flow conditions in some parts of the aquifer, such as the Hagerman rim, where thinning occurs 
and preferential flow pathways become more restricted. 

55. The discharges at Rangen are represented in ESPAM2.1 as a single drain. 

56. This single-drain representation does not allow ESPAM2.1 to distinguish flows emanating from 
the Curren Tunnel from flows emanating from natural springs in the Rangen complex. 

57. The generalizations and simplifications in ESPAM2.1 can introduce significant error into model 
results, particularly for highly localized conditions such as those governing discharge from 
specific outlets of a specific spring complex. 

58. ESPAM2.1 has a large number of cells and each cell has a large number of adjustable 
parameters, so the total number of adjustable parameters in the ESPAM2.1 model is large. 

59. The large number of parameters reflected in ESPAM2.1 increases the likelihood that the model is 
not unique. 

60. ESPAM2.1 simulates conditions that are not physically possible and conditions that are in direct 
opposition to observed conditions in the real system. These discrepancies reveal serious model 
misrepresentation of detailed aquifer behaviour in the Rangen area, and raise doubt as to the 
accuracy of model predictions there. 

61 . Many of the conceptual aspects of ESPAM2.1 fail to reflect observed characteristics of the aquifer 
system in the Rangen area. These failures lead to conceptual uncertainty in the ESPAM2.1. 

62. Each of the input data types used in ESPAM2.1 carries its own uncertainties that can stem from, 
among other things, the inability to measure a condition accurately (or at all) and from the spatial 
or temporal resolution of measurements. 

ESPAM2.1 Calibration 

63. Calibration uncertainty reflects the fact that many combinations of model parameter values may 
lead to equally well-calibrated models. 
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64. The ESPAM2.1 was calibrated under the assumption that aquifer transmissivity in any given cell 
is constant over the calibration period. This assumption has not been validated, and there are 
many locations and situations in the model domain and over the model calibration period where it 
is probably not true. 

65. ESPAM2.1 was calibrated using an automated approach implemented in a computer program 
called PEST. 

66. ESPAM2.1 systematically under-estimates discharge at the Rangen spring in the early years of 
the calibration period while over-estimating it in the later years. 

67. ESPAM2.1 systematically under-predicts the water level at the closest well to Rangen that was 
used for calibration by 20 feet. ESPAM2.1 also consistently under-predicts the water level in 
another nearby well. 

68. The under-prediction of water levels near Rangen is partly a result of the fact that discharge 
targets were weighted more heavily than water level targets in the calibration process. 

69. Because predicted water levels are too low, PEST increased the drain conductance to values 
higher than are suggested by observation, thereby embodying in ESPAM2.1 a 
mischaracterization of the real physical relationship between water levels and flows at Rangen. 

70. This mischaracterization results in over-sensitivity of the change in drain flow to a simulated 
change in water level due to curtailment. This over-sensitivity is carried into the superposition 
model used for curtailment, with the result that changes in spring flows are over-predicted by 
nearly a factor of 4. 

71. The calibrated drain conductances in ESPAM2.1 range over 4 orders of magnitude. This 
extremely large variation suggests that the set of calibrated parameters is quite fragile and that 
PEST can readily find alternative parameter sets that provide acceptable calibrations. 

72. ESPAM2.1 differs from ESPAM2 in the correction of an error that arose in the calculation of the 
water budget in the Mud Lake area and overestimated aquifer recharge by approximately 89,000 
acre-feet/year in that area of the model domain. This represents a change of less than one 
percent in the overall water balance for the ESPA. 

73. Correction of this error required re-calibration of the model, so a new set of model parameters, 
including drain conductances were developed. These are the parameters used in ESPAM2.1. 

74. The drain conductances in ESPAM2.1 differ from those used in ESPAM2 by more than the 1 % 
change in water budget associated with the correction. The conductance for the Rangen drain 
decreased by about 4%, but some drain conductances in the area changed by nearly 1000%. 
Some cell transmissivities in the area near Rangen changed by more than 100%. 

75. These changes in conductance and transmissivity are carried directly into the superposition 
models used to calculate the flow changes resulting from curtailment. 

76. The area encompassed by the 5% trimline is substantially larger with ESPAM2.1 compared to 
ESPAM2, and this expansion is mainly in areas on the opposite side of the Malad Gorge from 
Rangen, which are hydrogeologically disconnected from the Rangen spring. 
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77. Large changes in calibrated parameter values and model results suggest that ESPAM2 and 
ESPAM2.1 may be over-parameterized, and that other comparable calibration solutions easily 
can be reached with only minor perturbations in model assumptions. 

Estimation of Benefits from Curtailment 

78. ESPAM2.1 represents the Rangen spring as a drain and the flow in that drain as a linear function 
of water level in the cell that contains the drain. 

79. Application of ESPAM2.1 to estimate changes in spring flow due to curtailment employs the 
method of superposition. 

80. The principle of superposition relies on the assumption that the system being modeled and the 
model behaves in a completely linear way. 

81. If the system being simulated or the model exhibits important non-linear behaviours, a 
superposition model can introduce significant error into the analysis of effects of stress changes. 

82. Analysis of observed water levels and Range spring flows by Hinckley demonstrates that the 
relationship of Rangen flow to water levels in nearby wells is not linear. 

83. The structure of the aquifer and conditions in the aquifer along the Hagerman Rim in the region of 
Rangen indicate that the behaviour of the aquifer in that region is not linear. 

84. The large number of parameters reflected in ESPAM2.1 increases the likelihood that the model is 
not linear. 

85. There are a total of 406 groundwater irrigated acres relying on rights junior to Rangen's 1962 
priority within the 10% trimline, using 1,445 acre-feet of groundwater. At steady state, curtailment 
of pumping on these lands would cause total modeled flow at the Rangen springs to increase by 
0.19 cfs (141 af/y assuming year around flow). Not all of this increase would accrue to the 
Martin-Curren Tunnel , but the ESPAM2.1 model does not represent flows in the tunnel. It would 
take somewhat less than a year for discharge to reach 90% of this modeled steady state 
increase. 

86. There are a total of 565,023 groundwater irrigated acres within the model domain relying on rights 
junior to Rangen's1962 priority, using 1.46 million acre-feet (MAF) of groundwater. At steady 
state, ESPAM2 predicts that curtailment of pumping on these lands would cause modeled 
discharge at Rangen to increase by 18.07 cfs. It would take approximately 16 years for modeled 
discharge to reach 90% of this steady state increase. 

87. Because the model domain, irrigated lands and water rights are the same in ESPAM2.1 as in 
ESPAM2, conclusion (86) above would also be expected to apply to results from ESPAM2.1 . 
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2.0 WATER DEVELOPMENT AND USE ON THE EASTERN SNAKE PLAIN 

2.1 Hydrology 

The Snake River flows along the southern edge of the Eastern Snake River Plain (ESRP), a 
broad arcuate plain that covers an area of approximately 10,000 square miles in southeastern 
Idaho. As shown on Figure 2.1, the two main branches of the Snake River are the South Fork, 
which primarily drains the eastern side of the Teton mountain range, and the Henry's Fork, which 
primarily drains the western side of the Teton Range and joins the South Fork near Idaho Falls. 
Several smaller tributaries enter the Snake River from the south, the largest being Willow Creek 
and the Blackfoot, Portneuf and Raft rivers. With few exceptions, tributaries from the mountains 
to the north of the plain flow out onto the plain and recharge the underlying aquifer. Because of 
its porous surface, there are no significant surface water features on the plain itself. 

At Milner Dam, northeast of Twin Falls, the Snake River drops into a canyon making gravity 
diversion of river flows impossible; large irrigation canals at Milner seasonally divert all but a small 
amount of the river flow. The canals diverting from the Snake River at Milner Dam, as well as 
others diverting from the lower Big and Little Wood Rivers, deliver large amounts of irrigation 
water to lands in Jerome, Gooding and Lincoln Counties above the north rim of the river canyon. 
The Snake River itself is largely restored by the time it reaches King Hill due to spring discharges 
from the north wall of the Snake River canyon and tributary streams such as Rock Creek, Salmon 
Falls Creek and the Malad River. 

The ESRP is underlain by a vast basalt aquifer system, the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), 
formed when intermittent lava flows filled ancestral valleys and canyons of the Snake River 
(Stearns and Crandall, 1938). In the central part of the ESPA, these and other formations extend 
to a depth of more than 3,000 feet (Whitehead, 1992). The total volume of water stored in the 
ESPA has been estimated to be as high as 1 billion acre-feet (IDEQ, 2006). 

The agriculturally productive areas of the Plain occur in sedimentary and aeolian deposits 
overlying the most recent (Quaternary) basalts, which outcrop in numerous places. The porous 
and fractured basalt formations in the upper part of the ESPA can store and transmit large 
amounts of water and have been developed as a groundwater resource. Lindholm (1996) 
estimated that the upper 500 feet of the aquifer may contain 200-300 million acre-feet, an amount 
approximately 50 times greater than the combined surface water storage above King Hill. 

Between Milner Dam and King Hill are numerous springs that emerge from the north side of the 
canyon and flow to the river. In some cases there are very well-defined outlets for these springs 
while in other cases they discharge through talus slopes and the actual outlets in the canyon wall 
can't be seen. There are also some springs that emerge in the river itself. This reach of the river 
is often referred to as the Thousand Springs Reach, though there is also an individual spring 
complex named Thousand Springs. A few of the larger spring complexes along the north wall of 
the canyon are at Crystal Springs, Clear Lakes, Box Canyon, Thousand Springs, Billingsley 
Creek and the Malad Gorge. 
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Figure 2.2 shows the annual average water budget for the period 1981-2008 used in 
development of the ESPAM2.1. Note that this is not a water budget for the ESPA, as it includes 
surface water supplies that are consumed directly without entering the aquifer. Based on Figure 
2.1, average recharge to the aquifer system from precipitation on non-irrigated lands, from 
tributary underflow, and from non-Snake River seepage is 2.46 million acre-feet (MAF). This 
relatively small component of overall aquifer recharge is still greater than the total groundwater 
consumption simulated in curtailment to 1870 (Sukow, 2012) indicating that groundwater use 
remains less than the reasonably anticipated rate of future natural recharge. 

2.2 North Side Canal Company 

Early irrigation development on the ESRP was concentrated in the upper portions of the basin, 
above Blackfoot. Irrigation development in the lower portion of the plain began in 1877 with 
appropriations from the lower Big and Little Wood Rivers north of Wendell and Shoshone. By 
1900, surface water rights totalling more than 900 cfs had begun operating to irrigate lands above 
the Malad Gorge (at their confluence, the Big and Little Wood Rivers become the Malad River). 

Diversions from the Snake River onto the western ESPA began in 1905 with the development of 
the Twin Falls Project. Small diversions by the Twin Falls North Side Land & Water Company 
(predecessor to the North Side Canal Company) began in 1908. Diversions quickly grew from 
250 thousand acre-feet (KAF) in 1909 to 1.2 million acre-feet (MAF) in 1912 (USGS, 1956). 
Considerable water was diverted in the first decade of canal operation to fill the Jerome 
Reservoir, but that project was abandoned in 1918 after it became clear that seepage losses from 
the reservoir would prevent it ever being filled (Crandall , 1923; USGS, 1956). North Side Canal 
Company (NSCC) diversions at Milner Dam have averaged about 986,000 af/y over the last 10 
years. Present acreage served by the NSCC is reported to be 154,067 acres. Figure 2.3 shows 
the present service area and main canals and laterals of the NSCC. 

For the first half of the 20th century, the NSCC diverted water in the winter as well as during the 
irrigation season. This was done primarily to provide domestic and stock water to small towns and 
farms. There is no significant crop water demand in the winter, so considerable amounts of the 
winter diversions undoubtedly recharged the ESPA in Jerome and Gooding Counties or were 

spilled over the canyon rim at the ends of laterals. 

As part of its Regional Aquifer System Analysis (RASA) study, the USGS estimated that by 1952 
more than 24 MAF of water had been added to the aquifer by incidental recharge from surface 
water irrigation (Kjelstrom, 1995). The importance of incidental recharge resulting from seepage 
losses from surface irrigation systems is evident in Figure 2.4a , b which is reproduced from the 
RASA study. Figure 2.4a shows the close correlation between incidental recharge and spring 
discharges in the Milner to King Hill reach of the river. The pattern of incidental recharge is 
clearly superimposed on a longer term increasing trend of spring discharge from 1912 to the mid-
1950s, and is very closely related to the declining trend in spring discharge since the mid-1950s. 
Figure 2.4b shows the estimated change in ground water storage from this incidental recharge. 
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Figures 2.5 and 2.6 are from another RASA report (Goodell , 1988). Figure 2.5 shows the early 
20th century increase in water levels in three observation wells, the locations of which are shown 
on Figure 2.6. Water levels in observation well 8S-17E-19BBB1 reflect water levels in the 
aquifer beneath the area irrigated by the North Side Canal Company. It can be seen that the 
aquifer water level in this area rose by approximately 45 feet between 1900 and 1950 as the 
result of incidental recharge from surface water irrigation. 

Winter diversions all but ended in about 1960 as the Company participated in the Winter Water 
Savings Program, which sought to stop 435,000 af of "wasteful non-irrigation season diversions" 
and redirect this water to storage in Palisades and American Falls Reservoirs (USBR, 1946). The 
Palisades Winter Water Savings agreements went into operation in 1961 and generally required 
participating canal companies to cease diversions in the months of November through March. 
Figure 2. 7 is derived from records of the USGS and the I DWR and shows the historical 
November through March diversions of the NSCC. The onset of the Winter Water Savings 
Program is clearly evident in this diversion record. Based on Figure 2.7, the Winter Water 
Savings of the North Side Canal Company alone may have reduced incidental recharge to the 
ESPA above the Thousand Springs reach by roughly 150,000 acre-feet per year (207 cfs). 

Prior to the 1950s, flood and furrow irrigation was the primary method of water application on the 
ESRP. Kjelstrom (1995) notes that by the 1970s about 20 percent of surface water irrigation 
distribution systems had converted from gravity application methods to sprinkler application 
methods and that this conversion had reduced deep percolation to the aquifer. In 1981 the 
University of Idaho published (Hamilton , et al. , 1981) the results of a survey of the responses of 
irrigators to the severe drought of 1977. Table 2.1 is reproduced from the Hamilton report. It 
shows that many irrigators on the ESRP had installed sprinkler systems, had added gated pipe, 
and had lined ditches as a result of the 1977 drought. 

Information provided to the IDWR by the North Side Canal Company in connection with the 2005 
delivery call of the Surface Water Coalition shows that in 2004 sprinklers were the primary 
method of water application on 88 percent of the North Side service area. Documentation for the 
current groundwater model of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPAM2.1) reflect a growth in 
sprinkler usage under the NSCC from 0% of the service area in 1982 to 100% by 2008. This has 
undoubtedly further reduced aquifer recharge in the area of the springs. 

Figure 2.8 shows the portion of the NSCC service area generally between the town of Wendell 
and the head of Billingsley Creek. The irrigation laterals shown in this area are part of the W­
lateral system. Lateral W-40 extends nearly to the head of Billingsley Creek, ultimately reaching 
a spill point on the canyon rim immediately to the north of the Rangen aquaculture facility. 
Recent data (Sullivan, 2012) show that flows into the lower portion of the W-lateral system, have 
declined about 20,000 af/y since the late 1980s. Interviews of NSCC personnel (Wertz, pers. 
comm., 2012) revealed that approximately 24,000 linear feet of laterals off the W-Canal in the 
area west of Wendell have been lined or placed in pipe since the 1990s, primarily to reduce 
excessive seepage losses. 
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The spill point at the end of W-40 was visited in June, 2012, and did not show evidence of current 
use. As with other canal companies in the area, the NSCC has been attempting in recent years 
to consolidate and reduce spills to the river for water quality management purposes. The primary 
spill point for the W-Canal system is now into the Malad Gorge just downstream of the State Park. 

2.3 Springs in the Milner to King Hill Reach 

As mentioned previously, between Milner Dam and King Hill the Snake River flows in a deep 
canyon. There are numerous springs discharging from the walls of this canyon, the majority of 
them being on the north side in an area known as the Thousand Springs reach, including an 
individual spring complex named Thousand Springs. In some cases there are very well-defined 
outlets for these springs while in other cases they discharge through talus slopes and the actual 
outlets in the canyon wall can't be seen. There are also some springs that emerge in the river 
itself. Figure 2.9 shows the locations of major spring complexes in the Milner to King Hill reach. 

The earliest records of spring discharge measurements in this reach of the river date back to 
1902. In the spring of that year the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) separately made measurements on several of the springs in this reach of the 
river. These and other early measurements are summarized in Nace, et al., (1958). J.D. 
Stannard, the investigator for the Department of Agriculture estimated the total discharge of 
springs on both sides of the river between a point 3 miles above Twin Falls and a point 10 miles 
below the Malad River (roughly the entire Milner to King Hill reach) to be 3,833 cfs. These 1902 
measurements were made before irrigation development under the North Side Canal system, 
though not before irrigation diversions began from the lower Wood River to supply lands north of 
Wendell and Shoshone. Kjelstrom ( 1995) estimated that the pre-irrigation (pre-1880) discharge 
of springs between Milner and King Hill averaged about 3.0 maf, or 4,140 cfs. Mundorff, et.al. 
(1964) estimated the natural discharge from the aquifer in the Thousand Springs Reach to be 
4,000 cfs, and possibly less. 

When significant surface water irrigation began in the North Side Canal area spring discharges 
changed, increasing in seasonal variability and in overall magnitude. Meinzer (1927) prepared an 
inventory and description of large springs in the United States, including the springs in the reach 
of the Snake River between Milner Dam and King Hill. Figure 2.10, reproduced from the Meinzer 
report, illustrates the close relationship he found between the combined spring discharges at the 
Blue Lakes and Clear Lakes spring complexes and the quantity of irrigation water applied to the 
Eastern Snake River Plain above the springs via the North Side Canal Company. Figure 2.10 
shows that the monthly rise and fall pattern of North Side Canal diversion is followed, in a slightly 
delayed fashion, by a similar monthly pattern in spring discharge. Canal diversions were 
substantially smaller in 1919 (shortly after the Jerome Reservoir project was abandoned) than 
they were in the preceding two years, and the subsequent rise in spring discharge is also 
substantially smaller. A comparison of the two 1902 observations of flow at Blue Lakes given in 
Nace, one in April and one in August, showed almost equal flow rates. So the seasonal spring 
discharge pattern evident in the period 1917-1920 didn't appear to exist in 1902 at Blue Lakes 
and Clear Lakes, prior to major irrigation development above the springs. This emphasizes the 
importance of localized patterns of incidental recharge to flows of specific springs. 
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The IDWR prepares estimates of the annual spring discharge to the Thousand Springs Reach 
based on a method originally developed by Kjelstrom (1995b) and documented in USGS Water­
Resources Investigation Report 95-4055. Figure 2.11 is a plot of the discharge estimates 
prepared by the IDWR for the period 1902-2011 . The average of the annual discharge values for 
the 10-year period from 1902-1911 is 4,207 cfs. The average annual discharge for the 10-year 
period ending in 2011 is 5,019 cfs. 

Also shown on Figure 2.11 is the annual value of the Palmer Drought Severity Index (PDSI) for 
NOAA Climate Zone 7 (NOAA Earth System Research Laboratory Physical Sciences Division 
2012). The PDSI is a commonly used water supply index that incorporates precipitation, 
temperature, runoff and soil moisture conditions. Greater positive values of the PDSI reflect 
increasingly cooler and wetter conditions; greater negative values reflect increasingly warmer and 
drier conditions. A relationship can be seen in Figure 2.11 between drought episodes and 
reductions in total estimated spring discharge to the Milner to King Hill reach. 

From the foregoing , it can be concluded that pre-development springs flows in the Thousand 
Springs Reach were probably not greater than 4100 cfs; that flows peaked in the early 1950s at 
approximately 6900 cfs primarily as a result of surface water irrigation development; and that 
flows have declined to current levels as a result of changes in surface water irrigation practices, 
drought and groundwater development. However, spring discharge between Milner and King Hill 
remains above natural (predevelopment) levels. 

2.4 Groundwater Development 

With the exception of shallow wells constructed in the Mud Lake area in the 1920s, ground water 
development of the ESPA did not begin in earnest until the late 1940s. The first project relying 
heavily on ground water supplies was the Minidoka North Side Pumping Division of the Minidoka 
Project (now the A&B Irrigation District) which began operation in 1948. While the majority of the 
subsequent permits were for irrigation of new lands, many were for supplemental irrigation of 
lands already irrigated with surface water supplies. In addition, the benefits of sprinkler irrigation 
have led to the conversion of some formerly surface-water irrigated lands to ground water use. 
Ground water development began to level off in the 1980s and a moratorium on new irrigation 
well development has been in place since 1992. 

Farms in the Wendell area were initially supplied with irrigation water by the NSCC (Sullivan, 
2012). Conversion of irrigated lands from surface to groundwater sources and development of 
new groundwater-supplied lands in the area began in the 1950s. Figure 2.12 shows the growth in 
groundwater permits in the area from 1948 until 1992, when a moratorium on further groundwater 
irrigation permitting went into effect. Notable increases in permitting occurred in 1960-61 , just 
prior to Rangen's application for water right 36-2551 , and in 1973-76, just prior to Rangen's 
application for water right 36-7 469. Figure 2.13 shows the current Points of Diversion for 
groundwater rights in the area between Wendell and the head of Billingsley Creek; these points 
are color-coded to show their priorities relative to July 13, 1962. 

Page 2-5 



Rangen Delivery Call 

Sullivan estimates that there were approximately 25,000 acres of irrigated land under the W 
Canal in 1953 and about 30,500 acres in 2009. In 1953 there was little or no groundwater 
irrigation under the W Canal. By 2009 roughly 10,000 of the formerly surface-water irrigated 
acres were supplied in whole or in part with groundwater and about 9,300 acres of new acreage 
was being served by groundwater (about 3,500 acres of surface water irrigation had been 
retired). Given the 1992 moratorium on new groundwater irrigation, it is reasonable to assume 
that nearly all of this groundwater use was actually in place by 1992. 

Figure 2.14 shows observed groundwater levels in two wells in the area between Wendell and 
Rangen. Records of groundwater levels are less complete as one goes back in time, so the wells 
shown in Figure 2.14 do not illuminate aquifer conditions in earlier periods. It can be seen from 
Figure 2.14 that that seasonal fluctuations in water levels are about 5 feet in this area, with lows 
generally occurring in the months of March (well 992) and July (well 989). Annually, water levels 
have declined somewhat since 1985, with levels appearing more stable in the last 10 years. 
These declines are likely due to changes in surface water irrigation practices, including spill 
management, lining or piping of laterals, and conversions from surface to groundwater use, to 
drought, and to that increment of groundwater pumping brought online since 1985. 
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3.0 RANGEN SPRINGS DEVELOPMENT AND USE 

3.1 Billingsley Creek Overview 

Billingsley Creek enters the Snake River northwest of the town of Hagerman, just upstream from 
Lower Salmon Falls Dam. The creek is fed by a series of springs emanating from the Quaternary 
basalts forming the canyon rim in western Gooding County. Figure 3.1 is an aerial photo of the 
area showing the creek and the locations of selected spring discharge points. Figure 3.2 shows 
the measured flows of Billingsley Creek at the USGS gaging station (13134600) at the Highway 
30 bridge just north of Hagerman. Records at this station are not continuous, and spring and 
creek flows are diverted both above and below the station for aquaculture, irrigation and other 
uses. 

The Martin-Curren (aka Curran, Kearn) Tunnel and Rangen aquaculture facility are located at the 
upper end of Billingsley Creek. Figure 3.3 is an aerial photo of the Rangen facility showing key 
features of the area that will be referred to later in this section. Flows from the Tunnel and from 
other spring outlets and seeps in the Rangen area form the headwaters of Billingsley Creek. 

The Rangen facility was constructed in 1962, apparently expanding on an earlier, smaller 
aquaculture operation purchased by Rangen in May of that year (Twin Falls Times-News, 
December 30, 1962). The facility was launched as a research center focused on trout diseases 
and diet, and on hatchery management problems. 

The primary physical sources of water used at the Rangen facility are the Martin-Curren Tunnel 
and natural springs, most of which emerge from the talus slope about 45 feet in elevation below 
the tunnel portal (Farmer, 2009). Water from the Tunnel is divided between Rangen pipelines 
and three irrigation diversions. The natural springs all discharge to Billingsley Creek. Flows in 
Billingsley Creek are divertible by gravity to Rangen 's large raceways but not to the hatch house, 
upper raceways, or culinary use, all of which are presently supplied only by pipelines from the 
Tunnel. Inspection of the Rangen facilities by IDWR personnel in 2003 concluded that some 
spring inflow to Billingsley Creek also occurs below the diversion for the large raceways (Berkey, 
2003a). 

3.2 Water Rights 

Water rights for flows in the headwaters of Billingsley Creek in the area of the Rangen facility are 
listed in Table 3.1. The earliest rights date to 1884 and are for irrigation and domestic use. 

The earliest right for fish propagation is Rangen's 1957 priority for 1.46 cubic feet per second 
(cfs). This may have been the primary water right for Rangen's predecessor. The present 
delivery call seeks administration of groundwater rights junior to Rangen's 1962 priority (36-
2551 ), which is sourced by the Snake River Basin Adjudication (SRBA) Court at the Martin­
Curren Tunnel. 
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The irrigation rights of Candy, Morris and Musser are also sourced at the Martin-Curren Tunnel . 
These diversions provide water to irrigate parcels south of Billingsley Creek. The water rights for 
these diversions are senior to the Rangen rights , dating to as early as 1884. Because the 
irrigation diversions are consumptive with respect to Billingsley Creek, they reduce the water 
supply available to Rangen from the Tunnel. 

In 2003, anticipating that groundwater users might in the future be required to mitigate declines in 
Tunnel and spring flows, the North Snake Groundwater District (NSGWD) voluntarily constructed 
a pipeline (the "Sandy Pipeline") from ponds in Section 5 of TBS, R14E (the "Sandy Ponds") to 
the Curren Ditch. The pipeline was constructed so that it could also supply irrigation water to 
Candy, Morris and Musser, thereby reducing or eliminating those irrigation diversions at the 
Tunnel and increasing the Tunnel supply available for Rangen. This pipeline is in operation and 
is believed to have nearly eliminated irrigation diversions from the Tunnel outlet. 

The Curren Ditch diverts from the creek below the Rangen facility under irrigation rights that are 
also senior to the Rangen aquaculture rights. However, since Rangen's aquaculture use is non­
consumptive, the Curren Ditch does not call for bypass of Rangen's more junior aquaculture 
rights. 

Groundwater development on the plain above the Curren Tunnel began in the early 1950's. 
Figure 2.12 showed the evolution of groundwater rights in the area east of Billingsley Creek. The 
earliest groundwater rights in the immediate area date to 1952. Notable increases in permitted 
acreage occurred in 1959-61 and in 1973-76, just prior to Rangen's applications for water rights 
36-2551 and 36-7694. By the time of Rangen's 1962 water right, about 3900 acres had been 
permitted. At the time of Rangen 's 1977 water right, about 8300 acres had been permitted. By 
1992, when the moratorium on new groundwater irrigation went into effect, permits for about 
10,000 acres had been issued. 

3.3 Curren Tunnel Development 

The Curren Tunnel is excavated into the canyon rim above the Rangen facility. It extends roughly 
100-300 ft into the basalt forming the rim (Tate deposition testimony, 2012), at a depth roughly 70 
feet below the ground surface above the rim (Hinckley, 2012). The tunnel is bifurcated some 
distance into the cliff into north and east forks. Water flows out of the Tunnel by gravity. 

It appears that the Tunnel excavation had at least commenced by October of 1884 (New 
International Mortgage, 1932) with the aim to deliver irrigation water via a ditch (i.e. , by gravity) to 
lands on the bench area south of Rangen. A feature article in the December 30, 1962, Twin Falls 
Times-News describes the source of Rangen's supply as "man-made springs on the north side of 
the canyon" where "early pioneers in search of irrigation water drilled a hole into the cliff and 
struck water." USGS Water Supply Paper 1463 (Nace, et.al., 1958) contains a Billingsley Creek 
flow observation made in April, 1902, with remarks that "Water emerges from a tunnel dug into 
brecciated, highly permeable basalt, and from the talus slope below the tunnel. .. " The 1932 
decree from New International Mortgage Bank v Idaho Power Company, et.al. , an adjudication of 
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water rights in Billingsley and Riley Creeks, grants 1884 priority rights to water " ... developed and 

diverted ... by means of a tunnel commonly known as the Curran Tunnel ... ". 

According to Idaho Code 42-230(b) a "well" is defined as "an artificial excavation or opening in the 

ground more than eighteen (18) feet in vertical depth below land surface by which groundwater of 

any temperature is sought or obtained." Based on the foregoing descriptions of its development, 
the Curren Tunnel appears to meet this definition. 

About the first 50 feet of the Tunnel is lined with large diameter corrugated steel pipe; beyond this 
the tunnel is unlined. It is not known when the corrugated steel lining was installed. A 6" 
diameter PVC pipe is laid along the bottom of the steel pipe, extending beyond it into the unlined 

portion to the bifurcation. This PVC pipe carries water for laboratory, culinary and landscape 

irrigation use at the Rangen facility. Based on a diagram produced by Rangen 
(RANGEN001907), it is believed that this PVC pipe was installed in 1976. 

The PVC pipe does not carry all the water emerging from the Tunnel. The remainder of tunnel 

discharge is collected in a concrete division box (the "Farmers box") at the mouth of the tunnel, 
shown in Figure 3.4. The Candy, Morris and Musser pipelines deliver water from this division box 
to parcels south of the Rangen facility; the elevation of the Tunnel outlet allows this irrigation 

delivery to operate by gravity. 

Two Rangen pipelines also take water from the Farmers box and water can spill from the box. 
The two Rangen pipelines flow into another concrete box, the "Rangen box" shown in Figure 3.5, 
which is further down the slope toward the Rangen facil ity. There they enter the pipeline serving 

the hatch house and research facility. Spills from the Rangen box, as well as flows from other 
spring outlets, flow into Billingsley Creek and can be diverted into Rangen's large raceways. 

There are other spring outlets in the vicinity that also supply water to the Rangen facility. The 

largest of these emerges about 45 ft below the Curren Tunnel and flows to Billingsley Creek. 
Based on recent discharge records, discussed in more detail below, these "lower" springs 
produce roughly twice the flow of the Tunnel. 

3.4 Discharge Records 

The earliest record of discharge from springs in the Rangen area is contained in Nace (1958). 
Table 27 in that report shows a Billingsley Creek flow of 54.3 cfs in April, 1902, at a location 
where Road E2900S (aka Hagerman Highway) crosses Billingsley Creek. This observation post­

dates the excavation of the Tunnel , and potentially includes discharges from other springs in the 
area. Other than a few subsequent measurements in the general vicinity, systematic recording of 

spring discharge in the area did not begin until the Rangen facility was operating. 

The only measurement of discharge specifically from the Curren Tunnel was in the period 
between 1993 and 2009 when the IDWR operated a sonic measuring device inside the tunnel. 
This measured the portion of tunnel flow not conveyed in the 6" PVC pipe installed in the tunnel 
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by Rangen. All other historical measurements of spring discharge are derived from 
measurements made by Rangen at locations within the hatchery or on Billingsley Creek. 

Flow measurement within the Rangen facility relies primarily on recording the depth of water 
flowing over the check dams in the "large" and "CTR" raceways, and depth of water flowing over 
the "lodge dam" in Billingsley Creek shown in Figure 3.6. Flow depth is apparently measured by 
a metal ruler placed on the crest of the dams as shown in Figure 3.7 (Exhibit 7a from Rangen 1st 

Request; Yenter, 2003). It appears that the flow from the CTR raceways reflects flow through the 
Rangen hatchery and, when combined with discharge over the lodge dam and diversions for 
irrigation, gives the total discharge of the spring complex. 

Along with most other spring users, Rangen began submitting diversion records to the IDWR in 
1995. In late 2003, responding to a request from IDWR Director Karl Dreher, Rangen submitted 
monthly flow records covering the period 1966-2003. These data, and the measurement 
methods used by Rangen, were subsequently reviewed by IDWR technical staff (Yenter, 2003; 
Berkey, 2003, 2003a). This review included field inspection of measurement sites and methods, 
and verification of various estimates used by Rangen in its flow summarization. The inspection 
concluded, among other things, that the flow record reflected total spring complex discharge 
rather than Rangen diversions and found that Rangen's flow measurement methods could 
underestimate the total discharge by 10-12%. 

Figure 3.8 shows the IDWR records of total discharge from the Rangen complex, as well as 
observed flows from the Curren Tunnel and IDWR records for flow in the 6" PVC pipe from the 
Tunnel. Seasonal variability of flow is plainly evident as are longer term wet and dry spells. In 
the period of overlap between total flow and Tunnel flow records, it appears the Tunnel flow is the 
greater source of this seasonal variability. This is to be expected as the Tunnel penetrates the 
aquifer at a higher elevation than that of the natural springs. In his May 19, 2005, Order, former 
Director Dreher found decreases in the springs supplying the Rangen hatchery facilities to be 
correlated with repairs made to the facilities of the North Side Canal Company to reduce losses of 
surface water to ground water from the canal company's facilities above those springs in 1987, 
1998, and 2000 (Order, FF 23). The 1992 moratorium on new irrigation wells suggests that 
decreases in discharge after the mid-1990's are not the result of groundwater pumping. 

Figure 3.9 shows a regression analysis of total Rangen flow against observed Curren Tunnel 
flow. It can be seen that the relative contribution of the Tunnel is somewhat greater at higher total 
flow; this is to be expected from the relative elevations of the Tunnel and the natural springs that 
contribute to the total flow. At lower flow levels, the Tunnel may represent as little as 20% of the 
total Rangen flow. Over the last 10 years, the Tunnel discharge has represented roughly one­
third of the total Rangen flow. 

The regression shown in Figure 3.9 was used to generate estimates of Curren Tunnel flow for the 
entire period of record for Rangen total flow. The results of this procedure are shown on Figure 
3.10, which plots both the monthly total Rangen flow and the monthly Curren Tunnel flow for the 
period 1966 through 2012. Also shown on Figure 3.10 are the cumulative water rights sourced at 
the Martin-Curren Tunnel by the Snake River Basin Adjudication (SRBA). The cumulative rights 
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at the Tunnel were 61.29 cfs prior to Rangen's April, 1977, appropriation. With that appropriation, 
cumulative rights at the Tunnel rose to 87.29 cfs. 

It can be seen from Figure 3.10 that the flows from the Martin-Curren Tunnel have never been 
high enough to fully satisfy Rangen's 1962 priority (36-2551) and have never been high enough 
to provide any water to Rangen's 1977 priority (36-7694). Accordingly, it can be concluded that 
water was not available to water right 36-7694 at the time of its appropriation nor at any later 
time. 

In his May 19, 2005, Order former Director Dreher found that the Department of Water Resources 
erred in licensing water right 36-7694 and should not have recommended it in the SRBA, 
because water was not available to it either at the time of its appropriation or subsequently 
(Order, FF 62, 63, 72). The foregoing analysis of Rangen discharge records shown in Figure 
3.10 supports this conclusion. 

Director Dreher also found that curtailment of water rights junior to July 13, 1962 (Rangen water 
right 36-2551) would "not at any time result in a meaningful increase in the quantity of water 
discharging from springs in the Thousand Springs to Malad Gorge reach of the Snake River, 
which includes the Curran Springs from which Rangen diverts surface water." (Order, FF 84). In 
its disclosure of June 12, 2012, the Department produced modeling results, apparently related to 
this finding , showing an analysis by Allan Wylie with a conclusion that Rangen could "at best 
expect" an increase of 0.22 cfs from curtailment. 

A decomposition and back-casting of the historical monthly total discharge of the Rangen spring 
complex was also undertaken by Brannon (2009) apparently in anticipation of its use as a target 
for groundwater model calibration. This decomposition relied on Rangen measurements dating 
back to 1966. Figure 3.11 shows the results of this effort. Documentation of this work has not 
been provided by Rangen, though notes in the spreadsheet file submitted by Brannon to the 
IDWR allude to such documentation (Rangen Water History for IDWR.xls). Inspection of this 
decomposition supports the preceding conclusions that there has never been water available to 
water right 36-7694 since its time of appropriation. 

While flows diverted from the Martin-Curren Tunnel can be delivered through the small raceways 
and reused in the large raceways, spring flows emerging below the Tunnel cannot. Based on a 
reconnaissance-level analysis (Coleman, 2012), it is feasible to pump water from Billingsley 
Creek to the small raceways from the same point where the diversion to the large raceways is 
made. This would increase the efficiency of use of Rangen 's existing physical supplies by 
making the total discharge of the Rangen complex available to all of Rangen's raceways. 
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4.0 MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 Background 

The Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM) is the current incarnation of numerical 
modeling of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA) that began in 197 4 (deSonneville, 197 4 ). 
The ESPAM was created with review and input from the Eastern Snake Hydrologic Modeling 
Committee (ESH MC). The ESH MC is comprised of professionals working on water issues on the 
eastern Snake River Plain. Regular members include agency representatives (Idaho Department 
of Water Resources, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service), industry representatives (Idaho Power), researchers (University of Idaho, Idaho Water 
Resources Research Institute) and private consultants representing various water user interests. 
While a diversity of interests are represented on the ESHMC, the committee is constituted by 
request and invitation and not through election or appointment on the basis of population, water 
right amounts, irrigated acreage, or other such factors. Committee decisions are generally 
reached by consensus, though this is not always possible to achieve. 

Actual development of ESPAM was carried out by the IDWR and the Idaho Water Resources 
Research Institute (IWRRI). Model design, construction and calibration were reviewed and in 
some instances redirected by the ESHMC. 

From the outset of the ESPAM modeling effort, it was recognized that there would be a need for 
future enhancements to the model as new information and modeling approaches became 
available. ESPAM Version 1.0 (ESPAM1 .0) was released in 2004, followed shortly by ESPAM1 .1 
which corrected an input data error. Discussions regarding the scope of future enhancements to 
ESPAM1 .1 began shortly after its release (e.g., Brendecke, 2009a). ESPAM2.0 was released in 
the summer of 2012; correction of an input data error has recently resulted in the distribution of 
ESPAM2.1. 

4.2 Model Structure 

4.2. 1 Overview 

Like its predecessors, the ESPAM2.1 is developed in MODFLOW, a groundwater modeling 
environment developed by the U.S. Geological Survey (McDonald and Harbaugh, 1988; 2000). 
In MODFLOW, aquifers are represented as a collection of rectilinear elements or "cells". The 
MOD FLOW code solves the equations of flow between these cells to determine how the aquifer 
will respond to changes in inputs or outputs. Figure 4.1 shows the grid of model cells used for 
ESPAM2.1. 

Within each cell, aquifer characteristics (e.g. , porosity, hydraulic conductivity) are assumed to be 
homogenous (the same throughout the cell) and isotropic (allowing flow to occur in all directions 
with equal ease) as would be the case if the cell were filled with clean sand of uniform grain size. 
This assumption of homogeneity means that hydrologic and geologic details of a scale smaller 
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than the cell cannot be explicitly represented in the model. MODFLOW has the capability to 
represent anisotropy (where flow occurs in preferential directions), but this feature has not been 
used in any versions of the ESPAM. 

A MODFLOW model may be comprised of one or more vertical layers of cells. Multiple layers are 
typically used when there is more than one geologic layer that is meaningful to groundwater flow 
patterns. The thickness of cells in model layers can vary to reflect changes in thickness of 
subsurface formations, such as the thinning of water bearing formations that often occurs at the 
edges of aquifers. 

Boundary conditions must be defined to characterize the patterns of flow into and out of the 
model domain, and MODFLOW provides a variety of special cell types for this purpose. River 
cells are used to represent subsurface flow between river reaches and the aquifer. Drain cells 
are used to represent aquifer discharge through springs. Constant flux cells are used to 
represent fixed amounts and patterns of subsurface flow into the aquifer from tributary valleys. 
Other special-purpose cells serve other functions. 

Most of the cells in a MODFLOW model are general purpose cells. It is in these model cells that 
aquifer recharge from precipitation and irrigation, and aquifer withdrawals by pumping and evapo­
transpiration, among other things, are represented. To carry out a groundwater flow simulation, it 
is first necessary to develop a water budget of aquifer inflows and outflows at each model cell and 
to develop, through calibration, estimates of parameters representing the aquifer characteristics 
at each cell. 

4.2.2 General Structure of ESPAM2.1 

Like its predecessors, the ESPAM2.1 is comprised of cells that are one mile square. This means 
that features having dimensions smaller than one mile cannot be explicitly represented in the 
model. However, considerable amounts of pertinent input data are not known at even this one­
square mile level of spatial resolution. For example, subsurface geology on the ESPA is known 
with certainty only at outcrops or at locations where drilling logs are available. Crop distribution 
information on the ESPA is available only at a county level from annual agricultural statistics 
based on self-reported data. Detailed water distribution to lands within canal companies can be 
quite variable as shares are transferred between users; even if this information were readily 
available it is difficult to embody in model inputs. As a result of these latter data limitations, crop 
distributions in ESPAM2.1 are assumed to be uniform county-wide, and surface water distribution 
is assumed to be uniform across every parcel of served land within groups of canal companies. 

The resolution of input data may not present a problem when doing a regional-scale analysis 
because local errors, if random, may effectively cancel each other in the larger context. However, 
the questions presented in the present delivery call are quite localized in nature and this "error 
cancelling" cannot simply be assumed to occur. Hinckley (2012) has illustrated some of the 
discrepancies that exist between the coarse simplifications of ESPAM2.1 and the details of 
Rangen-area hydrogeology. 
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Like its predecessors, ESPAM2.1 is comprised of a single layer of cells of uniform thickness. 
This means that substantial aquifer thinning, such as occurs in the Hagerman-Wendell, Burley­
Pocatello, and Rigby Fan-Mud Lake areas (Whitehead, 1992), is not represented in the model. 
This is important because aquifer transmissivity (T) is a linear function of the hydraulic 
conductivity of the aquifer material (K) and the aquifer saturated thickness (b), as shown in the 
following equation: 

T= Kb 

As the aquifer material (in this case the Quaternary basalt) thins, the transmissivity is reduced 
and resistance to groundwater flow increases. Saturated thickness is also reduced by drawdown 
of the water table, e.g., by pumping or by spring discharge, resulting in a non-linear relationship 
between water level and flow. The ESPAM2.1 assumes constant transmissivity throughout the 
model domain. This assumption is made largely for reasons of computational convenience, as 
will be discussed later in this report, but may result in substantial misrepresentation of flow 
conditions in some parts of the aquifer, such as the Hagerman rim, where thinning occurs and 
preferential flow pathways become more restricted. 

Like its predecessors, the ESPAM2.1 represents springs using special-purpose drain cells. As 
shown in Figure 4.2, discharge from a drain cell is a function of the difference in head (~h) 
between the computed water level in the cell and the assumed elevation of the drain outlet, and a 
conductance parameter (C) that effectively acts as a throttle on the rate of discharge. The 
conductance parameter can be expressed in units of cubic feet per second (cfs) per foot of head 
difference. While it is a calibrated value in ESPAM2.1 (calibration is discussed in a later section), 
under certain conditions it can be estimated from field observations. 

Like its predecessors, the ESPAM2.1 uses data from a variety of sources to represent the water 
budgets of the aquifer and of individual model cells. These data include precipitation, surface 
water diversions, subsurface inflows from tributary basins, stream gage records, county surveys 
of crop distributions, estimates of evapo-transpiration (ET), methods of irrigation water 
application, and assumptions about irrigation canal seepage, among others. With few 
exceptions, the data sources used in the ESPAM2.1 are the same as those used in its 
predecessors. 

From the foregoing, it can be seen that the ESPAM2.1 should not be viewed as a new model of 
the ESPA but as a relatively modest refinement of earlier versions of ESPAM. It has the same 
conceptual formulation as its predecessors and relies on the same data sources as its 
predecessors. Its spatial resolution is the same as that of its predecessors. Like its 
predecessors it " ... is a regional-scale model ... best applied for regional-scale predictions." 
{IDWR, 2012). 

4.2.3 Key Differences between ESPAM2.1 and Its Predecessors 

The ESPAM2.1 utilizes a longer study period (1980-2008) than did ESPAM1 .1 (1980-2002). The 
addition of six years to the study period means that more input data are used in the ESPAM2.1, 
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though the basic data sources used remain the same in both models. The ESPAM2.1 utilizes 
monthly stress periods where ESPAM1 .1 used semi-annual stress periods; the increased number 
of stress periods also increased the amount of input data used in ESPAM2.1 , since each formerly 
semi-annual data value was replaced with 6 monthly values. In some cases (e.g., precipitation, 
canal diversions) this allowed more accurate temporal representation of water budget terms, 
while in others (e.g., tributary underflow) it required further disaggregation of data for which only 
annual estimates are available. 

Surface water conveyance and application efficiency are represented in more detail in the 
ESPAM2.1 than in ES PAM 1.1 . A greater number of leaky canals were explicitly represented in 
ESPAM2.1 (primarily in eastern portions of the plain), though canal seepage losses are still 
considered to be constant throughout the model study period. Farm irrigation efficiency is 
assumed to increase somewhat in water-short years in ESPAM2.1 through an "On-Farm 
Algorithm" that operates on model input data. Irrigated acreage is slightly higher in ESPAM2.1 
due primarily to the use of better image processing methods than were used for ESPAM1 .1 
(Sukow, 2012). 

The ESPAM2.1 is calibrated to a larger number of spring complexes in the Milner-King Hill reach 
of the Snake River than was ESPAM1 .1. This stems largely from efforts to develop more 
complete data sets of spring discharges than were available for ESPAM1 .1. In large part, these 
data sets are based on diversion and flow measurements reported by spring users, with 
extrapolation to fill missing data. The data sets were then used as targets for calibration of drain 
cells representing those spring complexes. Some spring complexes in ESPAM2.1 are 
represented by using two drains within the same model cell ; in general, this was done to 
encompass the range of observed outlet elevations of springs falling within the cell, but in some 
cases the springs so represented may have little hydro-geologic relation to one another. Figure 
4.3 shows the distribution of drain cells used to represent springs in the ESPAM2.1. 

The more comprehensive representation of spring complexes in ESPAM2.1 necessitated the use 
of General Head Boundary (GHB) cells to represent observed river gains that were not accounted 
for in spring discharge data (Wylie, 2012 memo). These unaccounted for flows were implicit in 
ESPAM1 .1 spring discharges. GHB cel ls work in a fashion similar to drain cells in that their 
discharge is a function of head difference and a calibrated conductance parameter. Figure 4.3 
also shows the distribution of these GHB cells, some of which occur in cells already containing 
drains representing springs. 

4.3 Rangen Area Representation in ESPAM2.1 

While all the refinements made in ESPAM2.1 have some effect on simulated flows and impacts at 
the Rangen springs, two refinements bear directly on them. The first of these is the use of the 
Rangen springs as a specific calibration target in ESPAM2.1. Figure 4.4 shows a close-up of the 
ESPAM2.1 model grid in the area of the Rangen complex. In ESPAM1 .1, flows at the Rangen 
springs were estimated as a percentage of overall spring discharge to the Thousand Springs -
Malad subreach (the cells that comprised this reach are highlighted on Figure 4.4 ). In 
ESPAM2.1, historical diversions and Billingsley Creek flow measurements reported to the IDWR 
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by Rangen were used to derive estimates of monthly total discharge that were used as a 
calibration target. The discharges at Rangen are represented in ESPAM2.1 as a single drain, 
though discharges actually occur at multiple outlets. This single drain representation does not 
allow ESPAM2.1 to distinguish flows emanating from the Curren Tunnel from flows emanating 
from natural springs in the Rangen complex. 

The second ESPAM2.1 refinement of particular consequence in the Rangen area is the 
elimination of the Hagerman Valley from the model domain. This was done at the 
recommendation of geologist Dennis Ralston, who studied the area and reported to the ESHMC 
that the Tertiary formations underlying the Valley were not connected to the ESPA (Ralston, 
2008)1. As a result, the canyon rim became the westernmost extent of the model domain in the 
Hagerman area in ESPAM2.1. Figure 4.5 shows the changes in the model domain made with 
ESPAM2.1 , highlighting the change in the Rangen area. 

Later, after comparing the historical discharges of springs used for calibration targets with reach 
gains computed from river gages, it was discovered that the observed reach gains substantially 
exceeded, by roughly 25%, the sum of spring discharges used as calibration targets (Wylie, 2011; 
2012 memo). To remedy this discrepancy, GHBs were defined through several reaches to 
account for the undocumented gains, or "baseflows." This at least partially undid the change in 
model domain, as the baseflows from the ESPA are now assumed to pass through Ralston 's 
"unconnected formations" to reach the Snake River. As will be discussed later, this results in 
simulation of unrealistic groundwater flow patterns in the Rangen area. 

4.4 Model Calibration Process 

4.4. 1 General Approach 

After conceptual formulation and data development, the next step in groundwater model 
development is calibration . Calibration is a form of "history matching" wherein initial values of 
model parameters (such as transmissivity) are adjusted to achieve a better correspondence 
between historical targets (e.g., measured water levels and spring flows) and model-predictions. 
Ordinary least-squares regression may be the most familiar example of this process; in it, the 
parameters of the regression equation (slope, intercept) are adjusted to minimize the sum of the 
squared differences between the regression line and the data observations. In this context, the 
groundwater model can be viewed conceptually as a regression equation. 

Because of the many parameters that must be adjusted (several for each model cell), 
groundwater model calibration is often done using special software programs that solve this 
"inverse problem", so called because its aim is to use observed behaviors to specify the model 
rather than to use the model to describe the behaviors. The software program used to calibrate 

1 In his mapping of the geohydrologic framework of the Eastern Snake River Plain, Wh itehead (1992) also excluded the 

Hagerman Valley from the Quaternary basalt aquifer system. 
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all versions of ESPAM has been the model-independent Parameter ESTimation program (PEST) 
developed by John Doherty (Watermark, 2005). 

To find the "best" solution to the inverse problem, PEST seeks to minimize an objective function 
that reflects the overall sum of squared differences (or "residuals") between historical aquifer 
observations, or "calibration targets", and model predictions. The ultimate goal of calibration is to 
determine the set of parameter values that produce the smallest overall value of this objective 
function. Historical calibration targets included observed aquifer water levels, reach gains and 
spring discharges over the period 1980-2008, though not all targets had continuous data over this 
period. While PEST produces quantitative measures of calibration success, it is ultimately a 
matter of judgement for the modeller to decide that a given calibration is "good enough" for the 
purpose at hand. 

The objective function used in model calibration effectively aggregates, using weighting and 
indexing assumptions, all the residuals in the model calibration data set down to a single number. 
The weighting assumptions used in ESPAM2.1 calibration were based on judgement. Because 
the objective function is a single number, it is normal for PEST to identify a parameter set that 
provides a closer calibration to some targets than to others. As the desired use of the model 
focuses on ever more detailed locations and time periods, it becomes more and more important 
to examine calibration success in specific areas of the model. 

While the calibration of models with large numbers of parameters (such as ESPAM2.1) allows 
consideration of more factors affecting aquifer conditions, it increases the risk that any given 
PEST solution (i.e., an "optimal" set of parameter values) is not unique (Watermark, 2005). This 
means that there may be many other combinations of parameter values could produce a similarly 
minimized value of overall model error. This non-uniqueness creates one dimension of overall 
model uncertainty, which is discussed in more detail in a later section. 

4.4.2 Calibration of ESPAM2.1 

The parameters that PEST was allowed to adjust in ESPAM2.1 included conventional aquifer 
parameters such as transmissivity, specific yield, and streambed, drain and GHB conductances. 
In addition, PEST was allowed to manipulate a number of terms in the aquifer water budget 
where precise values could not be known. For example, PEST was allowed to adjust tributary 
inflow estimates and surface water irrigation efficiency assumptions, among other things. Given 
the large number of active cells in the model and the many aquifer water budget terms 
considered at each cell , the number of adjustable parameters in ESPAM2.1 calibration is large. 

Doherty (Watermark, 2005) cautions that " ... increased parameterisation normally results in 
increased parameter non-uniqueness at the same time as any semblance of model linearity 
rapidly fades from view." As will be discussed later in this report, the assumption of linearity 
is fundamental to both IDWR and Rangen efforts to quantify the flow changes resulting from 
curtailment. The large number of parameters reflected in ESPAM2.1 increases the likelihood 
that the model is not linear. 
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Reach gain and spring discharge targets were given greater weight in the calibration of 
ESPAM2.1 due to the fact that there were a far greater number of calibration target values for 
aquifer water levels than there were for these discharges. Without preferential weighting, PEST 
would try to match all targets with similar accuracy, by default placing more emphasis on aquifer 
water level targets. The weighting applied to targets essentially determines the degree to which 
PEST "focuses" its effort on minimizing error in certain types of model behavior. PEST provides 
guidelines for such weighting, but it ultimately becomes a decision made by the modeller. 

The ESPAM2.1 was calibrated under the assumption that aquifer transmissivity in any given cell 
is constant over the calibration period. This assumption is computationally convenient in part 
because it avoids iterative recalculation of transmissivity as simulated water levels change, but it 
can lead to overestimation of transmissivity in some areas of the model domain (Johnson, et.al. , 
2010). A common rule of thumb in determining whether this assumption is justified is that 
simulated changes in water level should not be greater than 10% of overall saturated thickness 
(Reilly, et al, 1987). Areas where this condition is most likely not to be met are those where the 
aquifer is thinnest, such as at its edges, as is the case in the present delivery call. Hinckley 
(2012) estimates that the saturated thickness of the ESPA in the vicinity of Rangen is on the 
order of 50 feet. Water level changes in wells near Rangen are on the order of 5 feet, making the 
assumption of constant transmissivity (and the convenient assumption of linearity that it allows) 
questionable. Compounding this is the fact that fractures and heterogeneities of a scale much 
smaller than one mile likely dominate flow hydraulics at the thin edges of the aquifer. 

4.5 Calibration Results 

Calibration success can be assessed in several ways besides the final objective function value 
produced by PEST, which is not by itself informative. The most commonly used methods for 
assessing calibration are visual and mathematical comparisons of simulated values and their 
corresponding targets. It is also useful to examine simulated and observed flow regimes to 
assess whether model performance reflects general observations and geological constraints that 
might not be represented explicitly. 

4.5.1 Comparison with Calibration Targets in Rangen Area 

Figure 4.6 shows the calibrated and target discharge for the Rangen spring complex from the 
ESPAM2.1 final calibration, along with other representations of calibration fit. In general, the 
broader patterns of observed discharge are reflected in the modeled values; multi-year cycles 
and trends are apparent in both, as are seasonal variations. However, the ESPAM2.1 
systematica lly under-estimates discharge in the early years of the calibration period while over­
estimating it in the later years. 

This systematic error is more apparent by the analysis of residuals that is also shown in Figure 
4.6. This analysis shows the error in monthly simulation relative to mean discharge. If simulation 
errors are random, this plot of residuals should vary randomly about the zero line over time. In 
fact, Figure 4.6 shows that that ESPAM2.1 consistently under-predicts (by as much as 15 cfs) the 
total flows from the Rangen complex in the early part of the calibration period and consistently 
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over-predicts (by as much as 15 cfs) these flows in the more recent part of the period. Since 
similar patterns are evident at other target springs in the area it raises the prospect of a more 
general problem with ESPAM2.1 representation of springs in the Hagerman area and suggests 
that curtailment analyses, which look forward from present conditions, may over-predict increases 
in spring discharge from curtailment. 

Figure 4. 7 shows a comparison between simulated and target water levels in calibration well 
#989 (7S14E29CDC1). There is no calibration well in the Rangen cell, but well #989 is in the 
model cell immediately northeast from the Rangen cell and is the closest well used in calibration. 
The simulated water level in this well is systematically more than 20 feet lower than observed 
level. Also shown on Figure 4.7 is a comparison between simulated and observed water levels in 
well 7S14E33BBB1. This well was identified as calibration well #992, but for unknown reasons 
was not included in the target calibration data set. Figure 4.7 shows that ESPAM2.1 also 
underpredicts the water level in this well. 

In 2008 the IDWR completed a monitoring well (7S14E32SENW, aka the "Rangen Monitor Well") 
on the plain just above the Curren Tunnel (Farmer, 2009). Observations from this well could not 
be used in ESPAM2.1 calibration because measurements did not begin until the very end of the 
model calibration period. Nevertheless, the range of observed values reasonably can be 
compared to simulated water levels in the Rangen cell for the last few years of the calibration 
period. This comparison is shown in Figure 4.8. It can be seen that ESPAM2.1 predicts recent 
water levels in the Rangen cell that are substantially lower than what has been observed in the 
Rangen Monitor Well. 

The underprediction of water levels near Rangen is partly a result of the fact that discharge 
targets were weighted more heavily than water level targets in the calibration process. If 
predicted water levels were too low, PEST could still meet the more important discharge target by 
increasing the drain conductance. This is problematic because it embodies, in the drain 
conductance parameter, a mischaracterization of the real physical relationship between water 
levels and flows at Rangen. This, in turn, results in mischaracterization of change in drain flow as 
a result of simulated change in water level due to curtailment. If the calibrated drain 
conductance parameter is too high, the benefits to Rangen from curtailment will be over-stated. 

That the Rangen discharge calibration is as good as it is despite the underprediction of 
surrounding water levels illustrates another important modeling concept. .. that good calibration is 
not necessarily evidence of correct physical representation (Bredehoeft, 2005). 

Table 4.1 lists the ESPAM2.1 drain parameters determined by PEST for target springs in the 
Billingsley Creek area. Drain elevation assumptions were generally chosen to reflect actual 
elevations, or a range of actual elevations where multiple drains were used. PEST was allowed 
to adjust drain conductances as needed to match spring discharge targets using simulated water 
levels. As can be seen in Table 4.1 , the calibrated conductances range over 4 orders of 
magnitude. This extremely large variation suggests that the set of calibrated parameters is quite 
fragile and that PEST can readily find alternative parameter sets that provide acceptable 
calibrations. 
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4.5.2 Comparison to Observed Conditions in Rangen Area 

The ESPAM2.1 posits a strictly linear relationship between water level in the Rangen cell and 
discharge from the Rangen drain. The ESPAM2.1 drain conductance has a calibrated value of 
4.85 cfs/foot, meaning that a one foot increase in water level in the Rangen cell will result in a 
4.85 cfs increase in drain discharge. The only water level observations close enough to Rangen 
to be considered within the Rangen cell are those from the Rangen Monitor Well. Hinckley 
(2012) demonstrates that Curren Tunnel discharge is not the simple linear function of nearby 
water level represented in ESPAM2.1, a fact that appears also to be acknowledged by Rangen 
experts (Brannon, 2009). If this relationship is in fact non-linear, the principle of superposition 
cannot be used to reliably determine the effects of curtailment on Rangen flows. 

Even if a linear relationship were to be derived from Hinckley fig 19, it suggests that a one foot 
increase in nearby water level would cause a discharge increase of 1.37 cfs rather than the 4.85 
cfs embodied in ESPAM2.1. In this case the ESPAM2.1 overstates the benefit from curtailment 
by nearly a factor of 4. 

Observed water level in the Rangen monitor well varies over a range from about elevation 3151 ft 
to 3166 ft (msl). Farmer (2009) estimated the elevation of the outlet of the Curren Tunnel to be 
3145 ft (msl) and the elevation of the lower springs to be about 3100 ft (msl). This suggests that 
the saturated thickness of the aquifer above the Tunnel outlet is not greater than 6-21 feet and 
that the saturated thickness of the aquifer above the lower springs is in the range of 50-65 feet. 
Water levels in the monitor well vary seasonally by about 5 feet, and predicted (by ESPAM2.1) 
water level change in the Rangen cell from curtailment is about 4 feet. These changes are nearly 
100% of the saturated thickness above the Tunnel and about 10% of the thickness above the 
lower springs, further indicating that the requirements for superposition are not met at Rangen. 

Hinckley (2012) has shown that for a given water level in the Rangen Monitor well, the discharge 
from the Curren Tunnel can vary by 4 cfs. In other words, with no difference in observed water 
level, observed discharge varies by 100% of its average value over the observation period. 
Similarly, Hinckley has shown that a given level of Rangen discharge can be associated with 
water levels that vary over a 2.5-foot range. This casts further doubt on the accuracy with which 
ESPAM2.1 can predict the benefit to Rangen from curtailment. 

Figure 4.9 shows the ESPAM2.1 change in calibrated values of aquifer transmissivity in the 
vicinity of Rangen. Notable on this figure is the fact that transmissivities increase in magnitude 
closer to the canyon rim above Rangen. This is the opposite of what would be expected as the 
aquifer thins out and saturated thickness decreases. Some of this is undoubtedly a result of the 
higher weighting placed on discharge targets than on water level targets, but Johnson (2011) 
suggests it may be a result of calibration using the assumption of constant transmissivity. It is 
likely that fracture or conduit flow, more than porous media flow, dominates hydraulic behavior 
near springs in the rim area. These other flow paradigms are not reflected in any of the 
MODFLOW constructs used in ESPAM2.1. 
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Farmer (2009) describes a geological discontinuity in the vicinity of Rangen where the Quaternary 
basalt forming the main aquifer effectively ends at the canyon rim. The Quaternary basalt below 
the rim immediately west of Rangen is postulated to have flowed down a "ramp" from the 
southeast. Because of this discontinuity, groundwater entering this lower basalt flow has to come 
from the southeast rather than directly through the Rangen area. However, in ESPAM2.1 there is 
a simulated groundwater flow of 320 cfs across this discontinuity from the Rangen cell into the 
cell containing Tucker and Stewart Springs. As a result of this high flux, simulated water level in 
the Tucker/Stewart cell is very high (above actual ground surface) and causes a simulated 
groundwater gradient sloping to the south. Hinckley (2012) points out that the observed 
groundwater gradient in this area is in the opposite direction from that simulated by ESPAM2.1. 
These discrepancies reveal serious model misrepresentation of detailed aquifer behaviour in the 
Rangen area, and raise doubt as to the accuracy of model predictions there. 

4.5.3 Comparison of ESPAM2.1 with Previous Versions of ESPAM 

ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2.0 

The IDWR carried out a comparison of ESPAM1 .1 and ESPAM2.0 performance (Sukow, 2012a) 
using the paradigm of the generic curtailment scenarios originally run by IWRRI for ESPAM1 .1 
(Contor, et al , 2004 ). This comparison utilized a steady-state version of the primary input file (the 
.wel file) in both the ESPAM1 .1 and ESPAM2.0 and simulated the curtailment to 5 generic dates. 
Table 4.2 reproduces the results of this comparison for the generic curtailment date of January 1, 
1961. 

Table 4.2 makes two different comparisons. The first compares results from using the ESPAM1 .1 
input file in both the ESPAM1 .1 and ESPAM2.0; this comparison illuminates the change in model 
results that can be attributed mainly to changes in model structure and parameters (which have 
been described above). The second compares results between the two models each using their 
own input file; this comparison illuminates the change in model results that can be attributed 
mainly to changes in input data. With respect to spring flows below Milner, the IDWR analysis 
found that flows due to 1961 curtailment increased from 352 cfs to 454 cfs using the ESPAM2. 
The analysis also concluded that roughly 75% of this change was the result of changes in model 
input data, primarily the use of more recent years for estimation of irrigated acreage and irrigation 
water requirements. This highlights the sensitivity of ESPAM2 results to conditions in particular 
years. Review of updated comparisons using ESPAM2.1 (Sukow, 2012b) leads to the same 
conclusion. 

ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1 

Shortly after its release, an error was discovered in the input data for ESPAM2.0. The error arose 
in the calculation of the water budget in the Mud Lake area and caused an overestimate of 
aquifer recharge of approximately 89,000 acre-feet/year in that area of the model domain . The 
error was corrected and the model was recalibrated creating ESPAM2.1 , which was made 
available on November 16th of this year. 
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The water budget error at Mud Lake was on the order of 1 % of the overall ES PAM water budget. 
It was expected that the relatively small size of this error and its location at the far northeastern 
part of the model domain would not result in significant changes to the model at its western end. 

Table 4.3 shows the change in calibrated values of drain conductance parameters in the 
Thousand Springs reach and Rangen area, between ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1. As can be 
seen in Table 4.3, many of the conductances in the western end of the model domain changed by 
amounts substantially greater than the 1 % change in water budget associated with the correction. 
The conductance for the Rangen drain decreased by about 4%, but some drain conductances in 
the area changed by nearly 1000%. Figure 4.9 shows how transmissivity values changed as a 
result of the error correction. Some cell transmissivities in the area near Rangen changed by as 
much as 500%. As will be discussed in a later section, these changes in conductance and 
transmissivity are carried directly into the superposition models used to calculate the flow 
changes resulting from curtailment. Large changes in calibrated parameter values suggest that 
ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1 may be over-parameterized, and that other comparable calibration 
solutions easily can be reached with only minor perturbations in model assumptions. This 
substantially raises the level of uncertainty in model predictions, since other models can readily 
be found (by PEST) that are as well-calibrated but have very different parameter values in 
specific locations. 

Further evidence of unexpectedly large changes in ESPAM2.1 is seen in Figure 4.10, which 
depicts the boundary of the 5% and 10% trimlines for Rangen using ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1. 
Figure 4.10 shows that the area encompassed by the 5% trimline is substantially larger with 
ESPAM2.1, but that this expansion is mainly in areas on the opposite side of the Malad Gorge 
from Rangen. Given the fact that the Gorge severs the Quaternary basalts that form the aquifer 
(Hinckley, 2012), it is difficult to see why wells west of Bliss should now be viewed as having 
increased effect on Rangen flows simply because of a small data error at Mud Lake. 

4.6 Model Uncertainty 

The ESPAM2 is, like all models, a simplified representation of reality, and this leads to model 
uncertainty. When viewed from a distance, the generalizations and simplifications made to 
construct the model may be sufficient to support regional scale analyses. However, when called 
upon to represent highly localized conditions such as those governing discharge from specific 
outlets of a specific spring complex, the generalizations and simplifications can introduce 
significant error into model results. Actual subsurface conditions within the ESPA are understood 
only in specific locations where lithology has been observed (e.g. , boreholes and outcrops) and 
where hydraulic characteristics have been measured (e.g. , pump tests). Observations of ESPA 
geology suggest it is highly complex, comprised of overlapping fractured basalts interspersed with 
sedimentary formations, with hydraulic characteristics that can vary substantially over short 
distances (Lindholm, 1996; Hinckley, 2012). 
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4. 6. 1 Overview - General Dimensions of Model Uncertainty 

Model uncertainty has several dimensions, and these have been described in various submittals 
to the ESHMC (e.g., Brendecke, 2009a,b; 2012). In a nutshell, the principal dimensions of model 
uncertainty are those associated with model conceptualization, with model input and with model 
calibration. While all of these dimensions are important, conceptual uncertainty is fundamental. 
No amount of data improvement, re-sampling or recalibration can correct errors stemming from 
incorrect (or simply incomplete) model conceptualization (Bredehoeft, 2005). 

Model conceptualization involves the identification and adoption of a model framework that the 
modeller believes can properly represent the behavior of the underlying real system. At a 
practical level it is the selection of a modeling code (in the present case MODFLOW) and the 
formulation of the model structure (e.g., defining the domain, deciding whether to operate it as a 
confined or unconfined system, adopting cell sizes, layering, boundary conditions, etc.). 
Previously in this chapter we have examined how many of these conceptual aspects of 
ESPAM2.1 fail to reflect observed characteristics of the aquifer system in the Rangen area. 
These failures lead to conceptual uncertainty in the ESPAM2.1. 

Rigorous evaluation of conceptual uncertainty is difficult. There may be a large number of 
plausible conceptual models of an aquifer system and these models can 't be rigorously evaluated 
until they are built. As a result, this critical dimension of model uncertainty is often "swept under 
the rug" in favor of more constrained and tractable evaluations that focus on input data and 
calibration . In the case of ESPAM2.1 , this conceptual uncertainty bears directly on its suitability 
in the present matter. 

Once a conceptual model has been identified and formulated, it must be populated with input 
data reflective of the important aspects of the aquifer water budget. In the case of ESPAM2.1 , 
these data include precipitation, tributary underflows, irrigated acreage, crop distributions, surface 
water supplies, water application methods and efficiencies, etc. Each of these input data types 
carries its own uncertainties that can stem from, among other things, the inability to measure a 
condition accurately (or at all) and from the spatial or temporal resolution of measurements. 
Sometimes these uncertainties can be reduced by further data collection efforts, though these 
may be time-consuming and expensive. The effects of input data uncertainty can sometimes be 
explored through sensitivity analysis or through Monte Carlo analysis, which seeks to translate 
probabilistic descriptions of model input data to probabilistic descriptions of model output. 

Once the conceptual model has been populated with input data, it must be calibrated. The 
calibration process has been addressed previously in this section. Calibration uncertainty 
essentially reflects the fact that many combinations of model parameter values (which in the case 
of ESPAM2.1 include aspects of the aquifer water budget) may lead to equally well-calibrated 
models. The uncertainty arises because the predictions made by these equally well-calibrated 
models may be significantly different. 
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4. 6.2 IDWR Uncertainty Analysis 

The uncertainty of ESPAM2.0, and selected aspects of ESPAM2.1, have been explored by the 
IDWR using a technique called "Predictive Analysis" that is available as part of the PEST 
software (Watermark, 2005). Predictive Analysis is described in the PEST documentation as 

" ... the task of calculating the effect of parameter uncertainty, as estimated through 
the calibration process, on predictive uncertainty." 

Predictive analysis essentially answers the question "If I use slightly different values for selected 
model parameters, do I get different values for key model results?" The analysis requires 
assumptions about the meaning of "slightly different" and whether such differences are small 
enough that the model can still be considered calibrated. The analysis does not explore 
alternative conceptual representations of aquifer hydrogeology, although it can be used in a 
limited way to explore input data uncertainty. 

Table 4.3 summarizes the predictive analysis carried out by the Department (Wylie, 2012c,d) for 
ESPAM2.0, showing updates for selected portions using ESPAM2.1. The analysis made several 
simplifying assumptions to make the work computationally more efficient; for example, it assumed 
that pumping stress for entire Water Districts could be applied at the centroid of each District 
without loss of accuracy. The predictive analysis was designed to be generic, and did not 
examine parameter sensitivity of predictions of Rangen discharge. The conclusion that can be 
drawn from Table 4.3 is that parameter uncertainty variable of the model domain (e.g. , the 
relationship between pumping in Water District 34 and reach gains between Blackfoot and 
Minidoka is apparently larger than that between pumping in Water District 130). The important 
thing to remember with this analysis is that it relies on a single conceptual model and does not 
explore the uncertainty that arises from improper conceptualization of local geologic and hydraulic 
conditions that influence discharge of specific spring complexes, such as those at Rangen. 

4.6.3 Rationale for alternative models 

In the uncertainty evaluation carried out for the ESPAM2.1 , the model and parameter structure 
are assumed fixed, as are many data inputs. This approach is valuable in illuminating those 
parameters for which further investigation might reduce the uncertainty of the chosen model 
(James, et. al., 2009), but does not address larger questions of model uncertainty described 
above. More exhaustive evaluation approaches, such as Monte Carlo simulation, may shed 
greater light on the probability distributions of model errors. However, unless such approaches 
address all the dimensions of model uncertainty, including conceptual uncertainty, they too will be 
incomplete. 

Conceptual uncertainty can only be addressed by considering alternative models. The poor 
correspondence between ESPAM2.1 assumptions about hydrogeology and aquifer behavior in 
the Rangen area indicate that at the very least a refined version of ESPAM2.1 is required. One 
very preliminary set of refinements are discussed in a later section of this report. 
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4.7 Limitations of ESPAM2 

While it is clearly an improvement over its predecessor, several important features are the same 
in ESPAM1 .1 and ESPAM2.1. The two are still conceptually the same regional model. 
Differences between them are largely the result of differences in input data and in values of 
calibration parameters resulting from the use of that input data. Both models represent the 
details of the Rangen spring complex and the surrounding geology in highly simplified form, 
omitting several key features and that would make significant differences in predicted benefits of 
curtailment. 

Particularly important to the present case is the fact that ESPAM2.1 systematically 
underestimates water levels in the Rangen area. Because simulated heads are too low in the 
cells above Rangen, the calibrated drain conductances have to be made higher in order to meet 
the discharge calibration targets. This means that the drains are overly-sensitive to small 
changes in head. This over-sensitivity is carried into the superposition model used for 
curtailment, with the result that changes in spring flows are substantially over-predicted. 

For these reasons, the ESPAM2.1 is subject to the same general limitations as ESPAM1 .1, 
despite the increased attention given to the use of springs as calibration targets. That ESPAM2.1 
can fairly closely mimic the observed past behavior of a spring complex is not proof that it 
sufficiently represent hydrogeologic reality to accurately predict future behaviour of that complex, 
especially under aquifer water use conditions (e.g., curtailment of large amounts of junior 
groundwater pumping) that are radically different from those extant in the model calibration 
period. 

The ESPAM2.1 documentation describes limitations on model usage, highlighting the facts that a 
number of simplifying assumptions had to be made and that many components of the model 
water budget were uncertain. The documentation cautioned that ESPAM2.1 is a regional ground­
water model best used for broad-scale predictions. 
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5.0 SIMULATION OF CURTAILMENT OF JUNIOR GROUNDWATER RIGHTS 

5.1 Background 

IDWR practice has been to create superposition versions of the ESPA groundwater model for use 
in evaluating curtailment (and other) scenarios. Superposition models are used primarily for 
reasons of convenience; it is faster and easier to perform analyses with superposition models 
than it is with "fully populated" models. A fully populated model contains all the water budget 
(input) data and parameters used in model calibration; outputs from a fully populated model can 
reflect simulated values of characteristics that may be directly observable in the aquifer. 
However, to examine effects of changes in input data, such as reduced pumping withdrawals, it is 
necessary to make two runs of a fully populated model and then determine effects by differencing 
the results of the two runs. The use of a superposition model allows this differencing to be 
accomplished in a single model run. 

A superposition model preserves the parameters of the flow relationships between model cells 
but sets the initial condition of the groundwater flow regime to one of zero flux. Existing fluxes are 
eliminated by setting all aquifer heads and elevation differences to zero. The aquifer is 
converted, conceptually , into a still pool but one in which all the water molecules preserve fixed, 
predetermined relationships to one another. The relationships that are preserved in a 
superposition model are embodied in the calibrated parameters governing flow rates and 
responses: transmissivity, specific yield, conductance (of drains, riverbeds, and general head 
boundaries) and seepage rates from canals. The effect of a selected model stress, such as a 
reduction in groundwater withdrawal , can then be evaluated with the superposition model simply 
by applying that incremental stress and examining how heads and fluxes (including reach gains 
and drain flows) have changed from their zero condition. 

The principle of superposition relies on the assumption that the system being modeled behaves in 
a completely linear way ... that is, that flow relationships are independent of flow magnitude. In a 
linear model, the rate of flow caused by a half-foot difference in water level between two cells will 
be the same whether the cells contain water 1 ft or 1000 ft deep. Superposition models perform 
identically at al l levels of assumed stress change, even those outside their range of calibration. If 
the system being simulated exhibits important non-linear behaviors, such as those that have been 
described in preceding sections of this report, a superposition model can introduce significant 
error into the analysis of effects of stress changes. 

The practice of the IDWR has been to define three superposition versions of the ESPAM, a 
steady state version (dubbed "SuperSS"), and two transient versions (dubbed 
"SuperTransient1 0yr_monthly" and "SuperTransient150yr"). The transient versions allow 
simulation of how assumed stress changes evolve over time, the former reflecting a repeated 
seasonal pattern of conditions and the latter reflecting a constant annual pattern. The constant 
annual pattern is used to assess the speed at which the aquifer reaches equilibrium (steady 
state) conditions after introduction of a change. 
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Simulation of curtailment of groundwater irrigation rights junior to Rangen's 1962 Curren Tunnel 
water right has been carried out with ESPAM2.0 by both the IDWR and by Rangen experts. 
Simulation of curtailment using ESPAM2.1 has been carried out in a generic sense by the IDWR 
(Sukow, 2012b) and for the Rangen water rights by AMEC. These simulations are briefly 
described and evaluated below. 

5.2 IDWR Curtailment Analyses 

5.2. 1 Generic Curtailment Analysis 

As part of the development of ESPAM2.1, the IDWR carried out a comparative analysis of the 
effects of curtailment as simulated by ESPAM1 .1, ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1. The simulated 
curtailments were those described by Contor, et.al. (2005) for ESPAM1 .1. The curtailments did 
not reflect priority dates of any specific water rights nor were they limited spatially to the the Area 
of Common Groundwater defined in Rule 50 of the Conjunctive Management Rules. The 
curtailment dates used in the analyses were January 1 of the years 1870, 1949, 1961, 1973 and 
1986. The January 1, 1870, curtailment date reflected curtailment of all groundwater use in the 
model domain except that occurring under tribal water right settlement agreements. 

The January 1, 1961, curtailment is roughly comparable to that which would occur under the 
present delivery call for Rangen's July 13, 1962, water right. Table 4.2 in the preceding section 
showed the results of the hypothetical 1961 curtailment using ESPAM1 .1 and ESPAM2.1. 

5.2.2 Rangen Curtailment Analyses 

In its document production of June 12, 2012, the IDWR produced model files containing results of 
curtai lment analyses for the present Rangen delivery call. These files indicate that the 
Department evaluated the effects of July 13, 1962, curtailment with ESPAM2.0 using various 
"trimline" assumptions. 

The "trimline" defines a zone of exclusion outside of which the benefits of curtailing a well are less 
than a threshold percentage of the amount of water use curtailed, as determined by the 
groundwater model. The trimline concept was originally adopted by former Director Karl Dreher 
in his 2005 Orders stemming from the delivery calls of Blue Lakes Trout, Clear Springs Foods, 
the Surface Water Coalition, Rangen, Inc. , and others. Director Dreher adopted a 10% trimline 
and stated in hearing testimony that he viewed this as a minimum level of model uncertainty, 
noting that model uncertainty had not been quantified. He went on to say that: 

" .. . I made the determination it was not appropriate to curtail such junior priority 
ground water use if, in fact, we didn't know whether curtailment would result in a 
meaningful amount of water reaching the calling senior right." (Transcript at 1167: 4-
80) 

Table 5.1 summarizes the results of the IDWR curtailment analyses using ESPAM2.0. The 
analyses considered trimline thresholds between 0.2% and 10%, as well as trim lines limited only 
by the Rule 50 Area of Common Groundwater Supply and by the ESPAM2.0 model domain. As 
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the trimline threshold decreases the area encompassed by curtailment increases. As shown in 
Table 5.1, there are a total of 406 groundwater irrigated acres relying on rights junior to Rangen's 
1962 priority within the 10% trim line; there are a total of 565,023 groundwater irrigated acres 
within the model domain relying on rights junior to Rangen's1962 priority. 

Table 5.1 shows that curtailment of the junior groundwater rights within the 10% trim line would 
immediately eliminate 1,445 acre-feet of groundwater pumping and, at steady state, would cause 
total modeled flow at the Rangen springs to increase by 0.19 cfs (141 af/y assuming year around 
flow). This increase in modeled spring discharge represents 9.5% of the pumping foregone by 
the curtailed wells and, assuming a permitted groundwater diversion rate of 1 miners inch (1 ") per 
acre, 0.66% of the curtailed water rights. It would take somewhat less than a year for discharge 
to reach 90% of this modeled steady state increase. 

Curtailment of the junior groundwater rights within the entire model domain would immediately 
eliminate 1.46 million acre-feet (MAF) of groundwater pumping and, at steady state, would cause 
modeled discharge from the Rangen spring complex to increase by 18.07 cfs. This increase 
represents 0.9% of the pumping foregone by the curtailed wells, and 0.06% of the curtailed water 
rights. It would take approximately 16 years for modeled discharge to reach 90% of this steady 
state increase. 

Foregone groundwater use that is not simulated to accrue to Rangen would accrue to other 
connected river reaches, springs and baseflows, including those on which there are no water 
rights or diversions, those on which there are no delivery calls, those on which approved 
mitigation plans are already in place, and those on which diversions occur under water rights 
junior to those of the curtailed rights. 

5.3 Rangen Analysis 

In its December 13, 2011, delivery call Rangen included a curtailment analysis (Exhibit 11 to the 
petition) carried out by its experts (McGrane et.al. , 2011 ). The details of this analysis were 
requested at the outset of discovery for this case, but were not produced by Rangen until 
November 28th of this year. Accordingly, the conclusions below are based primarily on a facial 
interpretation of Exhibit 11 and may be supplemented when time permits a more careful 
examination of Rangen's late production. 

The Rangen analysis appears to be a transient analysis using average monthly stresses. The 
use of a transient, average monthly analysis permits the display of simulated seasonal effects of 
curtailment. It does not appear that the version of ESPAM2.0 used for the analysis is the final 
calibrated version. The analysis recommends against the use of the trim line concept and 
concludes with a recommendation that Rangen seek curtailment of all junior (to July 13, 1962) 
groundwater irrigation rights within the ESPAM2.0 domain. As noted above, this would 
immediately dry up 565,023 acres of groundwater irrigated land. 

Figure 5.1 is reproduced from Exhibit 11 of the Rangen petition. It shows that curtailment would 
achieve a simulated annual average increase in total Rangen discharge of 17 cfs after 20-plus 
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years of curtailment. After twenty five (25) years of continuous curtailment, simulated minimum 
seasonal flows from the Rangen complex would increase by about 9 cfs. 

Presumably the curtailed groundwater acreage and water use amounts implicit in the Rangen 
analysis are similar to those of the IDWR analysis with no trimline, and that similar conclusions 
could be drawn regarding the portion of curtailed use and water rights that would accrue to 
Rangen's benefit. 

5.4 Rangen Curtailment Using ESPAM2.1 

AMEC has carried out analyses of curtailment for Rangen's 1962 water right using ESPAM2.1. 
These analyses were carried out using the assumption of a 10% trimline. A 10% trim line 
assumption was adopted based on precedent; previous curtailment analyses and orders by the 
IDWR have used this assumption , which stems from Director Dreher's Orders in 2005. 

AMEC compared the spatial extent of the 5% and 10% trimlines for ESPAM2.1 as defined based 
on steady-state response functions published by the IDWR 
(http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Browse/Waterlnfo/ESPAM/model filesNersion 2.1 Current). Figure 
4.10 shows the 10% and 5% trimlines for ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1. The 10% trimline is the 
same for both models, but the 5% trimline for ESPAM2.1 encompasses a larger area than that for 
ESPAM2.0. This is presumably the result of recalibration due to correction of the Mud Lake data 
error described previously, though it is difficult to see why a small change in input data in the 
opposite end of the model domain would cause such a large change in the trimline. It is 
noteworthy that the extension of the trimline occurs in the area west of Bliss, which is separated 
from the Rangen area by the Malad Gorge. 

Table 5.2 summarizes the steady state results of the 10% trimline curtailment using ESPAM2.1. 
Curtailment to the 10% trimline has results nearly identical to the ESPAM2.0 analysis done by the 
IDWR. This curtailment would immediately dry up 406 acres of groundwater irrigated land and 
eliminate 1,446 acre-feet of groundwater use. Total simulated flow at Rangen would increase 
0.21 cfs, which is slightly higher than the 0.19 cfs predicted by the IDWR analysis. This small 
difference may be attributable to changes in the transmissivity distribution that occurred in 
recalibration of ESPAM2.1. 

6.0 Alternative Conceptual Models 

This section describes the development of two alternative conceptual models (labelled #1 and #2 
below) of the ESPA in the immediate area of the Rangen complex. The aim of this effort is not to 
present a definitive reformulation of ESPAM2.1 , but to illustrate how a few relatively minor 
changes to its conceptual structure, suggested by detailed hydro-geologic review, could result in 
significantly different conclusions from a curtailment analysis. In order for either of these 
alternative conceptual models to be fully developed, it would be necessary to perform similar 
analyses at other spring complexes as were presented in the foregoing sections of this report and 
to extend the reach of calibration from that used herein . Nevertheless, the results of these 
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preliminary steps at more realistic representation of local hydrogeology illustrate the potential for 
significant conceptual uncertainty in the application of ESPAM2.1 to localized problems. 

6.1 Description of Modifications to ESPAM2.1 

The alternative modeling effort focused on making small changes to the construction of 
ESPAM2.1 to explore what effect these changes have on simulated Rangen discharge and 
simulated water levels in the vicinity of Rangen. Concepts for these changes are based primarily 
in hydrogeologic analyses and interpretations presented in Ralston (2008), Farmer (2009) and 
Hinckley (2012) and on discussions with Neal Farmer on August 22, 2012. 

6. 1. 1 Horizontal Flow Barrier 

The main geologic formations that influence the groundwater flow and spring discharge near the 
Hagerman area are the Quaternary basalts that form the ESPA and the less permeable Tertiary 
formations (e.g., Glenns Ferry) that underlie it. Current geologic understanding of the Hagerman 
area is that the ESPA effectively terminates along the Hagerman rim and that the underlying 
formations restrict subsurface flow from it into the Hagerman Valley. At the south end of the rim, 
however, Quaternary basalt flows form a "ramp" (Farmer, 2009) creating a pathway to feed lower­
elevation springs such as Tucker and Stewart as shown in Figure 6.1. Between this ramp and 
the rim is a geologic discontinuity, possibly faulting , that restricts groundwater movement directly 
from the rim to the lower elevation springs. Observed gradients indicate that groundwater flows 
into this lower area from the southeast rather than the northeast. 

To reflect this geological feature, a horizontal flow barrier (Hsieh, 1993) was inserted between 
columns 12 and 13 for the cells in rows 42 and 43 of the model domain. For model #2, this 
barrier was shortened to only row 42, as shown in Figure 6.2. A horizontal flow barrier restricts 
groundwater flow between the cells for which the HFB is defined. With this barrier in place, the 
preponderance of flow moving southwest through the ESPA must go around the discontinuity to 
reach the lower springs. 

6. 1.2 Multiple Drains 

Groundwater flows from the Rangen complex emerge at several locations. Farmer (2009) and 
personal observation note at least two discharge areas, the Curren Tunnel and a set of springs 
emerging from the slope below it. Farmer estimated the Tunnel to be at elevation 3145 ft (msl) 
and the lower springs to be at elevation 3100 ft. Koreny (2011) presented spring survey data 
indicating a Tunnel elevation of 3150 ft "plus or minus two feet." Covington and Weaver (1991) 
note an elevation of 3138 ft for the "Rangen spring." Elsewhere in the Thousand Springs reach, 
complexes with discharge points having a range of elevations have been represented using two 
drains. Given the range and uncertainty in elevations of discharges at Rangen, it seems 
appropriate to use the same multiple drain construct to represent Rangen as was used in other 
nearby locations. 
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Accordingly, another modification made to the alternative models was to represent the Rangen 
complex using two drains. A new upper drain (DRN218) was added to the Rangen cell, and to 
the CRIV group. In both models the lower drain was given an elevation of 3100 ft. In alternative 
model #1 the upper drain was given an elevation of 3152 ft, while in model #2 it was given an 
elevation of 3148 ft, thus bracketing the upper elevation estimates for the Tunnel presented by 
Koreny (2011 ). 

6.1.3 Removal of GHB Cells 

As noted in Section 4, the use of General Head Boundaries (GHBs) to reflect unmeasured flows 
from the ESPA to the Snake River effectively undid the removal of the Hagerman Valley from the 
model domain. Present geologic understanding is that the Hagerman Valley is not part of the 
ESPA, yet the use of GHBs along the Hagerman rim implies that the ESPA continues through the 
valley to the river. 

It is conceivable that ESPA discharges could be made to the river at the northern and southern 
edges of the Hagerman Valley. Covington and Weaver note the presence of springs at river level 
downstream of Lower Salmon Falls dam. Low elevation springs and seeps also exist in the area 
of the Hagerman Fish Hatchery operated by the State of Idaho. 

The third modification made in the alternative models was to remove four GHB cells immediately 
north of Rangen to prevent simulation of ESPA flows through the Hagerman Valley. This 
reconfiguration is shown on Figure 6.3. This removal forces baseflows in the Buhl to Lower 
Salmon Falls reach to move through the remaining GHB cells defined in ESPAM2.1. 

6. 1.4 Increased Weighting on Recent Rangen Flows 

A notable feature of the ESPAM2.1 calibration and validation is the over-prediction of Rangen 
flows in recent years. Given that any management action would look forward from the present, it 
seems appropriate that greater emphasis should be placed on simulation of current aquifer 
behavior. Accordingly, a further modification undertaken in Alternate Model #2 was to assign 
increased calibration weight to Rangen flow observations after the year 2000. The aim of this 
modification was to improve the model simulation of Rangen discharge in recent years. 

6.2 Calibration of Alternative Models 

6.2. 1 General Approach 

The alternative models were calibrated using the PEST software. Calibration adjustments were 
limited to parameters in the CRIV group; no recalibration of model transmissivity or specific yield 
was done, nor were any water budget terms adjusted in the calibration. 

Calibration targets for the alternative models were the same as those used in ESPAM2.1 , except 
for the addition of water level targets for PEST well #992. This well, which lies immediately 
northeast of the Rangen cell, was listed as a target for ESPAM2.1 but was apparently never 
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used. This inclusion of well #992 added 166 additional target values to the calibration data set. 

These were given calibration weights the same as those used in ESPAM2.1 for other transient 

water level targets. 

6.2.2 Calibration Results Model #1 

Figure 6.4a shows the results of calibration of model #1 for the Rangen discharge and Figure 

6.5a shows the results for water levels in wells 989 and 992. 

In ESPAM2.1 , modeled groundwater levels in calibration well 989 are 20 ft lower than observed 

levels, and in well 992 the modeled levels are around 2 to 8 ft lower than observed levels (well 

992 was apparently not used in the ESPAM2.1 calibration). 

In alternative model #1, simulated water levels are higher in both wells, matching observations 

better than in ESPAM2.1. The most marked improvement is in well 989, which was 
underpredicted by approximately 20 feet in ESPAM2.1 ; with model #1 the underprediction is 
about 10 feet. ESPAM2.1 underpredicted water levels in well 992 by about 5 feet, though 
somewhat less in more recent years; with model #1 there is good match to water levels in well 

992, though there is a slight overprediction in recent years. 

The simulated Rangen discharge in model #1 is nearly identical to ESPAM2.1. From the 
foregoing I would conclude that the calibration of model #1 in the Rangen area is at least as good 

as that of ESPAM2.1. 

6.2.3 Calibration Results Model #2 

Figure 6.4b shows the results of calibration of model #1 for the Rangen discharge and Figure 
6.5b shows the results for water levels in wells 989 and 992. 

In alternative model #2, simulated water levels are not as high as with model #1 , but 
correspondence with well 989 is still improved over ESPAM 2.1 . Calibration to flow at Rangen is 
somewhat poorer in the early years of the calibration than is ESPAM2.1, but calibration in recent 

years is much better. Model #2 appears to resolve the overprediction problem noted for ESPAM 

2 ? in recent years. 

6.3 Curtailment Analysis with Alternative Models 

Both alternative models were run to simulate curtailment of junior groundwater uses within a 10% 

trimline. This trimline is consistent with past practice and with IDWR water rights transfer policy. 
The results of these runs are shown in Table 6.1. Also shown in this table are the results of the 
same curtailment analysis using ESPAM2.1. 

It can be seen by this comparison that the relatively minor modifications made to ESPAM2.1 to 
better reflect local hydrogeology have substantial effect on simulated benefits to Rangen from 

curtailment. In the case of alternative model #1, the benefit from curtailment is roughly half that 
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predicted by ESPAM2.1. In the case of alternative model #2, the benefit is about 5% of that 
predicted by ESPAM2.1 . 

6.4 Conclusion 

The foregoing alternative model simulations demonstrate how sensitive the predictions from 
ESPAM2.1 can be to the model representation of local hydro-geologic conditions. Relatively 
minor changes in ESPAM2.1 conceptualization, made to more closely reflect the local conditions 
at Rangen, result in model predictions that differ substantially from those of ESPAM2.1 . The 
substantial differences in model predictions highlight the potential magnitude of conceptual 
uncertainty in ESPAM2.1, a dimension of uncertainty not addressed in the IDWR's predictive 
analysis. 
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The objective of this report is to review the hydrogeology of the western edge of the Eastern 
Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA) in the Malad Gorge to the Thousand Springs area, with particular 
reference to the hydrogeology affecting the groundwater supply of Rangen, Inc., and to 
groundwater flow modeling of the area with the Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESP AM 
Version 2.1). 

The first section of this report - "Hydrogeologic Setting" - outlines the hydrogeologic features 
of the study area, i.e. the geologic deposits present and their water-bearing characteristics, to 
establish the context for specific evaluation of the groundwater discharges at Rangen. This 
section draws upon the rich professional literature on the extraordinary aquifer created by the 
flood basalts of the eastern Snake River Plain, focusing on those aspects of the hydrogeology 
most relevant to the Rangen investigation, including stratigraphy, definition of "aquifers", 
general patterns of groundwater flow, and the important hydrogeologic boundary between the 
primary aquifer and underlying deposits. 

The second section of this report - "Rangen Groundwater Discharge" - focuses on the 
hydrogeology of the Curren Tunnel and the natural springs that supply groundwater to the 
Rangen facilities. This section presents a conceptual hydrogeologic model for the Rangen area 
based on the observable and reasonably-inferred characteristics of the physical system as a 
foundation from which to evaluate the ESP AM representation of that system. 

The third section - "Groundwater Development Opportunity" - evaluates the general feasibility 
of augmenting the groundwater supply at Rangen with development of wells. 

The fourth and final section of the report - "Groundwater Modeling of the Eastern Snake Plain 
Aquifer" - draws upon the previous sections to inform comparisons between the hydrogeology 
of the study area and its representation by the ESP AM 2.1 groundwater model. A number of 
inconsistencies, shortcomings, and conceptual errors are discussed. 

Attached to this report as Figure 1 is a map showing the general study area for this investigation. 

This investigation was closely coordinated with that of Brendecke (2012), the results and 
conclusions of which have been submitted as a separate report. 

In summary, I conclude: 

1. The primary aquifer of the Eastern Snake River Plain is comprised of a series of 
extraordinarily productive Quaternary-age basalt flows and, at Rangen, by immediately 
underlying highly-permeable sediments. (See "Stratigraphy", pp. 4-7; ''Aquifer Definition", pp. 
11-12.) 



2. The topography of the base of this primary aquifer is a major control on the discharge of 
groundwater from the aquifer along the Hagerman Rim, including at the location of Rangen. 
(See "Base of the Primary Aquifer", pp. 13-19; "Rangen Groundwater Discharge", p. 20.) 

3. The Curren Tunnel is a horizontal flowing well, increasing groundwater production relative to 
natural springs, but providing minimal available groundwater drawdown, and discharge rates 
that are especially vulnerable to small changes in aquifer groundwater levels. (See "Curren 
Tunnel", pp. 20-23.) 

4. The tunnel was not constructed to maximize sustainable, year-round production for the 
present application. (See "Curren Tunnel", p. 20 - 23.) 

5. The geometry of the base of the primary aquifer combines with internal variations in 
permeability to create more complex groundwater flow patterns and more complex relationships 
between aquifer water levels and groundwater discharge than have previously been reported (See 
"Site Hydrogeology", "Flow Data", and "Groundwater Gradients", pp. 23 - 28.) 

6. In the area immediately east of Rangen, in the same aquifer, there are opportunities to 
develop substantially more robust access to quantities of groundwater comparable to those 
historically measured at the Curren Tunnel. (See "Groundwater Development Opportunity", pp. 
28-30.) 

7. The ESPAM2.1 groundwater model is poorly reflective of actual hydrogeologic conditions in 
the study area (see "Groundwater Modeling of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer", pp. 30-34) and 
specifically at Rangen due to: 

- its inability to reflect important local changes in transmissivity and aquifer saturated 
thickness; (See "Aquifer Transmissivity" section, pp. 34-35.) 

- its inability to distinguish the primary aquifer from underlying strata, overlooking a 
regionally important inter-aquifer boundary; (See "Aquifer Anisotropy and Model 
Layers" section, pp. 35-37.) 

- its inability to reflect the detailed paleotopograhy that is understood to control major 
groundwater discharge along the Hagerman Rim; (See "Grid Size" section, p. 37.) 

- its inability to accurately represent the westward termination of groundwater flow in the 
primary aquifer along the Hagerman Rim; (See "Aquifer Discontinuity", pp. 37-39.) 

- its inability to distinguish between groundwater discharges associated with the Curren 
Tunnel and those associated with lower-elevation, natural springs at Rangen; (See 
"Rangen ' Drain' Modeling" section, pp. 39-41.) 
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- its inability to represent the observed relationship between aquifer water levels and 
groundwater discharge; (See ""Rangen 'Drain' Modeling" section, pp. 39-41.) 

- its ambiguity with respect to the critical elevation parameters; (See "Elevation 
Uncertainties " section, pp. 41-42.) 

- its uncertainty regarding a major component of the water balance, the non-spring gains 
to the Snake River; (See "Snake River Gains" section, pp. 42-44.) 

- its inaccuracies in the representation of local aquifer groundwater levels; (See 
"Calibration Comparisons" section, p. 44.) and 

- its inaccuracies in the volume of groundwater flow and in the magnitude and timing of 
seasonal fluctuations of groundwater flow at Rangen. (See "Calibration Comparisons" 
section, p. 44.) 

8. These discrepancies between the ESPAM2.1 and the observable characteristics of the Eastern 
Snake Plain Aquifer, along with poorly understood details of the hydrogeology of the Eastern 
Snake Plain Aquifer discharge area, create considerable uncertainty in the use of the ESPAM2. l 
to inform detailed hydrologic analyses of the groundwater discharges at Rangen. 

HYDROGEOLOGIC SETTING 

STRATIGRAPHY 

This section outlines the basic components of the hydro geology of the study area, describing the 
composition and distribution of relevant geologic deposits and their primary groundwater 
characteristics. 

"Stratigraphy" refers to the characteristics and arrangement of the various layers of rock that lie 
beneath the landscape. The occurrence of a particular rock formation at the surface is called 
"outcrop". Subsurface locations can be directly assessed by wells, or estimated by projection 
from the surface. Formation names are typically derived from the location at which the 
formation was first identified. Map symbols consist of a capital initial (Q, T, etc.) based on the 
age of the deposit, followed by the initials of the formation name, e.g. "Qnb" for the Quaternary­
age Notch Butte basalt flow. "Quaternary" refers to the last 1.6 million years; "Tertiary" age 
refers to the period between 66 and 1.6 million years old. 

The outcrop geology for the study area is presented on Figure 2; the relevant formation symbols 
are explained below. Figure 3 presents a summary of the basic stratigraphy, grouped by general 
rock type. The "Volcanic Deposits" are basalt flows in this case; the "Mixed Lacustrine and 
Alluvial Deposits" are lake and stream deposits, respectively, consisting of layers of silt, sand, 
and gravel; the "Bonneville Flood Deposits" are primarily sand and gravel; and the "Mass 
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Movement Deposits" are talus slopes and landslide deposits. The green and blue arrows on 
Figure 2 indicate the flow direction of two massive floods in the geologic past. 

Both figures 2 and 3 are duplicated from published geologic mapping by the Idaho Geological 
Survey (IGS) 1 :24,000-scale geologic mapping program (Kauffman et al., 2005; and Othberg et 
al., 2005). From top to bottom, i.e. in order of increasing age, the deposits of interest to the 
present study can be grouped into four general sequences: 

1. Quaternary Sediments 

These are a complex assemblage of Quaternary-age alluvial and lacustrine sediments associated 
with both the routine erosion and deposition of landscape evolution and the extraordinary history 
of natural impoundments and flooding along this reach of the Snake River. These include 
alluvial deposits, talus and landslide deposits, sand dunes, and clay and gravel deposits 
specifically associated with the Bonneville Flood. These are the materials listed in the upper 
right on Figure 3. (See Othberg et al., 2005 for details.) These are relatively thin, localized, 
surficial deposits, of marginal relevance to the present study. Two units of interest are: 

Crowsnest Gravel (Qcg) - 6 ft. of "Stratified sand and pebble gravel" (Othberg et al., 
2005) 

Yahoo Clay (Qy) - "Laminated to thin-bedded clay and silty clay." (Othberg et al., 2005) 

In the study area, the Quaternary sediments are limited to the Hagerman valley and along the 
Snake and Malad Rivers. The Yahoo Clay is present over much of the area immediately west of 
the Hagerman rim. Although the stratigraphic column (Figure 3) indicates the Yahoo Clay and 
the Basalt of McKinley Butte are of similar age, Othberg et al. (2005) conclude that the former 
was deposited behind a lava dam created by the latter. Thus, within the study area, the 
Quaternary sediments are consistently younger than, and deposited on top of, the Quaternary 
basalts discussed below. 

Groundwater Characteristics. The Yahoo Clay is hydrologically significant locally in that its 
relatively low permeability impedes groundwater flow. For example, the overlying relatively­
permeable Crowsnest Gravel southwest of Rangen collects precipitation and irrigation recharge, 
producing springs at its contact with the underlying Yahoo Clay (Covington and Weaver, 1990; 
spring nos. 20, 21, 26 ("Stewart")). Such springs are not part of the regional aquifer system. 

These sediments are not considered a part of the regional aquifer system, but may locally play a 
role in controlling the occurrence of groundwater discharge by restricting groundwater flow. 

2. Quaternary Basalts 

These are a series of overlapping Quaternary-age basalt flows from multiple eruptive centers. 
This series is regionally termed the "Snake River Group", extending east from the study area 
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across the entire eastern Snake River Plain and attaining thicknesses as much as 5,000 ft. (e.g. 
Whitehead, 1992). Geologists differ on the naming of individual units, and not all flows are 
present at all locations. In the study area, IGS mapping has identified, in descending order 
(getting older): 

Basalt of McKinley Butte (Qmk); 
Basalt of Notch Butte (Qnb), (Sand Springs Basalt (Qss) of Covington and Weaver 
(1990) around the town of Hagerman); 
Basalt of Bacon Butte (younger) (Qbby); 
Basalt of Bacon Butte (older) (Qbbo); 
Basalt of Flat Top Butte (Qftb); 
Basalt of Gooding Butte (Qgb); and 
Madison Basalt (Qma). 

In the study area, all these units are described as "fine grained basalt" (e.g. Kauffman et al., 
2005). They create the extensive plateau east of the Hagerman rim. Individual basalts are 
named for their inferred eruption center (e.g. McKinley Butte, Gooding Butte), all of which are 
from IO to 20 miles north, northeast, east, or southeast of the study area. Naming conventions 
vary, as each of these "basalts" consists of multiple, individual flows. In a detailed examination 
of core from a US Geological Survey borehole northeast of Wendell (plotted on Figure 1 ), for 
example, 25 "flow boundaries" were identified in the 400 ft. of Quaternary basalts penetrated 
(Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985). 

The emplacement history of these basalts is a complex function of the locations of eruptive 
centers, the nature of the individual flows, and the topography upon which they flowed. The 
older flows that cover the plateau-area above the Hagerman Rim (i.e. Qma and Qgb on Figure 2) 
filled stream channels carved into the underlying Tertiary-age Glenns Ferry Fm. when it formed 
the land surface east of the present Hagerman Rim ( discussed below, p. 6) 1• The somewhat 
younger Qftb flow mapped above Thousand Springs is interpreted as having been constrained by 
an "ancestral Snake River" channel immediately west of the present rim (Kauffman et al., 2005). 
The still younger Qnb flow appears to have flowed northwestward into the Hagerman Valley 
from the southeast and to have locally spilled over the present rim (e.g. 2.5 miles north of 
Rangen). 

Along the Hagerman rim, the exposed basalt sequence is 50 - 100 ft. thick (e.g. at Rangen). At 
the Henslee well (3 miles east of the rim), the basalts are 240 ft. thick. At the USGS Wendell 
well ( 11 miles ENE), the basalts are 400 ft. thick. (See Fig. 1 for locations.) 

East of the rim, Quaternary basalts are exposed immediately southwest of Rangen, beneath the 
Yahoo Clay along the scarp east of the National Fish Hatchery, and north and west of the town 

'Such ancient, buried channels are called "paleo-channels". 
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of Hagerman. They are not present at all locations, however. In some places the Quaternary 
sediments immediately overlie the Tertiary-age deposits described below. 

Groundwater Characteristics. "The largest and most productive aquifers in the Snake River 
Plain are composed of Quaternary basalts of the Snake River Group ... Aquifer tests and 
simulation indicate that transmissibility [transmissivity] of the upper 200 feet of the basalt 
aquifer in the eastern plain commonly ranges from about 100,000 to 1,000,000 feet squared per 
day." (Lindholm, 1996). These basalts comprise the ''primary aquifer" as referenced in this 
report. 

The Quaternary basalts are the source for nearly all the springs of significance in the study area -
total Buhl to Lower Salmon Falls springs discharge averages 2500 cfs (Wylie, 2012a) -
including both the tunnel and natural spring flow at Rangen (described in detail below). 

Discharge from this aquifer produces springs where topography (e.g. the Hagerman rim, the 
Snake River canyon) intersects the Quaternary basalt water table, most commonly occurring at 
the contact between Quaternary basalts and underlying, dramatically less permeable Tertiary-age 
units. The details of these "contact springs" may be complicated by overlying landslide deposits 
obscuring contacts, but the basic relationship is the same: groundwater is discharged to the 
surface at local topographic low points where downward infiltration is inhibited by lower 
permeability materials. 

Along the Hagerman Rim, the primary aquifer has been fully dissected by erosion. Although 
these deposits are 50-100 ft. thick, because they are drained by springs along their lower contact, 
the saturated thickness is substantially less than that. Saturated thickness increases eastward 
from the Rim springs, to 170 ft. at the Henslee and Wendell wells. 

Regionally westward groundwater flow towards the rim terminates along the rim, either as 
discharge to the surface (e.g. at Rangen) or as a change-of-direction to flow toward the lower­
elevation discharges along the Malad River (north) or in the Thousand Springs area (south). At 
the north end, the Hagerman Rim terminates at its intersection with the east-west trending Malad 
Gorge. At the south end of the rim, its topographic "step" simply attenuates, and by a point 1.5 
miles southeast of Rangen, there is continuous outcrop of basalt from the eastern plateau area to 
the edge of the Snake River canyon (see Figure 2). Groundwater in the primary aquifer south of 
the termination of the Hagerman Rim continues southwestward to discharge in the Thousand 
Springs area. 

Groundwater also discharges from the Quaternary basalts where they were dissected by erosion 
along the Snake River north of Hagerman. Covington and Weaver (1990) map an extensive 
group of springs below the Lower Salmon Falls Dam, with total flow estimated at 20 cfs. As 
with the springs along the Hagerman Rim, discharge commonly occurs at the contact with the 
underlying, Tertiary-age deposits. Additional discharge from the Quaternary basalts may occur 
upstream of the Lower Salmon Falls Dam, where these deposits extend to below-reservoir level. 
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While this basalt aquifer may behave in a general and predictable manner at a regional scale, the 
USGS studies point out that " locally, hydraulic characteristics of basalt and rate and direction of 
water movement vary widely within a short distance." (Whitehead, 1992; p. B23). 

Geologists describing the core from the USGS Wendell borehole concluded, "Contacts between 
flows are commonly rubbly and have high porosities and hydraulic conductivities, which make 
interflow zones major avenues for horizontal movement of water" and "the basalt ranges from 
very vesicular with high hydraulic conductivity to crystalline with little or no hydraulic 
conductivity" (Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985). 

A common source of greatly-enhanced basalt permeability occurs through the formation of 
"pillow basalts". Whitehead (1992; p. B 15) explains the process: "Extremely rapid cooling, as 
in shallow water, causes steam explosions, and the cooled lava solidifies into a wide size range 
of generally rounded forms, or pillow lavas.", and describes mapping of "the north wall of the 
Snake River canyon between King Hill and Milner" that "verified that the largest springs issue at 
various altitudes from pillow lavas [filling] in ancestral Snake River canyons." (p. B26). 

Detailed studies in the Quaternary basalt aquifer in the central Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer 
found "core-scale permeability of basalt varies by six orders of magnitude ... " (Welhan et al. , 
2002; p. 439). These authors also evaluated the impact of "fissure networks" on basalt 
permeability and concluded, "should such fracture networks prove to be important features of the 
eastern SRP [Snake River Plain] basalts, the high permeability and extreme hydraulic 
anisotropy2 they would impart to the aquifer would explain such high-volume, localized spring 
discharges from the eastern SRP as are found at Thousand Springs." (p. 453). 

At a regional scale, of course, local anisotropies tend to average out, but even so, the USGS 
Regional Aquifer-System Analysis (RASA) modeling used a "model calibrated" horizontal to 
vertical permeability ratio of 100 for basalt units (Garabedian, 1992; p. F44). 

3. Tertiary Sediments 

Underlying the Quaternary basalts (Snake River Group) in much of the study area are sediments 
primarily of Tertiary age. Although present beneath the study area east of the Snake River, these 
sediments are of greatest thickness and most extensive outcrop west of the river, part of a mixed 
volcanic and sedimentary series regionally termed the "Idaho Group"3

. Within the study area, 
the Tertiary sediments are represented by: 

2"anisotropy - condition of having different properties in different directions" 
("Dictionary of Geologic Terms", Doubleday, I 962) 

3Over the larger area of the eastern Snake River Plain, the Idaho Group includes some 
deposits of Quaternary age (e.g. Whitehead, 1992), but IGS mapping in the study area places 
these deposits in the Tertiary Period. 
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Tuana Gravel (Tt) - "Well bedded and sorted pebble and cobble gravel interbedded with 
layers of sand and silt" (Kauffman et al., 2005). 

Glens Ferry Formation (Tsgf) - "Poorly consolidated, bedded lake and stream deposits. In 
Hagerman Valley primarily flood plain lithofacies that include calcareous olive silt, dark 
clay, sand locally cemented, and fine pebble gravel." (Kauffman et al., 2005). 

Across most of the study area, these sediments are present beneath the Quaternary basalts and 
this contact marks the bottom of the primary aquifer. In some areas, the Tertiary sediments were 
removed by erosion prior to deposition of Quaternary basalts (or were never deposited), and the 
lower contact of the primary aquifer is with the Tertiary basalt sequence described below. 

Outcrops of Tertiary sediments on the east side of the Snake River are largely confined to the 
steep slopes beneath capping Quaternary basalts flows, where a mantle of basalt talus commonly 
obscures contact relationships. For example, Covington and Weaver (1990) map nearly all the 
slope along the Hagerman rim as Quaternary-age "talus", with exposed "Tg" (= Glenns Ferry 
Fm.) outcrop only along the Vader Grade. IGS mapping (Figure 2) presents nearly all this slope 
as Glenns Ferry Fm. ("Tsgf') outcrop. 

The eastward termination of the Glenns Ferry Fm. is uncertain. The schematic cross-section 
presented by Whitehead (1992, Plate 3) suggests a roughly horizontal, tabular body of sediments 
between the Quaternary basalts and Tertiary basalts, extending eastward approximately 15 miles 
from the Hagerman rim, and terminating in some unknown geometry. Malde (1991; p. 258) 
concludes that "the Glenns Ferry Formation thins eastward and pinches out between Banbury 
Basalt and overlying basalt of the Snake River Plain about 20 km east of Hagerman" . (The 
Banbury Basalt is of Tertiary age, discussed below. The "overlying basalt" is in the Quaternary 
basalt group described above.) 

In some areas, the Tertiary sediments and basalts are interlayered. This is most common on the 
west side of the Snake River, where, adjacent to the present study area, the sediments of the 
Glens Ferry Formation dominate from river level to the upland surface (e.g. see the "Tsh" basalt 
units west of the river on Figure 2.) East of the Snake River, Kaufman et al. (2005) map Tertiary 
basalts overlying Glenns Ferry Fm. in a small exposure near the mouth of Malad Gorge. Farmer 
(undated; p. 69) suggests springs in the Thousand Springs area emerge at the top of the Tertiary 
basalts, one flow of which overlies an outcrop of sediments tentatively identified as Glenns Ferry 
Fm. Similarly, USGS investigators suggest sedimentary strata within the Tertiary basalt 
sequence are Glenns Ferry equivalents (e.g. Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985). 

The Tuana Gravel (Tt) outcrops extensively west of the Snake River, capping the Glenns Ferry 
Fm. strata over most of the upland area above 3400 ft. elevation. East of the Snake River, Tuan a 
Gravel outcrop is mapped only in a small patch atop the Glenns Ferry Fm. at the top of the Vader 
Grade (see Fig. 1 for location), at elevation 3230 ft. This is consistent with the interpretation of 
Othberg et al. , 2005 that "the gravel was deposited by an ancestral Salmon Falls Creek [a west­
side Snake tributary] that pro graded braided-stream deposits across a high, nearly flat plain 
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formed on the Glenns Ferry Formation" if the original Glenns Ferry Fm. were continuous across 
the present Snake River Canyon, i.e. sloping eastward through the present Hagerman rim. Link 
et al. (2002; p. 114) studied the emplacement of the Tuana Gravel with respect to the evolution 
of the Snake River drainage, and concluded, "The main stem of the Snake River need not have 
been present during any deposition at Hagerman". 

Although of quite limited extent on the east side of the Snake River, the potential significance of 
this unit to my study is the conclusion of Farmer (2009; discussed further below) that the Tuana 
Gravel plays an important role in the Rangen groundwater discharge. Both the lithologic 
description and local expertise (Farmer, 2012) indicate this unit is locally highly permeable, with 
water-production potential akin to the overlying basalts. By virtue of its high permeability and 
only local occurrence, for purposes of hydrostratigraphic characterization, this gravel is 
combined with the overlying Quaternary basalts unit as part of the "primary aquifer". The 
following discussion of the groundwater characteristics of the Tertiary sediments addresses only 
the Glenns Ferry Fm. 

Groundwater Characteristics. The groundwater-production and transmission potential of the 
Glenns Ferry Fm. is small. Although, well-driller logs note the presence of discernable 
groundwater (i.e. checking the "Y" [yes] in the "water" column of the standard IDWR "Driller's 
Report") in individual strata, they commonly drill on through to the underlying basalts even for 
the modest demands of domestic and stock use, suggesting generally low productivity. 

The USGS exploration well northeast of Wendell ("Wendell Well" on Figure 1) penetrated a 
body of sediment identified as Glenns Ferry Fm.: 100 ft. of gravel and conglomerate and 100 ft. 
of clay, silt, and sand. The Glenns Ferry Fm. deposits were interpreted as "the confining layer" 
"that separates the two basalt units". Groundwater-level monitoring piezometers completed 
above and below these sedimentary layers monitored a consistent head4 difference, 
approximately 64 ft. higher in the lower basalt unit, over a 3-year period (J 982 - 1984). 
(Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985). 

Closer to Rangen, the Henslee monitor well, interpreted by Farmer (2009) as having penetrated 
the Glenns Ferry Fm., found a 5 ft. head difference (again, higher in the deeper unit) across this 
sedimentary sequence. The role of the Glenns Ferry Fm. with respect to groundwater flow 
between the underlying and overlying basalts likely varies locally, but it consistently provides a 
much lower permeability in contrast with the highly-permeable, overlying Quaternary basalts in 
the study area. 

4"Head" is the fluid pressure in the aquifer, commonly expressed as the level to which 
groundwater will rise in a cased well. A substantial difference in head over a short vertical 
distance indicates the presence of confining layers which impede the equalization of head 
throughout an aquifer. 

9 



4. Tertiary Basalts 

Underlying the Quaternary basalts and the Tertiary sediments (where present) in the study area 
are a thick sequence of basalts of Tertiary age forming the bulk of the regional "Idaho Group" : 

Basalt of Shoestring Road (Tsh) - "Forms a thin layer 30-50 feet thick within the Glenns 
Ferry sediments on the west side of the Snake River" (0th berg et al. , 2005). 

Basalt of Oster Lakes (Tos) - "Banbury Basalt, basalt of upper part" of Covington and 
Weaver, 1990 (Othberg et al., 2005). 

Older basalt flows, undivided (Tub) - also part of "Banbury Basalt, basalt of upper part" 
of Covington and Weaver, 1990; "includes fine-grained sediments either intercalated 
with or underlying the basalt near the mouth of Malad River" (0th berg et al., 2005). 

These units underlie the entire study area, and extend eastward beneath the eastern Snake River 
Plain. In the study area, the Tertiary basalts outcrop only where erosion along the Snake and 
Malad Ri vers have cut down through the Quaternary sediments, Quaternary basalts, and Tertiary 
sediments. The distribution and thickness of Tertiary volcanics beneath the broader eastern 
Snake River Plain are poorly understood. Where the Tertiary sedimentary strata were stripped 
away prior to emplacement of the Quaternary basalt flows , the upper contact of the Te1tiary 
basalts marks the bottom of the primary aquifer. 

Groundwater Characteristics. Although of similar origin, the lower (Tertiary) basalts are widely 
understood to have substantially lower permeability than the overlying, younger basalts 
(Quaternary), e.g. "The older volcanic rocks are typically much less transmissive than the 
Quaternary basalts", (Whitehead, 1992; p. B 1 ). For a test hole in the central Eastern Snake Plain 
Aquifer, Whitehead (1992; p . B28) reports, " transmissivity of the Quaternary basalt was 
estimated to be 1,000 to 10,000 times greater than that of the Tertiary basalt" . 

As with the upper basalts, the Tertiary-age flows also exhibit significant anisotropy. There are 
confining units both above and within the Tertiary basalt sequence. For example, the USGS 
"Wendell" well referred to above also completed two piezometers within the Tertiary basalts -
one at the top of the sequence, and one 416 ft. deeper, at the top of "sediments ... believed to be 
the middle member of the Banbury Basalt" (Whitehead and Lindholm, J 985; p . 17). In that case, 
a head difference of 93 ft was observed, more than the head difference across the Glenns Ferry 
Fm. discussed above. The confining layer (within the Tertiary basalt sequence) is described as 
"clay-filled vesicular basalt, crystalline basalt, and clay" (Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985). 

Although generally forming a low-permeability barrier, above which nearly all the large springs 
of the study area discharge, the Tertiary sediments and Tertiary basalts are not entirely 
unproductive of groundwater. At the USGS Wendell borehole, for example, "Eighty of the top 
100 ft [of Tertiary basalts] is a porous cinder zone with high hydraulic conductivity." 
(Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985; p. I 6). Whether due to poor permeability or to the abundant 
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groundwater supply commonly available from shallower units, there are no high-volume wells 
completed in this lower aquifer in the study area (Farmer, 2012). Development of the Tertiary 
basalts has apparently been successful for domestic and stock wells along the Hagerman rim 
where the primary aquifer is unsaturated, forcing development into the underlying strata (e.g. 
Ramsey well, Anderson well; see Figure 4 for locations). 

AQUIFER DEFINITION 

This section evaluates how the hydrogeologic units described above have been grouped into 
identified "aquifer(s)" for the development of conceptual evaluations and numerical groundwater 
flow modeling. As explained above, my analysis concludes that the Quaternary basalts form the 
primary aquifer in the study area, but that the Tertiary sediments and basalts constitute a 
separate, lower aquifer within the regional groundwater framework. 

Regional groundwater flow modeling of the eastern Snake River Plain has been undertaken by 
various groups over the last several decades. The USGS Regional Aquifer-System Analysis 
(RASA) investigations use the term, "Snake River Plain Regional Aquifer System", but the 
precise hydrostratigraphic delineation is uncertain. Whitehead, 1992; p. B 19 refers to "a series 
of basalt flows and intercalated pyroclastic and sedimentary materials that underlie the Snake 
River Plain". However, the focus of attention is clearly on the younger basalts, e.g. Whitehead 
(1992) notes that the Quaternary basalts form "the most transmissive part of the aquifer system" 
(p. B 19), and that "chiefly Quaternary basalt of the Snake River Group contain and yield 
exceptionally large volumes of water" (p. B22), and his summary of aquifer hydrology is titled 
"Hydraulic Characteristics of Quaternary Basalt and Alluvial Aquifers" . 

In terms of modeling groundwater flow within the aquifer, the regional RASA research divided 
the aquifer into 4 layers as arbitrary thickness slices. At the western edge, they maintained the 
200 and 300-ft. thickness of the two uppermost model layers, regardless of lithology. Thus, in 
the present study area, the RASA modeling subsumed the uppermost Tertiary basalts, the 
Tertiary sediments, the Quaternary basalts, and the Quaternary sediments into a single layer, 
underlain by 300 ft. of additional Tertiary basalts (and interlayered sediments).(Garabedian, 
1992; p. F38 and Figure 23). 

The documentation for the Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM), also a regional-scale 
model, refers generally to the "eastern Snake River Plain aquifer", but provides no specific 
vertical delineation. For groundwater modeling, an arbitrary elevation of 2000 ft. was adopted 
for the base of the effective aquifer, although "the active portion of the aquifer often is thought to 
be limited to the upper several hundred feet of saturated thickness" (Cosgrove et al., 2006; p. 
13). 
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The ESPAM modeling (versions 1 and 2) treats the entire aquifer as a single layer, representing 
all four of the sequences described above only in terms of their impacts on average, cell-by-cell 
hydrologic properties5

• 

Ralston (2008; p. 3), working in the present study area, discards all deposits beneath the 
Quaternary basalts in concluding, "The Snake Plain aquifer in the general vicinity of the 
Thousand Springs to Malad reach is hosted by the Quaternary basalt units with thin sedimentary 
units. The effective base of the aquifer is the contact between the Quaternary basalt units and the 
underlying Tertiary sedimentary and/or basalt units. Almost all of the springs within the 
Thousand Springs to Malad reach are located along the contact between the Quaternary basalt 
units and the underlying Tertiary sedimentary and/or basalt units." 

Farmer (2009), also working at the scale of the present study area, echos the concept of " the 
upper Quaternary basalt flows that host the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer" (Faimer, p. 36), but 
suggests there are underlying aquifers as well. He proposes "a three-layer geologic model ... [as] 
the foundation for the hydrostratigraphic model" (Farmer, p. 17): 1) Quaternary basalt; 2) Glens 
Ferry Fm.; and 3) Tertiary basalt, i.e. sequences 2, 3 and 4 as described above (pp. 4-10); see 
Figure 5 for Farmer's schematic cross-section. He goes on (p. 36), "The GFF [Glenns Ferry 
Fm.] likely forms a wedge of elastic sediments eastward from Rangen towards Wendell and may 
create vertically divergent groundwater flow paths with a deep path flowing through basalts 
underlying the GFF." and refers to "a deep aquifer system beneath the Glenns Ferry Formation 
that is not being used" (Farmer, p. 33). 

Delineations of the regional aquifer west of the Hagerman rim also vary. The RASA and 
ESPAM I models carried the regional aquifer west to the Snake River, but Whitehead (1992; 
Plate 3) terminates the Quaternary basalt at the rim. (West of the rim, the thickness of the 
Quaternary basalts is described as, "Generally none. If present, of small areal extent and less 
than I 00 ft. thick.") ESP AM 2 and 2.1 terminate the aquifer along or just west of the Hagerman 
rim, consistent with the conclusions of Bendixen (1995) and Ralston (2008) that the basalts west 
of the rim have no hydro logic connection with the regional aquifer. (For example, "The 
available data indicate that water producing zones (aquifers) in the area between the Plateau rim 
[Hagerman Rim] and the Snake River are not part of the Snake Plain aquifer, regardless of the 
age of the basalt units." (Ralston, 2008; p. 5).) Farmer (2009) concluded that those basalts are 
somewhat connected, not via direct east-to-west groundwater flow, but via a "ramp" down which 
groundwater flows from the south end (i.e. northward from the Thousand Springs area). IDWR 
well records do not suggest there is a significant aquifer present in this area (west of the rim and 
north of Rangen) , i.e. there are no irrigation wells, and the highest listed production rate is only 
85 gpm (for a domestic well use). 

50ne ESPAM2.1 model cell is 1 mile by I mile by 4,000 ft. thick. 
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GROUNDWATER FLOW 

At the regional scale , groundwater in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer is recharged with surface 
and groundwater inflow from the north and by precipitation and surface-water irrigation 
infiltration across the expansive outcrop surface. Groundwater flow is generally westward, as 
presented on regional potentiometric surface maps, e.g. Figure 6. 

At the scale of the present study area, Figure 7 presents a more detailed view. This contouring is 
of November, 2011 synoptic measurements of groundwater levels including the present study 
area, collected by IDWR (contoured by Farmer and Blew, 2012 as their "Figure 14"). With the 
exception of a few wells right along the rim, these data are from the Quaternary basalt aquifer. 
Flow toward the Hagerman rim from east and northeast is demonstrated, which of course is 
required by the copious discharge from the aquifer to the many springs along the Snake River. 
But Fam1er and Blew conclude there are "at least six groundwater divides" in this reach, 
separating the generalized eastward groundwater flow to converge on specific discharge areas 
(see groundwater flow arrows6

). 

BASE OF THE PRIMARY AQUIFER 

Di vision of the deposits of the study area into an upper, "primary" aquifer and a "lower" aquifer, 
requires delineation of the boundary between the two. This section of the report begins with an 
explanation of the hydrogeologic importance of that delineation, then addresses the boundary for 
each of several portions of the Rangen study area (Malad Gorge, Hagerman Rim, Hagerman 
Valley, Magic Springs / Thousand Springs, and East of Rim). 

As described above, there are many hydraulic boundaries within the larger stratigraphic 
sequences present beneath the study area. Vertical flow barriers of unknown lateral extent exist 
within individual basalt flows and between flows. Fine-grained sedimentary deposits within and 
between basalt sequences are also likely present at many geographic scales, adding further to the 
complexity of groundwater flow. However, there is one, major, regional hydrogeologic 
boundary of widely recognized importance at the base of the primary aquifer (Quaternary 
basalts): 

"Large springs in the Snake River canyon between Milner and King Hill [locations which 
span the study area] issue at the contact between the highly transmissive pillow lava and 
the less transmissive underlying rocks" (Whitehead, 1992; p. B 1) 

"the altitude of north-side springs are controlled by several factors: (1) altitude of the 
contact between relatively impermeable Banbury Basalt and basalt of the Snake River 

6Groundwater flow directions on this and other figures in this report are inferred based on 
perpendicularity to equal-head contours. In basalt aquifers, this generalization is more 
appropriate over larger areas than at very local scales. 
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Group, (2) location of lake clays, and (3) location of relatively impermeable Idaho Group 
(Glenns Ferry Formation) sedimentary rocks." (Garabedian, 1992; p. Fl 7) 

"Therefore, in the Thousand Springs area, sedimentary rocks constitute the base of the 
Quaternary basalt aquifer. The steeper water-table gradient in this part of the Snake 
River Plain is attributed to lower transmissivity caused by thinning of the basalt aquifer" 
(Whitehead, 1992; p. B27) 

"The topography of the geologic contact between the Quaternary basalt units and the 
underlying Tertiary sedimentary and/or basalt units along the plateau rim is an important 
controlling factor for ground-water flow and spring discharge characteristics in the 
Thousand Springs to Malad reach." (Ralston, 2008; p. 5) 

"The topography of the bottom of the Quaternary basalt is the dominant control for the 
locations and amounts of water discharged from springs and the sensitivity of the springs 
to changes in ground-water levels." (Ralston, 2008; p. 6). 

"the Rangen Spring (and probably other springs north from Rangen up to Malad Gorge) 
has a strong component of paleo-topographic lows controlling flow characteristics" 
(Farmer, 2009; p. 18). 

"Highly permeable pillow lavas and the interconnection of ancestral canyons make the 
basaltic aquifer along the river reach from Kimberly to Bliss highly transmissive." 
(Garabedian, 1992; p. Fl 8) 

The terms "paleo-topography" and "ancestral canyons" in these statements refer to the shape of 
the land surface prior to emplacement of the Quaternary basalts. As these basalts, in liquid form, 
spread across the landscape, they filled in the existing stream channels and valleys and solidified 
to create a new topography. The drainage network subsequently established on that new surface 
guided the deposition of later basalt eruptions and gradually the primary aquifer was built up 
across the eastern Snake River Plain to produce the present surface topography. Thus, there are 
many inter-flow surfaces beneath the present land surface - as between the cards in a deck - but 
the surface at the bottom of the "deck", where the Quaternary basalts overly the lower­
permeability Tertiary deposits is the surface of interest here. 

The lower boundary of the primary aquifer controls the occurrence of major springs in the study 
area. It is also important for its impact on the saturated thickness of the primary aquifer, i.e. the 
thickness through which groundwater flows and through which any impacts to groundwater flow 
must be transmitted. The saturated thickness is the difference between the groundwater level 
and the lower boundary of the aquifer. 

Over the great majority of the aquifer, saturated thickness is likely quite large, vastly more than 
the few feet or even tens of feet of water level impacts due to changes in recharge or 
groundwater extractions. In such circumstances, precise delineation of the bottom of the aquifer 
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may be of little significance. Where the saturated thickness is relatively small, however, as it is 
along the spring discharges of the Hagerman rim, including at Rangen, seasonal and long-term 
changes in water level may be a significant fraction of saturated thickness. As stated by Ralston 
(2008, p. 7), "The saturated thickness of the aquifer is small near the Plateau Rim. Lowered 
groundwater levels result in not only decreased hydraulic head for the springs but also 
significantly decreased transmissivity." Thus, delineation of the base of the primary aquifer is 
particularly significant along the Hagerman Rim. 

Finally, the elevation of the base of the primary aquifer is important in creating horizontal 
boundaries to groundwater flow where the base of the aquifer intersects the land surface. This 
occurs where the aquifer is severed by the Hagerman Rim, the Snake River, and by a section of 
the Malad River. 

Figure 8 presents a schematic contour map of the bottom surface of the primary aquifer. The 
figure is based on concepts developed by previous investigators (e.g. Farmer, various dates; 
Ralston, 2008) and the depositional history of the Tertiary sediments discussed above (pp. 7-8), 
controlled to mapped outcrops, well logs 7, and inferences based on the location of springs. The 
dots on Figure 8 present the control points. Contouring distant from control points and in areas 
with only "less-than" control points is hypothetical, presenting an interpretation consistent with 
the available data, but more conceptual than precise. With the exception of the Rangen area, I 
have not attempted to resolve the geometry of each spring system along the Hagerman Rim, but 
expect that considerable detail could be added through careful review of outcrops, springs, and 
local well logs. 

The Figure 8 horizon marks the top of either the Glenns Ferry Fm. or of the Tertiary basalt 
sequence where Glenns Ferry Fm. deposits are either absent or occur within the Tertiary basalt 
sequence. For purposes of this investigation, the Tuana Gravel is included with the primary 
aquifer, despite the geologic age difference, due to the sporadic occurrence and inferred high 
permeability of the gravel unit. From a hydrostratigraphic perspective, the effective aquifer is 
defined by the hydrologically-connected body of relatively high-permeability material, bounded 
on the bottom by the strong permeability contrast with underlying materials (Glenns Ferry Fm. 
and Tertiary basalts). 

Lateral boundaries of the primary aquifer, i.e. the exposed contact with the underlying deposits, 
are indicated by the red line in Figure 8. At many locations, that contact is obscured by the 
veneer of Quaternary sediments. 

The following paragraphs discuss the base of the primary aquifer for specific portions of the 
study area. 

7The logs for relatively deep wells in the contoured area were reviewed to find both 
contact elevations and, absent encountering the Quaternary:Tertiary contact, elevations below 
which that contact is assumed to occur (i.e. the elevation of the bottom of the well). 
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Malad Gorge 

Both Othberg et al. (2005) and Covington and Weaver (1990) map a small outcrop of Glenns 
Ferry Fm. and Tertiary basalt near the mouth of the gorge. At this point, the primary aquifer is 
severed by the Malad River. Erosion has carved the gorge entirely through the Quaternary basalt 
flows to expose the underlying, much-lower-permeability, lower aquifer. Hydrologic continuity 
within the primary aquifer is likely established upstream ( east) of the spring area, where there is 
substantial, saturated Quaternary basalt thickness above the Glenns Ferry Fm. contact. 

Along the river upstream from the Tertiary basalt/Tertiary sediments outcrops at the mouth of 
the gorge, prolific springs issue from Quaternary basalt flows, at elevations from 2850 to 3090 ft. 
(Covington and Weaver, 1990). In a schematic north-south cross-section through this reach 
Farmer and Blew (2009; Figure 7, reproduced here as "Figure 9") suggests springs emerging at 
river level are a function of a Glenns Ferry Fm. floor to the canyon, i.e. the primary aquifer is 
draining to the level of the Glenns Ferry Fm. at this point. 

In east-west cross-section, detailed examination of groundwater levels associated with dye tracer 
studies led Farmer and Blew (2012; p. 8) to conclude, "The contour lines show a trough-like 
depression in the water table with the same long axis orientation of northwest/southeast as the 
tracer test flow path .... The location of this water table depression fits near where MaJde ( 1971) 
mapped it. If the ancient canyon exists here, and has highly permeable pillow rubble zones at 
depth, then in effect the subsurface mega-scale feature is acting like a drain (Stearns, 1936) that 
captures the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer water and routes it down the ancient canyon towards 
the Malad Gorge." Thus, the Quaternary basalt/Tertiary basalt contact dips eastward from the 
mouth of the gorge, but then rises to the east further upstream. Well logs adjacent to the canyon 
upstream of the springs (around I-80) report sediments interpreted as Glenns Ferry Fm. at 
elevations around 3100 ft., marking the northeast bank of the suggested north-south paleo­
channel (e.g. see the "2900" contour on Fig. 8). 

Hagerman Rim 

Covington and Weaver (1990) map the west-facing slope below this topographic rim between 
the as simply, "Landslide deposit", with the exception of an outcrop of Glenns Ferry Fm. at the 
Vader Grade, ½ mile northwest of Rangen. Kaufman et al. (2005) and Othberg et al. (2005) map 
most of this slope as Glenns Ferry Fm. outcrop, and provide a Quaternary basalt: Glenns Ferry 
Fm. contact from just south of the Malad Gorge (Glenns Ferry Fm. top at 3125 ft. elevation) 
through the Vader Grade (3210 ft.) and on to approximately 1 mile southeast of Rangen (3180 
ft.). This contact forms a broad arch in north-south profile. 

At a finer scale, this arch is cut by notches (interpreted as roughly east-west paleochannels 
eroded into the Glenns Ferry Fm. surface), which serve as outlet points along the west edge of 
the Quaternary basalt aquifer that covers the plateau and fills the paleochannels. Data from the 
Rangen area mark the top of the Glenns Ferry Fm. at 3210 ft. elevation on the Vader Grade 
outcrop, 3400 ft. northwest of the Curren Tunnel (Kaufman, 2005); at 3159 ft. elevation in the 
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Rangen Monitor Well 600 ft. east of the tunnel (Farmer, 2009), and at 3100 ft (Farmer, 2009) 
where the springs below the Curren Tunnel discharge. Thus, the local relief on the base of the 
primary aquifer at Ran gen is on the order of 100 ft. 

Farmer (2009; Figure 24) suggests that the Curren Tunnel, at elevation 3145 ft., may mark the 
actual base of the Quaternary basalts, with the larger, lower groundwater discharges (at 3100 ft. 
elevation) issuing from underlying, high-permeability layers of the Tuana Gravel. If so, the 
Tuana deposits serve as part of the primary aquifer despite their Tertiary age, with groundwater 

discharge controlled by the occurrence of underlying, low-permeability units of the Glenns Ferry 
Fm. proper. 

The 3210 ft. elevation for the top of the Glenns Ferry Fm. cited above from outcrop mapping is 
based on the location of the Glenns Ferry Fm. I Tuana Gravel contact, i.e. grouping the Tuana 
Gravel with the overlying basalts. Well logs in the area are interpreted similarly (see Figure 4 
for locations): 

Richardson well: 316 I ft. - contact between "crevas w/ cinders" and "clay" 
Prisbrey well: 3166 ft. - contact between "sand & gravel" and "clay" 
Anderson well : 3189 ft. - contact between "basalt gray" and "clay" 
Ramsey well: 3157 ft. - contact between "cinders" and "clay" 
Rangen Monitor Well: 3100 ft. - contact between "gravel" and "clay & gravel"/"clay 
sand" 
Hosman well: 3168 ft. - contact between "basalt grey" and "clay" 
Kelley well: 3098 ft. - contact between "sand" and "clay" 
Waters well: 3 I 38 ft. - contact between "basalt grey" and "clay" 

The saturated thickness of the primary aquifer is 170 ft. at the Henslee well, 3 miles east of the 
rim. But comparing the bottom elevations with the groundwater elevations along the rim, e.g. 
3155 ft. in the Rangen Monitor Well (Farmer, 2009), demonstrates that the saturated thickness of 
the primary aquifer is zero at many locations. Farmer (undated, p. 82) makes this point for the 
Quaternary basalt:Glenns Ferry Fm. contact outcrop at the Veenstra Dairy (I mile south of 
Rangen), where the 3162 ft. elevation of the contact leaves the primary aquifer unsaturated. 

Saturation is maintained along the rim only where the elevation of the base of the primary 
aquifer is relatively low, at the "notches" in the underlying Glenns Ferry Fm. through which 
aquifer discharge takes place. Eastward from the rim, the saturated thickness of the primary 
aquifer increases substantially, as the groundwater level gets higher in elevation (Fig. 7) and the 
base of the aquifer gets lower (Fig. 8). 

Based on his 30 years of local well-drilling experience, Wendell driller Larry Nielson (20 I 2) 
recommends staying back from the rim (east) to avoid dry holes and sand problems; "closer to 
the rim, your chances of a big well are slimmer" , "a half a mile can make a big difference". 
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Hagerman Valley 

West of the Hagerman rim, the top of the Glenns Ferry Fm. is substantially lower than along the 
rim. This reflects the complex erosional history of the present Snake River gorge and, perhaps, 
downdropping of parts of the valley along rim-parallel faults (e.g. a "ramp fault" above the 
National Fish Hatchery suggested by Farmer (e.g. undated, p. 66) and the Kauffman et al. , 2005 
conclusion that, "The stratigraphic relationship [of the Tuana Gravel] at Vader Grade is similar 
to that at the top of Snake River bluffs to the west where the contact is about 3,400 feet in 

elevation, suggesting the section is downdropped to the east. Evidence from well drillers' logs 
in the Tuttle quadrangle support that conclusion." 

In any case, the Quaternary basalt aquifer is severed along the rim, creating a series of springs 
along its exposed lower contact. Quaternary basalt flows overlying the Glenns Ferry Fm. within 
the Hagerman valley (i.e. below the rim) have the potential for hydrological continuity with the 
larger Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer only south of the middle of Sec. 5 (T8S, Rl4E), i.e. at the 
head of Farmer's "ramp" structure (e.g. Farmer and Blew, 2012), (see Figure l for location). 
Farmer (2009) suggests that "Groundwater is flowing down this ramp structure through a pillow 
zone and contact between Quaternary basalt flows." 

Younger (post-Quaternary basalts) sediments obscure the Quaternary basalt: Glenns Ferry Fm. 
contact through much of this area. Minimum elevations around 2850 ft. are provided by mapped 
Glenns Ferry Fm. outcrops along the Snake River between Lower Salmon Falls and the Malad 
Gorge (Covington and Weaver, 1990), and by mapped Tertiary basalt outcrops at 2950 ft. 
elevation 2 miles south of Hagerman (Kaufman, 2005). A Quaternary basalt:Glenns Ferry Fm. 
contact is mapped at 3020 ft. in the middle of Sec. 6 (T8S, Rl4E) , at the north end of the 
Hagerman National Fish Hatchery (Kaufman, 2005). For this contact surface to remain buried 
beneath the younger sediments, a northward dip is required. 

Magic Springs / Thousand Springs 

Covington and Weaver (1990, 1991) map only a thin band of landslide deposits between 
outcrops of the Quaternary basalts and the underlying Tertiary basalts in this area, i.e. a contact 
elevation of approximately 3000 ft. Kaufman et al. (2005) mapping indicates that the Glenns 
Ferry Fm. is locally absent south of the middle of Sec. 5 (T8S, R14E), i .e. the Eastern Snake 
Plain Aquifer terminates at the major spring line on top of the Tertiary basalts. Spring elevations 
in this reach are around 2980 ft., emerging "at the top of the Banbury Basalt" (Tertiary basalt) 
(Covington and Weaver, 1990). 

East of Rim 

As described above, the Quaternary basalt/Glenns Ferry Fm. contact appears to dip eastward 
from near the mouth of the Malad Gorge, then to rise beneath the upstream portion of the gorge. 
The eastward dip appears to be maintained to the south, i.e. east from along the Hagerman rim. 
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Farmer (2009) provides cross sections for the Rangen area indicating a locally eastward dip, on 
which he identifies the top of the Glenns Ferry Fm. at 3028 ft. elevation - 80 ft. lower than on 
the Vader Grade - in the "Henslee" well, 3 miles east of Rangen. 

Wells sufficiently deep to hit the Glenns Ferry Fm. (or Tertiary basalts) east of the Hagerman 
rim are relatively rare due to the widespread productivity of the overlying Quaternary basalts 
(i.e. there is little reason to explore for deeper groundwater). Thus, there are few data with 
which to profile the base of the primary aquifer. 

The most detailed stratigraphy available is from a hole cored to a depth of 1123 ft., drilled by the 
USGS northeast of Wendell in support of their RASA work. Sedimentary rocks were 
encountered between 403 and 590 ft. in depth: "The 187-ft thick interval of low electrical 
resistivity material that underlies the basalt consists of sediments that grade downward from 
gravel to clay. Correlation with other drill holes and comparison with outcrops near the Snake 
River suggest that the sediments are part of the Tertiary and Quaternary Glenns Ferry 
Formation." (Whitehead and Lindholm, 1985; p. 16). The elevation of the top of this 
sedimentary sequence is 3197 ft., 169 ft. higher than at the "Henslee" well and thus requiring a 
relatively low area between the Wendell well and the Rangen rim, similar to that suggested by 
Farmer and Blew (20 l 2) for the Malad area. 

The southeastward extension of the paleo-channel that intersects the Malad Gorge (see Figure 8) 
is based on the Quaternary:Tertiary contact in the USGS "Wendell" well (Whitehead and 
Lindholm, 1985), the Henslee we11 (Farmer, 2009), and along the Hagerman rim (Idaho 
Geological Survey mapping). Logs for wells indicated with a "?" symbol on Figure 8 do not 
provide clear indication of the contact at the contoured elevation; whether due to the absence of a 
significant thickness of contact-identifying sedimentary layers or due to errors in this 
interpretation of the contact surface, is beyond the scope of this investigation. 

In addition to the USGS "Wendell" well, examination of driller ' s logs for the area east of 
Rangen finds a group of wells 7 miles ESE of Wendell (southwest of Jerome; T8S, Rl6E, Secs. 
21, 28, 33) that encountered from 95 to 174 feet of fine-grained sediment (e.g. "clay & sand 
stripe", "yellow clay", "clay sticky", "clay"), with upper-contact elevations between 3304 and 
3376 ft. (depths around 200 ft.). Wells within two miles north and northwest failed to report 
significant thicknesses of sedimentary deposits, despite bottom-hole elevations around 3200 ft. 
elevation, indicating the sediments either represent a local high spot on the base of the primary 
aquifer or a discrete body of sediments within the widespread series of basalt flows . In either 
case, this area appears to represent a barrier to groundwater flow in the primary aquifer, as the 
saturated interval above the fine-grained sediment sequence is minimal to zero, i.e. there may be 
no effective Quaternary basalt aquifer at this locations. 
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RANGEN GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE 

This section presents a focused discussion of the details of the specific groundwater discharges 
supplying the Rangen facilities. Like the discussion of the study area hydro geology above, the 
objective is to develop a foundation from which to examine the fidelity of the ESPAM2. l 
groundwater flow model to the actual conditions at Rangen. The two groundwater discharges at 
Rangen - the Curren Tunnel and the "lower springs" are described, followed by evaluation of the 
groundwater flow system they reflect and conditions in the supplying aquifer. 

Figure 10 presents a topographic profile of the groundwater discharge at the Rangen complex; 
Figure 11 shows the area photographically. 

The rim of the plateau immediately above the Rangen complex is at approximate elevation 
3220 ft., then rises gradually to the east (e.g. 3250 ft. elevation 1 mile away). The rim and the 
plateau to the east consist entirely of basalt flows , with the tiny exception of a small outcrop of 
Glenns Ferry Fm. and Tuana Gravel on the plateau at the top of the Vader Grade (see Figure 2). 

Pillow basalts are well exposed in outcrops immediately below the rim. Below an elevation of 
approximately 3170 ft, continuous outcrop is uncommon as rubble has accumulated on the less­
steep slopes. Also, as seen in Figure 11 , vegetation further obscures outcrop relationships. 

CURREN TUNNEL 

There are various groundwater discharge points feeding the Rangen complex. Highest in 
elevation is the Curren Tunnel. This tunnel was bored into the hillside beneath the rim. The 
tunnel opening is approximately 75 ft. west of the rim and approximately 70 ft. below the rim 
elevation. The tunnel begins in a deposit of large basalt boulders, immediately downslope from 
conspicuous outcrops of pillow basalts. At the outlet, the tunnel is lined with 6-ft. diameter 
corrugated steel pipe. This pipe extends into the hillside for approximately 50 ft. (visual 
inspection and IDWR, 1993), beyond which the tunnel extends as an open rock excavation (see 
Figure 11 ). Groundwater enters the tunnel from the aquifer at unknown (probably numerous) 
points and flows by gravity to discharge at the tunnel mouth. 

The history and construction details of the Curren Tunnel are unclear. The earliest water right 
attributed to the tunnel has an 1884 priority date. Testimony by Lonny Tate (2012; pp. 14, 60, 
61) states that the tunnel is "maybe 300 foot" long, at a fairly constant elevation, and includes a 
fork about 3/4 of the way to the end. Flow is described as somewhat greater from the east 
[south] fork. Dan Maxwell has also been inside the tunnel. He described the length of the tunnel 
as "oh, 100 feet maybe", but also remembers the fork described by Tate (deposition testimony 
2012, p. 9). 

Assuming groundwater does not enter the tunnel through the steel culvert lining, the first 
opportunity for collection of groundwater is at the end of the lining. Given the slope of the 
hill side above the tunnel entrance, this groundwater-entry point is at least 40 ft. below the land 
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surface, and the effective "depth" of the tunnel increases with greater penetration into the 
hillside. As the tunnel proceeds eastward beneath the plateau rim, it is approximately 70 ft. 
beneath the ground surface (see Figure 10). 

The earliest water rights on production from the tunnel are for irrigation (e.g. Candy, 
Crandelmeier), with an 1884 priority. These rights irrigate land to the south and west of the 
tunnel which, for gravity irrigation, require delivery of water at an elevation of at least 3130 ft. 
(e.g. the Candy right in the NEl/4 SE 1/4 Sec. 31, T7S, Rl4E; see Fig. 4 for location of this 
area). Thus, although there are natural springs at a lower elevation (described below) there was 
obvious value in intersecting the groundwater table at as high an elevation as possible, to allow 
irrigation of the target lands by gravity flow. 

There are small seeps on the hillside just north of the tunnel entrance, suggesting there may have 
been a natural groundwater discharge at the site of the tunnel, although these seeps may be a 
function of irrigation runoff from the adjacent rim (see Figure 11 ). An article in the December 
30, 1962 Twin Falls Times News suggests the source of the Rangen groundwater supply as 
" man-made springs", created when "early pioneers in search of irrigation water dri11ed a hole 
into the cliff and struck water" (emphasis added). The source of this report is unclear (and it was 
clearly long after tunnel construction), but it describes an excavation to develop groundwater in 
the absence of an existing spring. It is unclear if the tunnel sought to develop additional 
groundwater at a site of existing discharge or was excavated into a dry hillside in hopes of 
intersecting the groundwater table as the tunnel penetrated into the aquifer. 

Whether the 50 ft. of lining was necessary to ensure tunnel stability, or reflects the distance to 
the first significant groundwater flow (or flow increase), is also unknown. It is clear, however, 
that the tunnel would have substantially increased the flow of groundwater from the aquifer at 
this point, both by greatly increasing the surface area through which groundwater escapes the 
aquifer, and by penetrating into the higher aquifer water levels east of the rim (i .e. increasing the 
available drawdown8

). And the tunnel is certainly instrumental in maintaining the discharge of 
groundwater at this point in times of declining aquifer water levels (i.e. groundwater might not 
discharge in the absence of tunnel excavation) . 

The Curren Tunnel is a horizontal, flowing well. Just as a vertical well is constructed to provide 
access to groundwater below the water table, allowing the removal of water to create a gradient 
toward the well, a horizontal well creates drawdown in the aquifer by virtue of penetrating a 
sloping water table. Discharge is a function of the difference between the hydraulic head at the 
point(s) where groundwater enters the well and the head in the surrounding aquifer. The greater 
that difference, whether created by pumping water from the wel1, relieving the pressure in an 
artesian aquifer, or excavating a horizontal well to a point further below the aquifer water table, 

8The difference between the total depth of a well and the water level in the surrounding 
aquifer is the "available drawdown", i.e. how far down the water level can be drawn to induce 
flow into the well. 
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the greater the discharge. The advantage of a flowing well, whether vertical or horizontal, is that 
groundwater can be extracted from the aquifer without use of a pump. 

To provide quantitative analysis of the potential impact of the construction of a horizontal well 
like the Curren Tunnel, a small MODFLOW-based groundwater model was developed by 
Dwivedi and Clark (2012). The aquifer at the tunnel was idealized as a rectangular prism, 606 ft. 
long (the approximate distance between the tunnel outlet and the Rangen Monitor Well), 408 ft. 
wide (representing the paleochannel filled with pillow basalts and Tuana Gravel) , and 60 ft. deep 
(the difference in elevation between the outlet of the lower springs at Rangen and groundwater 
level in the Rangen Monitor Well). The aquifer to the east is represented by a constant head 
boundary at one end of the aquifer; the tunnel is represented by a 250-ft long horizontal line of 
constant-head cells extending back into the aquifer from the west end (see Figure 12). The 
elevation difference between the constant head boundary and the drain discharge is 10 ft. The 
aquifer transmissivity was adjusted to produce a steady-state flow rate of 26 cfs from the tunnel. 
When the tunnel was reduced to a single constant-head cell to represent a pre-tunnel natural 
spring at the location of the tunnel outlet, the flow was reduced to 6.7 cfs. Under this schematic­
level modeling, the impact of construction of a drainage tunnel was to increase flow by 19 cfs, a 
factor of 3. 

Of course, this illustrative model provided no alternative outlet for groundwater. For the Curren 
Tunnel, the pre-construction discharge may have been zero, i.e. the entire production is a 
function of the creation of the tunnel as a high-level groundwater discharge facility. To the 
extent aquifer management decisions, calculations of impacts as percentages of discharge, etc. 
distinguish natural springs from constructed wells, the Curren Tunnel may appropriately be 
considered a well. 

The Rangen Monitor Well is located 588 ft. east of the outlet of the Curren Tunnel (Farmer, 
2009). The outlet elevation of the Curren Tunnel has been variously reported as 3138 ft. 
(Covington and Weaver, 1990), 3145 ft. (Farmer, 2009) and 3150 ft. (IDWR, 2011). The water 
level elevation in the well has varied between 3153 and 3158 ft. over the 2008 - 2012 period of 
record. Thus, the aquifer water level may vary between as little as 3 and 8 ft. above the tunnel 
outlet. That this small difference is sufficient to produce the observed flows is testimony to the 
utility of tunnel construction and of the permeability of the aquifer, but also indicates the 
potential vulnerability of tunnel production to small changes in aquifer water levels. The greater 
fluctuations in flow from the tunnel as compared with the fluctuations in the lower springs 
(discussed below, p. 23) are likely the result of this tenuous intersection of the groundwater 
table. 

As with a vertical well, the production capacity of a horizontal well like the Curren Tunnel is 
limited by the available drawdown ( < 8 ft.). Although the tunnel is 70 ft. below the ground 
surface, it is only slightly below the surrounding water level in the aquifer. With only a small 
head difference between the tunnel outlet and the water table in the host aquifer, the tunnel is 
akin to a vertical well that barely penetrates the saturated portion of the aquifer. Such a 
"shallow" well is poorly constructed with respect to maintaining production if aquifer water 
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levels drop, as may happen in response to reduced aquifer recharge (e.g. a decrease in 
precipitation or irrigation canal seepage) or increased aquifer discharge (e.g. development of the 
aquifer by other groundwater users). By way of comparison, wells constructed in the primary 
aquifer immediately east of Rangen have available drawdown of 69 ft. (Tate), 105 ft. (Gibson), 
and 170 ft. (F. Henslee) (see Figure 4 for locations). The location and construction of the Curren 
Tunnel render its discharge highly vulnerable to relatively small changes in the water levels in 
the supplying aquifer. 

Had the original intent for the Curren Tunnel been as a year-round supply of water to hatchery 
facilities at Rangen rather than gravity irrigation of crops on the surrounding uplands, 
construction of the tunnel at the elevation of the lower springs would likely have provided more 
water and been far less vulnerable to impacts of fluctuations in regional groundwater levels. 

LOWER SPRINGS 

There is a small area of seeps north of the tunnel at similar elevation to the tunnel, but natural 
discharge is predominantly downslope from the tunnel. The geologic conditions of the main 
springs are not entirely clear, as downslope of the tunnel, vegetation and talus mantle the 
hill side, obscuring bedrock outcrop relationships. Substantial discharge emerges from areas of 
angular basalt cobbles and boulders, with and without associated soils and vegetation. Nace et 
al. (1958; p. 54) describe the "CmTan Spring" as, "Water emerges from tunnel dug into 
brecciated, highly permeable basalt, and from talus slope below tunnel." Farmer (2009; p. 28) 
describes "a large discharge area" he calls the "lower spring zone", at an approximate elevation 
of 3100 ft., and relates an employee report that approximately 2/3 of the total flow of the system 
originates from these springs. 

Discharge from the Curren Tunnel and the Lower Springs is collected through a complex of 
collection boxes, pipes and open channels to aggregate to the full water supply of the Rangen 
facilities. 

SITE GEOLOGY 

An understanding of the relationship between Rangen groundwater discharges and water levels 
in the supplying aquifer is necessary to assess the response of the former to changes in the latter. 
Farmer (2009; Figures 20 and 24) offers a conceptual model of the Rangen system. Those 
perpendicular-to-the-cliff and parallel-to-the-cliff cross-sections are reproduced here as Figures 5 
and 13. In this interpretation, the basic control on groundwater discharge is the strong 
permeability contrast between the primary aquifer and the underlying Glenns Ferry Fm .. In 
detail, Farmer places the tunnel at the bottom of a paleo-channel eroded into underlying 
sediments and filled with Quaternary pillow basalts. Groundwater infiltrates from the bottom of 
this channel into permeable strata of the Tuana Gravel, and/or other post-channel-erosion gravel 
deposits, to emerge as the "lower spring zone" at the top of the laterally extensive clay­
dominated layers of the Glenns Ferry Fm .. 
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Well logs for the area are consistent with this interpretation of a paleochannel eroded into the 
Glenns Ferry Fm. The Rangen Monitor Well (see Figure 4 for location) encountered the 
Quaternary basalt: sediment contact at 3159 ft., i.e. 10-15 ft. above the observed Quaternary 
basalts at the Curren Tunnel, but did not encounter consistent clay strata, i.e. the Tuana Gravel : 
Glenns Ferry contact, until elevation 3100 ft.. Further north, that contact is mapped in outcrop, 
at elevation 3210 ft. and was encountered in a nearby well ("Ramsey"; Farmer, 2009; Figure 14) 
at elevation 3157 ft. There was clearly substantial relief on the Glenns Ferry Fm. surface upon 
which the primary aquifer was emplaced, whether as a gravel9 or pillow-basalt deposit or some 
combination of the two. 

Others, e.g. Covington and Weaver (1990, Fig. 3), have suggested that differing spring 
elevations along the Hagerman Rim are a function of groundwater emerging from a thick blanket 
of talus, beneath which the elevation of the controlling basalt:Glenns Ferry contact is obscure. 
Under this interpretation, the differing elevation of the Curren Tunnel and Lower Springs would 
be a function of differing pathways through the slope-manteling talus deposits. However, 
Kaufman et al. (2005) map most of Covington and Weaver's (1990) slope-mantling "landslide 
deposits", including at Rangen, as Glenns Ferry Fm. outcrop, placing the various springs at the 
Quaternary basalt:Glenns Ferry Fm. contact (Figure 2) and rejecting the Covington and Weaver 
interpretation. 

Farmer (2009) also rejects a multiple-pathways-through-the-talus interpretation, based on the 
relatively thin talus associated with the clear Glenns Ferry outcrops on the Vader Grade, and his 
observations of outcrops of what he interprets as bedrock sediments at the Rangen Lower 
Springs. His interpretation explains the differing discharge elevations with a two-step 
permeability contrast: the tunnel flows originate at the Quaternary basalts : sediment contact, and 
the lower spring flows originate at a gravel : clay contact within the underlying sediments. 

Hydrologically, this two-step distinction may be of little significance, as a complex basalt flow 
likely contains within itself a high degree of permeability contrast and groundwater 
channelization. Whether due to lithologic differences (pillow basalt vs. underlying gravels) or 
simply heterogeneity within the same lithology (pillow basalt), the steeper gradient between the 
wider aquifer and the point of discharge favors greater flow from the lower spring than from the 
tunnel. 

FLOW DATA 

The hydrogeologic model presented in the previous section is consistent with the measured flow 
data for the Rangen system. Flow data for the Rangen system have been developed in various 
ways over the past 30 years, varying from automated flow gaging at the Curren Tunnel by IDWR 
to ad hoc measurements at various weirs and raceways by Rangen personnel. (See Brendecke, 

9Farmer (2009, p. 28) suggests this gravel may be either the Tuana Gravel or "Quaternary 
age (Qg) gravels eroded from the Tuana" 
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2012 for detailed review of Rangen discharge data.) Figure 14 presents reported flow 
measurements/estimates for the period since IDWR began discrete monitoring of the Curren 
Tunnel in 1993. Qualitatively, these data are consistent with a straightforward model of aquifer 
head, gradients, and discharge, with two distinct discharge pathways: 

In the 1990s, flow from the tunnel and the springs are of comparable magnitude, despite 
the lower discharge elevation (i.e. higher gradient) of the springs. This requires a higher 
effective aquifer permeability for the tunnel, e.g. due to its much larger area open to the 
aquifer and its penetration into the hill reducing the effective distance to the background 
aquifer. 

Both spring and tunnel discharge declined with the onset of the drought of the 2000s, 
although the tunnel was affected more strongly than the springs. This is consistent with 
the springs' lower elevation, in that a unit change in aquifer water level creates a 
proportionately larger change in gradient for the tunnel. 

Similarly, the higher elevation of the tunnel will result in larger fluctuations in discharge 
from the tunnel as fluctuations in aquifer water level impact the gradient that drives water 
from the aquifer to the tunnel more than they impact the gradient to the lower springs. 

At a more detailed level, these flow data demonstrate another potentially important aspect of the 
system: the inadequacy of a simple hydraulic model of flow as a linear response to changes in 
head in the common aquifer. For example, at points "A", "B", and "C" on Figure 14, tunnel and 
spring flows variously rise together, one flow rises while the other falls, and one flow rises while 
the other remains unchanged. A more complex hydraulic model and/or a substantial degree of 
error in these flow data is indicated. The issue of uncertainty in the relationship between aquifer 
water levels and groundwater discharges is further addressed below. 

GROUNDWATER GRADIENTS 

Groundwater flow is controlled by groundwater gradients, i.e. the difference in hydraulic head 
between two points; "water runs downhill". While recognizing that, in a groundwater system, 
"downhill" can describe both horizontal flow (within a layer) and vertical flow (between layers), 
and that gradients in a confined aquifer can be upward, the Rangen discharges are assumed to 
generally result from unconfined flow in the primary, Quaternary-basalt aquifer 1°. The geometry 
and saturated thickness of the primary aquifer in the study area were discussed above. Here, I 

10"The aquifer in basalt of the Snake River Group as a whole behaves as an unconfined 
system." (Whitehead, 1992; p. B29). 
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look at the groundwater elevation data and the indicated groundwater flow directions 11 and rates 
for the Rangen system specifically. 

As noted above (p. 12) the contouring of Figure 7 (after Farmer and Blew, 2012) depicts the 
variations from simple, east-to-west groundwater flow in the aquifer to a more complex pattern 
as flow approaches discharge points along the Hagerman Rim. This depiction is based on a 
simple, automated contouring of the input data, however, and careful examination of the Rangen 
area finds that groundwater flow under the head distribution of Figure 7 would be away from, 
rather than into the Rangen discharge points. Rangen is perched on a potentiometric ridgeline in 
this interpretation (see flow arrows on Figure 7). Because that is clearly not the case (or there 
would be relatively little Rangen flow), the actual situation is obviously more complicated. 

Similarly, the contouring of Figure 7 includes a closed contour approximately 1 mile northeast of 
Rangen. This represents a depression in the potentiometric surface, an unlikely occurrence in a 
prolific aquifer outside the active irrigation season. Hydrographs for two IDWR-monitored 
wells in this area - the "33BBB" and "29CDC" 12 wells - are provided as Figure 15. (See Figure 
4 for locations.) The westernmost of these two wells (29CDC) consistently reports the higher 
groundwater elevation of the two, demonstrating that groundwater flow is not simply east-to­
west through this area. Local groundwater flow from west-to-east is demonstrated here, and the 
creation of a "sink" in this vicinity is unlikely, i.e. the contouring of Figure 7 is incorrect with 
respect to the Rangen area. 

Figure 16 presents a more detailed examination of groundwater levels in the Rangen area. First, 
water-level data from wells that are not completed in the primary aquifer (or are completed in 
portions of the aquifer that are not hydraulically connected with the aquifer that supplies the 
Rangen discharges) are removed from the Farmer and Blew (2012) dataset supporting Figure 7. 
These are wells located at T8S, R14E, Sec. 5bbb; T8S, R14E, Sec. 5bba ("Waters"); and T7S, 
R14E, Sec. 31adc. 

Second, the November, 2011 dataset is augmented by other late 2000s water levels measured in 
October or November 13, the season of highest groundwater levels. These points are 
measurements from wells at (see Figure 4 for locations): 

T7S, R 14E, Sec. 28DCB 1 - measurement taken 1 l /29/2007 
T7S, Rl4E, Sec. 29CDC1 - measurement taken 10/20/2011 

11 1n strongly anisotropic permeability distributions, as are likely present at local scales in 
a basalt aquifer, groundwater flow may be oblique to equipotential contours. Absent sufficient 
data to suggest the patterns of such anisotropy, conventional, perpendicular-to-equipotential­
contours flow is assumed here. 

12This well is Well No. 989 used in the calibration of ESPAM2.J. 

13Data from: http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/hydro.online/gwl/default.html 
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T7S, R14E, Sec. 33BBB1 - measurement taken 12/8/2011 

Third, the contouring of Figure 16 is guided by an understanding of the physical system: 1) the 
simple presence of major groundwater discharge at Rangen requires a local convergence of 
groundwater flow ; 2) my interpretation of the configuration of the base of the primary aquifer 
(Figure 8) includes a locally-thicker aquifer in a paleo-channel extending eastward from Rangen; 
and 3) consideration of the emplacement of the lava flows creating the aquifer suggests such a 
channel as a likely place for high-permeability pillow basalts. In short, a groundwater "channel" 
as shown on Figure 16 is a reasonable interpretation of the groundwater flow system feeding the 
Rangen discharges . 

Although data density in the area is insufficient to delineate local gradients in detail, the 
contouring of Figure 16 offers an interpretation that is more consistent with the available data 
than previous mapping. Under this interpretation, a zone of high transmissivity, e.g. coincident 
with the increased aquifer thickness and pillow-basalt deposition of a paleo-channel, drains a 
portion of the regional aquifer to discharge at Rangen. A groundwater divide to the south 
distinguishes the local Rangen system from the Thousand Springs area. A groundwater divide to 
the north distinguishes the local Rangen system from rim springs between Rangen and the Malad 
River. 

Groundwater gradients also determine the discharge rates of springs and drainage tunnels. Given 
an opportunity for discharge (e.g. a well, a drainage tunnel, a low spot in the exposed contact 
with an underlying formation) discharge rate is a function of the gradient (the difference in 
elevation per unit of distance) between the aquifer and the discharge point. Because the 
elevation of the discharge points - the Curren Tunnel and the springs -- and the distance between 
the discharge and any reference point in the aquifer are fixed , the gradient is controlled by the 
only variable quantity in this relationship: the water level in the surrounding aquifer. Higher 
aquifer water levels produce higher discharge rates. (Because the Curren Tunnel is relative high 
relative to the water level in the supplying aquifer, only relatively small gradients into the tunnel 
are possible.) 

Figure 17 presents the relationship between the water level in the aquifer at the IDWR-monitored 
well in T7S, Rl4E, Sec. 33BBB1 and the estimated monthly flows from the Rangen groundwater 
discharges. While the expected general association of higher aquifer water levels with greater 
discharge is obvious, the scatter on the plot is remarkable. For example, a water level elevation 
of 3169 .5 ft. has corresponded with Ran gen flows anywhere from 18 to 50 cfs. Similarly, the 
same system discharge of 30 cfs has corresponded with groundwater elevations varying by 5 ft. 
By way of comparison, in the ESPAM2.l model cell containing the 33BBB well , the change in 
water level predicted to result from the curtailment of all post-1962 priority wells across the 
Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer, is also 5 ft. (Brendecke, 2012). 

Some interference with the direct relationship between aquifer water levels and groundwater 
discharge might be expected over the 1.1 miles between the 7S I 4E 33BBB 1 monitored well and 
Rangen, particularly during the irrigation season, and additional scatter might be expected from 
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the use of averaged monthly data. However, a similar ambiguity is apparent in much more well­
controlled data from the "Rangen Monitor Well", compiled in Figure 18. This well was 
constructed by IDWR in 2008. It is the nearest groundwater monitoring point to the Rangen 
discharges. The well is 588 ft. east of the outlet of the Curren Tunnel (Farmer, 2008) . The well 
is a dedicated monitoring well and there are no other wells (producing or monitoring) between 
this monitor well and the Rangen facilities. There is one small sprinkler-irrigated field between 
the monitor well and the rim above Rangen, and a small irrigation tail water ditch. Thus, there is 
very limited opportunity for significant interference with the relationship between aquifer water 
levels and aquifer discharge. Furthermore, there are frequent measurements available for this 
well (albeit over a limited period of record), which can be rigorously paired with daily flow 
measurements from the Curren Tunnel to minimize time-related discrepancies. (System-wide 
Rangen flows are only available as average monthly estimates.) 

Figure 18 shows the expected general correspondence between higher aquifer water levels (i.e. 
higher gradients) and greater flow from the aquifer, via the tunnel in this case. As with Figure 
17, however, the relationship is inconsistent in detail. A groundwater elevation of 3154 ft. in the 
Rangen Monitor well corresponded with Curren Tunnel flows varying between 3.6 and 7.5 cfs; 
the range in values approaches 100% of the average flow. Similarly, groundwater elevations 
varying by 2.5 ft. have been measured at the same measured flow of 5.5 cfs. 

Because accurate predictions of the impact of water-level changes in the aquifer on groundwater 
discharge depend on an accurate understanding of the relationship between the two, Figures 17 
and 18 represent considerable uncertainty in such predictions. 

GROUNDWATER DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 

As noted above, the Curren Tunnel is far from an ideal facility for the production of groundwater 
due to its small available drawdown and the resulting sensitivity to small changes in aquifer 
water levels. A grant application filed by Rangen to investigate additional horizontal well 
drilling to enhance their water supply recognized the importance of available drawdown, 
recommending targeting "an elevation below the Curren Tunnel", suggesting that such "a 
horizontal well could provide substantial increase in flow", and characterizing the proposal as a 
"well deepening" (Rangen, Inc. , 2004). 

Another alternative is the construction of a vertical well or wells into the very productive aquifer 
that supplies the Rangen discharge. In the Rangen-to-Wendell area, approximately 50% of the 
40+ irrigation wells for which yields are listed in the IDWR database 14 report yields in excess of 
750 gpm. The aquifer is sufficiently productive that few wells penetrate to great depth. For this 
area, the average irrigation well is 150 ft. deep, and the average depth-to-water in these wells is 
100 ft. The average available drawdown is 50 - 60 ft. This is substantially less than the full 

14http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/ftp/gisdata/Spatia1/Wells/We11Construction/WellConstruction.zip 
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saturated thickness of the primary aquifer (e.g. 170 ft. at the F. Henslee well, Fig. 4), indicating 
that additional production likely could be realized from deeper wells. By way of comparison, 
the available drawdown for the Curren Tunnel (based on average depths to water in the Rangen 
Monitor well, and using Farmer's (2009) discharge elevation of 3145 ft.) is only 10 ft. Based on 
the IDWR (2011) discharge e levation of 3150 ft., the available drawdown averages only 5 ft. 

Within 2-1/2 miles of Rangen, east of the rim, there are 19 permitted irrigation wells. These 
wells are plotted, along with reported depth and yield on Figure 19. The highest reported yield 
in this group is 4500 gpm, from an irrigation well approximately 0.6 mile northeast of Rangen. 
The average permit yield (for those listing a yield) is 2500 gpm. Test data are reported for few 
wells in this area, but four of these irrigation wells include some quantitative indication of 
aquifer productivity: 

production duration dia drawdown indicated T 15 

(gum) (min) (in) (ft) (ft2/day) Owner 
4000 300 16 15 54,000 F. Henslee 
4500 60 16 1.25 800,000 T. Gibson 
3800 180 20 "None" >800 000 16 

' 
P.H. Hess 

2817 240 20 13 40,000 P.H. Hess 

Local driller Larry Nielson (2012) reports a group of wells 8 miles southest of Wendell that are 
less than 100 ft deep, with a 70-ft. static water level, yet produce 3200 gpm. 

Although highly-productive wells appear to be common in the area, the variations in pump-test 
responses compiled here demonstrate the expected inhomogeniety of this complex aquifer. (The 
occurrence of domestic wells in the area for which 40 and 54 ft. of drawdown are reported 
demonstrates the same point.) 

Regional groundwater flow modeling ( e.g. ESPAM2. l) assigned somewhat higher 
transmissivities, i.e. between 800,000 and 1,500,000 ft2/day, to the area between Rangen and 
Wendell; Mundorf et al. (1984) estimated a value of 700,000 ft2/day for analysis of wellfield 
production, based on aquifer tests and flow net analysis. These values are based on the entire 
productive thickness of the aquifer, but that productivity is concentrated in the uppermost layers. 
Mundorf et al. (1984) report the results of 9 pump tests in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer in 
Gooding County (the County including Rangen and Wendell), which produced an average 
realized specific capacity of 900 gpm per ft. of drawdown. That study estimated a maximum 
drawdown for a row of fifty, 2250 gpm wells (i.e. 250 cfs total) between Wendell and Rangen. 
Drawdown was only I 0.5 ft. for the mid-point of the wellfield, if pumped for 122 days each year, 
for 50 years. 

15Transmissivities calculated from Theis Equation with assumed S = 0.10. 

16Assume drawdown < 1 ft. to be reported as "none" . 
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Comparison of Figures 8 and 16 indicates a saturated thickness of approximately 100-150 ft. for 
much of the area immediately east of Rangen. In this setting, the drawdowns projected for even 
the aggressive development discussed in the previous paragraph certainly do not produce 
unreasonable pumping levels. 

Figure 20 provides one of the longer groundwater-level records for the area. Although the 
generally lower levels associated with the 2000s drought is evident, this hydrograph 
demonstrates that the aquifer is not in long-term decline, i.e. that groundwater withdrawals are 
not significantly exceeding normal rates of recharge, and that seasonal fluctuations in 
groundwater levels would not present a significant impediment to additional development. 

Construction of vertical wells on the order of 200 - 250 ft. deep at favorable locations would 
insulate the Rangen water supply from the impacts of the relatively small variations in 
groundwater levels experienced in the primary aquifer. Moving the point of diversion for this 
groundwater extraction from the tunnel to vertical wells would not be expected to significantly 
alter the quality or temperature of the groundwater, since production would be from the same 
aquifer as currently supplies both the Curren Tunnel and the lower springs. 

GROUNDWATER MODELING OF THE EASTERN SNAKE PLAIN AQUIFER 

This section examines the representation of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer by the ESPAM2.1 
groundwater flow model with respect to the detailed examination of the hydrogeology of the 
Rangen discharge area developed in the previous sections. (More detailed discussions of the 
history of groundwater modeling of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer and the development of the 
ESPAM2.1 are provided in Brendecke (2012), who was also the source for all ESPAM2. l output 
values cited herein.) 

ESPAM2.1 represents the aquifer as a series of "cells", each of which is one mile by one mile in 
plan view, and 4,000 ft. thick. The aquifer is represented as a single layer. Figure 21 presents 
approximately the western quarter of the ESPAM2.l model area. Vertical lines show the 
location of individual ESPAM2. I columns along this model row (Row 42, the row containing 
the Rangen discharge). Aquifer properties within each cell - transmissivity and storativity - are 
the same throughout that cell and are held constant through time. 

The inset on Figure 21 represents the present report, which focuses on the Rangen study area to 
investigate how well the ESPAM2.1 generalizations capture important aspects of the 
hydrogeology in this specific area of aquifer discharge. Even at the scale of this figure, it is 
obvious that considerable local detail is lost in the ESP AM model structure. 

Figures 22, 23, and 25 provide three cross-sections within the study area, along the specified 
ESPAM2.l model rows, south of, north of, and at Rangen. (See Fig. 1 for the lines of section.) 
Topographic profiles and geologic contacts (in black) are from USGS topographic maps and IGS 
geologic maps, respectively. Subsurface interpretations are schematic, controlled to outcrops 
and well-log formation tops where available. Groundwater level profiles (in blue) are based on 
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observed spring elevations and groundwater levels in monitoring wells. Superimposed on these 
cross sections (in red) are the ESPAM2.1 columns (numbered across the top), cell-by-cell 
ESPAM2.1 groundwater elevations (from the "steady-state" model run developed to initialize 
annual calculations 17

) and the ESP AM2.1 modeled elevations for springs (drains) and general 
head boundaries (GHB). 

Figure 22 is the simplest of the three cross sections. The measured water level and the modeled 
water levels are in reasonable conformity in the eastern (right-hand) portion of the figure. The 
westward flow of groundwater terminates along the Snake River canyon, both in the model and 
in reality. Groundwater leaves the model domain, in column 12, via springs at elevations 3092 
and 2970 ft., and via a general head boundary provided to simulate groundwater flow directly 
into the Snake River at modeled elevation 2877 ft.. The "3092" and "2970" used by ESPAM2.1 
come from surveying by HDR (IDWR, 2011) of the highest and lowest spring discharges in this 
one-mile-wide model cell18

• 

The ES PAM water level and drain elevations for column l 2 are presented to one decimal place 
in order to show that a small gradient from the aquifer to the spring is modeled. Model 
calibration assigned an extraordinary drain conductance of 300,000,000 ft2

/ day (190 times the 
average of all other drains) in order to simulate the spring flow at this location. 

Figure 22 uses a value of 3050 ft. for the actual groundwater discharge elevation in this line of 
section, based on the inferred location of the geologic contact between the Quaternary and 
Tertiary deposits (Gillerman et al. , 2005), which is understood to control the location of these 
springs (e.g. Covington and Weaver, 1991 19

). Because ESPAM2.1 explicitly includes neither the 
surface topography of the Snake River canyon, nor the geologic contact controlling the 
Thousand Springs, basically, it models this area as a 1 mi2 bucket, filled with water to elevation 
3092 ft. , with three holes in the side to represent a range of spring elevations and the Snake 
River. 

The line of section presented in Figure 23 is complicated by groundwater discharges along both 
the Malad and Snake Rivers. Figure 24 presents the ESPAM2.l grid and Covington and 
Weaver ( 1990) springs in plan view. In ESP AM2. l, all springs within a single model cell are 
simulated as a "drain" (or "drains") in the center of that 1-mile-by-1-mile cell (the red dots on 

17This dataset was chosen to reflect the general, "average" conditions modeled. Limited 
examination of transient model calculations for individual months does not find sufficient 
variation to significantly affect the conclusions presented here. 

18IDWR (2011) note that the "3092" value actually comes from the adjacent cell (row 
45), "but since it obtains water from the same hydrogeo1ogic feature as Thousand Springs and 
Minnie Miller Springs the ESHMC has chosen to model it as if it were in cell 1045012." 

19"springs emerge at top of Banbury Basalt" 
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Fig. 24. Each drain is assigned a single elevation to represent all associated springs, and the 
springflows are aggregated to that point. 

The large difference in ESPAM2.1 drain elevations in column 14 was necessitated by the 
model's one-mile cell size encompassing springs near river level (2730 ft. of Fig. 23; #73 on Fig. 
24) along the Snake River within the canyon in the northern part of the cell, and also springs 
issuing from talus slopes under the Hagerman Rim (2975 ft.; #65) in the southeast corner of the 
cell. It is doubtful that there is significant real hydrologic connection between these disparate 
locations, but ESPAM2.1 can only treat all groundwater discharges within a model cell as 
occurring at the same point (in plan view) and from the same, continuous aquifer. 

Similarly, the springs at #68 (elevation 2750 ft20
.) , #69 (elevation 2765 ft.) , #70 (elevation 2750 

ft.) , #71 (elevation 2740 ft.) , and #72 (elevation 2740 ft.) are not explicitly modeled by 
ESPAM2.l. (Much of the flow at #68, #69, and #70 falls outside the active ESPAM2.l model 
grid.) 

The two discrete ESPAM2.J drain elevations in column 15 (Fig. 23) span the discharge 
elevations for a nearly continuous string of large springs along the Malad River between 
elevations 2860 ft. (#75; 2850-2860 ft.) and 2990 ft. (#52; 2975-2990 ft.). The Figure 23 line of 
section intersects the river at approximately 2900 ft. These high-discharge springs continue 
upstream along the Malad River into ESPAM2.1 model column 16. With a modeled discharge 
elevation of 3010 ft. This ESPAM2. I "drain" corresponds with mapped springs #53, which 
extend upstream from elevation 3010 ft. to elevation 3090 ft. 

The 3040 ft. ESPAM2. l drain in column 16 corresponds with a discrete spring (#51) located 
north of the river. The steady-state ESPAM2.1 groundwater elevation for model cell 36-16 is 
3015 ft.. This water level in the aquifer would leave the ">10 cfs" (Covington and Weaver, 
I 990; #51) ESPAM2.1 drain at 3040 ft. dry2' , and would provide no discharge corresponding (in 
elevation) to the continuous string of mapped springs along the 0.75 miles of river between 
elevations 3015 ft. and 3090 ft. (#53). 

The striking divergence of the actual and modeled water tables in this area (the red and blue lines 
on Figure 23), and of the actual and modeled elevations and locations of the springs (Figure 24), 
are largely a function of applying a relatively coarse model grid to this area of complex 
topography and groundwater flow patterns. While ESP AM2.1 may usefully simulate the overall 
discharge of groundwater from the generalized aquifer in this area in terms of aggregate volumes 
and wide elevation ranges, the Malad River area illustrates the uncertainty with which simulation 
of individual discharges at specific elevations must be viewed. 

20Spring elevations are from Covington & Weaver, 1990. 

2 1ESPAM2. l assigns a conductance of 1 ft2/day to this drain, precluding significant 
discharge in any case. 
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Figure 25, for the Rangen area, is the most complicated of the three cross sections developed 
here. As with Figure 22, there is a general conformity between modeled and measured ( or 
inferred) groundwater elevations in the eastern (right hand) portion of the section, but that 
conformity breaks down in the critical area of groundwater discharge in model columns 12, 13, 
and 14. As interpreted here, there are three, and possibly four local groundwater systems: 

1. The discharges from the primary aquifer at elevations 3150 ft22 (Curren Tunnel) and 
3100 ft. (lower springs), which are modeled by ESP AM2. I with a single drain elevation, 
in a model cell with no internal layering. 

2. The discharge from a local groundwater system developed within the Quaternary 
sediments at elevation 3045 ft., i.e. the Crowsnest gravel draining from the contact with 
the underlying Yahoo Clay (Covington and Weaver, 1990; spring #26), which is modeled 
by ESPAM2.1 as simply another discharge point for the regional aquifer. 

3. The discharge from Quaternary basalts at elevation 2958 ft., well below the Hagerman 
Rim and not immediately connected with the primary aquifer east of the rim, which is 
modeled by ESPAM2.l as simply another discharge point for the regional aquifer. 

4. Whatever discharge occurs through the lower-permeability Tertiary deposits directly 
to the Snake River, which is modeled by ESPAM2.l using a General Head Boundary 
(GHB) in model column 12. (The ESPAM2.l active grid does not extend to the Snake 
River.) 

As on Figures 22 and 23, all of these disparate features are modeled as elevation-controlled 
discharge points from the same, thick, interconneted, regional aquifer. In the case of flow 
system no. 1, ESPAM2.1 uses a single elevation - 3138 ft. - to model both upper and lower 
discharges. 

Figure 26 presents the potentiometric surface generated from ESP AM2. l groundwater level 
output for the study area for November, 200723

• Regional westward flow is indicated, broadly 
diverging along the western edge of the model toward major discharge points representing the 

22 A 3150 ft. elevation for the Curren Tunnel is diagramed based on HDR surveying 
(IDWR, 2011). Farmer (2008, 2009) reported an elevation of 3145, but the IDWR spreadsheet 
received in association with Farmer and Blew (2012) ("Mass Meas. all data (except #1101 & 
1103) with springs.XLS") cites an elevation of 3149.83 ft., suggesting an updated understanding. 

23ESP AM2. l cell-by-cell groundwater head values were placed at the grid cell centers 
and contoured using SURFER, without adjustment. The ESPAM2. l November dataset closest in 
time to that of Figure 7 was chosen for comparability; November water levels are typically the 
seasonal maxima, outside the short-term, local fluctuations due to irrigation-season recharge and 
discharge activity. 
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Malad Gorge and Thousand Springs. Comparison with either Figure 7 - a first-approximation 
contouring of the actual water table in the study area after Farmer and Blew (2012) - or Figure 
16 - my more detailed examination of groundwater gradients in the immediate Rangen area -
demonstrates the level of generalization to which the ESPAM2.1 model design is constrained. 
Missing from the ESPAM2.1 representation are the multiple groundwater divides noted by 
Farmer and Blew (2012; p. 11) and the local convergence of groundwater flow necessary to 
create the Rangen discharge. 

The following sections provide additional comparisons between specific features of ESP AM2. l 
and what is known or can reasonably be interpreted regarding the study area hydrogeology. 

Aquifer Transmissivity 

The ease with which groundwater flows within an aquifer is controlled by the permeability of the 
aquifer material and the saturated thickness of the aquifer. Higher permeability material and 
more material through which to flow generate more groundwater flow at any given gradient. 
The permeability multiplied by the thickness is the transmissivity. 

At the regional scale, the RASA modelers observed, "The steep gradient near the Snake River is 
due to thinning of the basalt aquifer and reduction in transmissivity" (Garbedian, I 992, p. F29), 
and in the ESP AM 1.1 documentation, Cosgrove et al. (2006; pp. 16, 17) note that "Steep 
hydraulic gradients are apparent near the margins of the plain due to tributary valley inflow and 
lower transmissivity relative to the center of the plain." and that, "Steep gradients also are 
apparent near the Kimberly to King Hill discharge area due to convergence of flow lines and 
probable aquifer thinning." 

Referring specifically to springs along the Hagerman Rim, Ralston (2008) states, "The lower 
aquifer transmissivity is associated with smaller spring discharge with a greater sensitivity to 
changes in the regional water table." and "The saturated thickness and thus the transmissivity of 
the aquifer are greater in the Thousand Springs area and the Malad River canyon than anywhere 
in the Thousand Springs to Malad reach." 

Farmer (2009, p. 41) makes the case that, "The transmissivity of the aquifer at the Curren Tunnel 
will be more responsive [to changes in aquifer water levels] than further east because the 
saturated thickness is less near Rangen". 

Consideration of Figures 8 (base of the primary aquifer) and 16 (groundwater levels) 
demonstrates the pronounced decrease in saturated thickness of the primary aquifer from east to 
west as the Hagerman Rim is approached. Absent a change in aquifer permeability, the 
transmissivity of the aquifer will decrease accordingly. 

No explicit "aquifer thinning"is possible in the ESP AM2. l structure, nor can the calibration­
assigned transmissivity be responsive to temporal changes in water levels. Transmissivities are 
constant values. The model tacitly includes an effective aquifer thickness in its assignment of 
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transmissivities, e.g. a lower modeled tranmissivity could reflect a lower permeability and/or a 
smaller effective aquifer thickness. The ES PAM 1.1 documentation argues, "Neither the 
hydraulic conductivity nor the saturated thickness must be individually well understood." 
(IDWR, 2012; p. 23). 

However, the ESPAM2.1 transmissivity distribution shows no decrease in aquifer transmissivity 
along the western edge of the model for either reason (thickness or permeability). Model 
transmissivities are highly variable (e.g. values from 0.6 million ft2/day to 36 million ft2/day 
within three model cells from Rangen), but there is no reflection of decreased transmissivity at 
the western edge of the aquifer in the study area24

• ESPAM2.1 transmissivities are actually 
higher along the Hagerman Rim cells (average 11 million ft2/day) than in the aquifer 3 miles to 
the east (average 2.3 million ft2/day), and higher than at Thousand Springs (0.7 - 1.1 million 
ft2/day) or Malad Gorge (0.2 million ft2/day). 

In the Rangen area specifically, the model cell ( 42-13) containing the Rangen discharges has an 
ESPAM2.l-assigned transmissivity of 1.6 million ft2/day. The cell immediately to the northwest 
(41-13) has T = 4.3 million ft2/day. The cell immediately northeast (42-14) has T = 1.5 million 
ft2/day. Yet in much of the northwest model cell, the primary aquifer is either absent (west of the 
rim) or dry (e.g. at the Ramsey and Anderson wells; see Figure 4). In the model ceII northeast of 
Rangen , the primary aquifer is thicker than in the Rangen cell and the water level is higher, so 
the saturated thickness is certainly higher, yet the ESPAM2.1 transmissivity is slightly lower. 

Although of less immediate importance with respect to Rangen flows, the ESPAM2.1 
transmissivities also fail to reflect areas of locally small (or absent) saturated thickness in the 
primary aquifer across the plateau area east of the rim, e.g. as identified southwest of Jerome (p. 
19). 

The ESP AM2. l-assigned transmissivity distribution is not well matched with the hydrogeology 
in the Rangen area. 

Aquifer Anisotropy and Model Layers. 

As described above, the geologic deposits of the Rangen area are far from homogeneous (the 
same at all locations) or isotropic (the same in all directions). The Quaternary and Tertiary 
basalt sequences are composed of multiple flows, with multiple zones within each flow. While 
layer-like in aggregate, individual flows are of limjted horizontal extent and can vary widely in 

24The ESP AM2 documentation (IDWR, 2012; p. 87) includes the statement, "The map of 
the calibrated model transmissivity (Figure 100) shows that estimated transmissivity values tend 
to be lower along the margins of the plain and higher towards the center. . . . these features in the 
calibrated transmissivity distribution are consistent with my current understanding of the 
aquifer.", but this is only generally correct, on a regional scale. Cell-by-cell values in the 
Rangen study area were examined for the present investigation. 
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thickness in response to the topography of the surface upon which they were emplaced. 
Sedimentary units are also layered at a regional scale, but in detail include lenses and stringers of 
varying lithology, with poorly understood geometries (and permeabilities) in the subsurface. 

While such variations in aquifer characteristics are unlikely to impact regional flow modeling 
and associated regional-scale modeling conclusions, as aquifer inconsistencies tend to "even out" 
over large distances, the potential for local anisotropy is a major source of uncertainty with 
respect to modeling individual groundwater discharge points. Consideration of the mixed nature 
of the primary aquifer at Rangen (basalt, pillow basalts, gravel, sand) and of the ambiguous 
relationship between aquifer water levels and groundwater discharge (p. 27), indicate Rangen as 
a location where a more detailed model would better support local-scale conclusions. 

ESPAM2. l provides very little accommodation for aquifer anisotropy and inhomogeniety at a 
scale potentially important to individual groundwater discharge points such as Rangen. 

The most pervasive anisotropy in the study area is, of course, the difference between the primary 
aquifer hosted by the Quaternary basalts, and the underlying units. This difference controls the 
location of the majority of the natural discharge from the aquifer in the Rangen area. The most 
common method for accommodation of such model-scale differences in hydrogeologic 
characteristics is by discriminating separate model layers. The USGS RASA modeling divided 
the aquifer into four layers, the uppermost of which was considered "unconfined" (Garabedian, 
1992), meaning transmissivity was allowed to vary over time as the saturated thickness changes 
in response to changes in withdrawals and recharge. 

Farmer (2009) did not develop a groundwater flow model, but his three-layer conceptualization 
was proposed to capture the locally important differences between the upper basalts, the Glenns 
Ferry Fm. sediments, and the lower basalts (see Figure 5). Relatively few data are available with 
which to quantify geometric or hydrologic distinctions between Farmer's Layers 2 and 3 (Glenns 
Ferry Fm. and Tertiary basalts), but the "Base of The Primary Aquifer" section above, provides a 
study-area delineation of his Layer J : Layer 2 contact. 

ESPAM2. l is constructed with only one model layer. All variations between and within the four 
sequences described in the "Stratigraphy" section of this report are consolidated into singular 
values of transmissivity and storativity for each model cell. 

The absence of aquifer layering in ESPAM2.J precludes model representation of: 

- the important geologic contact at the base of the Quaternary basalts that is responsible 
for nearly all large springs in the Milner to King Hill reach of the Snake River, including 
the groundwater discharges at Rangen; 

- the paleotopography widely understood to control the location of springs along the 
Hagerman Rim, including the groundwater discharges at Rangen; and 
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- the changes in aquifer transmissivity that accompany changes in aquifer water levels in 
the thin, western edge of the primary aquifer. 

Grid Size 

Another basic element of the ESP AM2.1 structure is grid size. While the 1 square mile cells of 
ESPAM2. l may be adequate to represent aquifer conditions over the vast expanse of the Eastern 
Snake Plain Aquifer to the east, the aquifer discharges along the Hagerman rim are understood to 
be controlled by paleotopographic features on a finer scale. At Rangen, for example, the bottom 
of the primary aquifer varies from 3 J 00 ft elevation at the lower spring to 3189 ft. at the 
Anderson well, a distance of 0. 7 miles. As outlined above, this difference is instrumental in 
creating and controlling the observed discharge. Farmer and Blew (2012; p. 11) suggest that "if 
a numerical flow and transport computer model honors the field data then the computer grid cell 
size needs to be at least ¼ mile in size for several miles away from the spring area." Koreny et 
al. (2006) also suggested that the ESP AM "model grid in the reach below Milner is too coarse 
for representation of individual springs". 

The grid spacing for ESPAM2. l precludes realistically modeling potentially important details of 
the hydrogeology along the Hagerman Rim, including the groundwater discharges at Rangen. 

Aguifer Discontinuity 

Another important aspect of the upper, most productive portion of the Eastern Snake Plain 
Aquifer that is lost in a single-layer model is the severing of that layer along the Hagerman rim. 
The springs along the rim stand witness to the termination of the primary aquifer as its water 
table intersects the ground surface and downward migration is greatly restricted by the lower 
permeability of the underlying deposits. 

ESPAM2.1 represents the rim springs using "drain" cells, for which a specified elevation and 
conductance control the discharge from a model cell that, in most cases, remains saturated well 
above the discharge point (e.g. Figs. 22, 23, and 25). Like a straw into a sandbox full of water, 
the "spring" does not mark the end of the aquifer, but simply draws off a flow of water, allowing 
the remaining groundwater to proceed as dictated by surrounding gradients. In this sense, the 
Rangen discharge is modeled like a well with a fixed "pumping" water level, completed in a 
laterally continuous aquifer. 

This is illustrated by ESPAM2. 1 water levels and groundwater flow in the cell containing the 
Rangen discharge (42-13) and the model cell immediately to the southwest (42-12). The actual 
groundwater flow passing westward beneath Rangen is obviously zero in the primary aquifer, 
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and is likely relatively small in the underlying Glenns Ferry Fm. and Tertiary basalt sequences. 
Yet the steady-state ESPAM2. I groundwater flow westward from the Rangen is 319 cfs25

• 

As noted on Figure 25, the ESPAM2.1 estimation of substantial flow through the rim produces a 
modeled groundwater elevation in the adjacent cell to the southwest ( 42-12) of 3127 ft., despite 
the ground surface being well below that elevation in all but the cell's far east comer (see Fig. 
4 ). For most of this cell, the modeled groundwater elevation is more than 170 ft. above the 
ground surface. 

This aberration cascades through the immediate area of the model, as ESPAM2. l water levels in 
the ce11s between Ran gen and Thousand Springs, i.e. along column 12, define a gradient creating 
southeastward groundwater flow. This is 180° opposed to the flow direction cited by both 
Farmer (2011, p. 17) and Ralston (2008)26 based on review of local hydro geology and water 
level measurements, which present flow to the northwest. In the three model ce11s running NW 
from the Thousand Springs area ( 44,43 ,42-12) modeled groundwater elevations create a 
southeastward gradient of approximately 15 ft/mi. 

In the Malad Gorge area, similar discrepancies are modeled (see Figures 23 and 26). 
Groundwater flow from the ESP AM2. l model cell at the mouth of the gorge (36-14) and from 
the cells immediately southeast (37-14) and northwest (35-14) is to the northeast, i.e. away from 
the Snake river and in "under" the rim. Mapping by Othberg et al. (2005) suggests there is little 
or no Quaternary basalt in the cell at the mouth of the gorge, and the underlying Tertiary basalts 
are disected by the Snake River down to an elevation of 2720 ft. The ground surface for nearly 
the entire cell (36-14) is below 2900 ft. elevation, yet this cell has a modeled groundwater 
elevation of 3108 ft. 

As noted in the discussion of study area hydrogeology (p. 15, Figure 9), the gorge has been 
interpreted as dissecting the Quaternary basalt aquifer in the lower springs area of the Malad 
Gorge. The river has cut down to an elevation below 2900 ft. in this reach , creating a ceiling to 
groundwater flow in the productive aquifer. However, the groundwater model produces a 
groundwater elevation of 307 4 in this area ( cell 36-15, Figs. 23, 26). This provides 150 - 200 ft. 
of saturated aquifer across the Malad Gorge, through which modeled groundwater impacts can 
be communicated. If the aquifer is severed by the gorge, however, any impacts to groundwater 
levels on the north side can only be communicated to the south side via the continuously 
saturated portions of the primary aquifer further east, or through the lower aquifer, which is 
deeply exposed by erosion (and thus drained) in the adjacent channel of the Snake River. 

25Were this correct, mitigation of impacts to the Rangen flows could be a simple matter of 
intercepting a portion of the passing groundwater flow. 

26"This suggests ground-water flow is from south to north in the area between the plateau 
rim and the Snake River." (p. 5) 
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The configuration of ESPAM2. l precludes modeling the important impacts of aquifer-severing 
topography in the Rangen area. 

Rangen "Drain" Modeling. 

In ESPAM2.1, groundwater discharge at Rangen is modeled using a single "drain" cell. A drain 
cell is a standard feature of the MODFLOW code used by ESPAM2.l. The mathematical 
representation of a drain is the linear equation: 

A) Discharge= Conductance * (aquifer water elevation - drain elevation) 

with the condition that once the aquifer water elevation falls to or below the drain elevation, i.e. 
the groundwater gradient from the aquifer to the "drain" decreases to zero, discharge is set to 
zero (McDonald and Harbaugh, 1988; p. 9-3). Discharge is a linear function of gradient; a graph 
of the gradient (elevation difference) vs. discharge will be a straight line, with the slope defined 
by the conductance term. ("Linear" in this context means that twice the elevation difference 
produces twice the flow, half the elevation difference produces half the flow, and so forth. 
Discharge is assumed to be predictable based solely on a given elevation difference and a 
constant conductance, and discharge is directly proportional to that elevation difference.) 

In ESP AM 1.1 , both the drain elevation and the conductance of the Rangen cell were adjusted to 
approximate the historical flows in aggregate with other springs in the reach. In ESPAM2.1, the 
reported elevation for the "Rangen Spring" from Covington and Weaver (1990) was used to 
represent the total Rangen discharge with a fixed value (IDWR, 2012; p. 29) and the combined 
Rangen discharge became a single calibration objective. Thus, the aquifer water elevation is 
determined by the ESPAM2. l model integration of all inputs and outputs across the model 
domain; the drain elevation and drain flows are directly observed; and the "conductance" term is 
adjusted to provide an acceptable level of reconciliation of modeled and measured flows through 
the model calibration process. 

This modeling approach presents two problems: 

1. In reality, there appear to be at least two outlet elevations. Figure 14 presented the bimodal 
discharge response for the Rangen system, i.e. the Curren Tunnel and the lower spring have 
reacted differently to changes in water level in the supplying aquifer. ESPAM2.1 provides only 
one response function for the Rangen system, with a single discharge elevation. Currently (the 
2000s) the majority of the overall Rangen discharge occurs at an elevation of approximately 
3100 ft. , rather than the 3138 ft. assigned by ESPAM2.l. 

The conductance term assigned by ESPAM2.l to the Rangen drain is 419,036 ft2/day. The 
average conductance value for other springs in the Thousand Springs to Malad reach is 32,209 
ft2/day. Presumably, the relatively high Rangen conductance was necessary to produce the target 
flow with the relatively small head difference between the drain and the surrounding aquifer (1 
to 10 ft.). A more realistic elevation for the bulk of the Rangen discharges would certainly 
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change the calibrated conductance value, and would likely generate collateral changes in other 
model parameters and results. Recognition of the lower-elevation discharge of the Rangen 
system would generate a subdued response to small changes in aquifer water levels as are 
predicted to occur were groundwater pumping curtailed in the supplying aquifer. 

Figure 27 presents ESP AM2. l simulation of the water levels in the model cell containing the 
Rangen discharges, highlighting the 3150 ft. elevation (IDWR, 2011) of the Curren Tunnel 
discharge for comparison. As modeled, there would have been no discharge from the Curren 
Tunnel for the 88% of the time (1980 - 2008) that the aquifer water level was below the tunnel. 

This problem was encountered by IDWR (Wylie, 2012b) in their modeling of the " 1900 
Validation Scenario" . The ESP AM2.1 simulation of the 1900 aquifer water level in the Rangen 
cell was only 3136 ft. , leaving the overall Rangen (both tunnel and springs) discharge at zero, 
even though the ESPAM2.1 modeled discharge elevation is 3138 ft. 

A similar discrepancy was discussed above (p. 31) in relation to a spring in ESPAM2. l cell 36-
16, for which ESP AM2.1 provides no flow, despite a reported discharge of "> 10 cfs" . 

Koreny et al. (2006) , concluded "further refinement is needed" (in ES PAM 1.1) including the use 
of "multiple drains to represent multiple springs within a model cell" because "in reality , each 
model cell may contain numerous springs" which "makes the cumulative discharge behavior 
nonlinear because the springs at higher elevations will see larger flow declines than springs at 
lower elevations for the same head decline in the aquifer" . 

Again, while ESP AM2.1 may satisfactorily route aquifer recharge and discharge at the scale of 
the 150-mile wide aquifer, its ability to duplicate the details of individual cell flows and to 
predict the impacts on those flows of changes in the regional aquifer, is compromised by its 
generalization of potentially important local details. 

2. The relationship between aquifer water levels and Rangen discharge does not appear to be a 
simple, linear function. (See discussion above, p. 27.) Farmer (2009; pp. 40-41) noted that a 
"non-linear relationship may exist" between aquifer water levels and discharge at Rangen, 
analogizing the "U" shape of the paleo-channel at Rangen to a "V-notched weir", which has a 
strongly non-linear depth-to-flow response. Figure 17 is essentially the same graph presented to 
the Sept. 21 , 2009 ESHMC meeting by Jim Brannon of Leonard Rice Engineers, with the 
accompanying statement, "hydrographs are indicating some hydrogeologic controls that exhibit 
faster responses than regional scale aquifer head controls" . 

ESPAM2.1 is structurally incapable of modeling the relationships shown on Figures 17 and 18. 
Figure 28, for example, presents the data of Figure 18, expressed as deviations from an ideal, 
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linear model as required by ESP AM2. l 27
. The average error in the predicted discharge is 20% of 

the average discharge, and deviations as large as 50% are not uncommon. Because Figure 28 
uses well-measured, paired daily data (e.g. rather than monthly averages), and because the 
monitor well and discharge points are in near proximity, the relationship presented should be 
well controlled with respect to data-collection and location based errors. 

While the flow patterns reported for the Rangen groundwater discharges appear to conform 
qualitatively with a straightforward model of aquifer gradients, a more careful examination finds 
additional complexity that calls into question the ability of ESPAM2.1 modeling to confidently 
predict the impact of changes in aquifer levels on groundwater discharge at this location. 

Elevation Uncertainties 

The ES PAM 1.1 documentation states that, " It was agreed that the true elevations of the drains 
are unknown", and modeled elevations were arbitrarily set to 30 ft. lower than the model­
predicted water level elevation in the host model cell to keep cells from going dry (Cosgrove et 
al., 2006; p. 108). For ESPAM2. l , this conclusion was reversed, and the Rangen discharge was 
modeled with a single, fixed elevation, at 3138 ft. 

In 2011, HDR surveyed spring elevations for the development of ESPAM2. l (IDWR, 2011 ). 
Their Nov. 9, 201 I value for the "Currant Tunnel-Portal" was 3150 ft., with a stated vertical 
accuracy of "less than plus/minus 2 ft.". In reference to the HDR survey, however, IDWR 
(201 1) states, "the cell containing Curren Spring, has only one drain with an assigned elevation 
of 3138 feet from Covington and Weaver. The HDR survey did visit Curren Spring, but surveyed 
the "Tunnel Portal" which is not the low elevation of the spring. I visited Curren Spring and 
believe that significant water discharges from the below the tunnel. Therefore I recommend that 
the ESHMC continue using the 3,138-foot elevation." Recognizing that a single elevation did 
not properly reflect the Rangen discharge, Wylie apparently opted for a value an arbitrary 12 ft. 
lower as something of a compromise. 

The "3138" value is cited by Covington and Weaver (1990) for the "developed" "Rangen 
Spring". Farmer (2008 ; pp. 3,4; 3.6-ft elevation accuracy) cites, "where it discharges from the 
Curren Tunnel is 3145 feet". 

With an ESPAM2. I water level elevation for the Rangen cell ( 42-13) of 3144 ft. (the steady­
state model value), the "correct" elevation for the tunnel (either the HDR or Farmer elevation) 
produces no flow at all. Similarly, based on the average groundwater-level elevation reported by 
Farmer (2009) for the Rangen Monitor Well (3155 ft.), 588 ft. to the east of the tunnel outlet, the 
groundwater gradient between the well and the outlet of the Curren Tunnel is (3155-3145)/588 = 

27The linear function used here is a "best fit" (least-squares) to the data of Figure 18; 
ESPAM2. l explicitly models neither the Curren Tunnel discharge nor the Rangen Monitor Well 
aquifer levels. 
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0.0170. Substituting the HOR-reported elevation for the tunnel (3150 ft.) reduces the gradient to 
0.0085; use of the Covington and Weaver (and ESPAM2.1) elevation (3138 ft.) increases the 
gradient to 0.0289. In an ideal aquifer, discharge is a linear function of gradient. The implied 
discharge rates for these three gradients would vary by a factor of 3.4. 

On one hand, as long as ESP AM2.1 uses an internally consistent set of elevations for 
groundwater levels and discharge points, gradients and flows may still be correct. On the other 
hand, with small changes in gradient creating large changes in flow, the importance of accurate 
elevations and the ambiguity of model calibration targets adds to the uncertainty of model 
results. 

Elevation uncertainties and calibration of ESPAM2.1 to a Rangen discharge elevation 
understood to uniquely represent neither the Curren Tunnel nor the lower spring compromise the 
ability of ESP AM2. 1 to achieve a credible calibration and to accurately predict the impacts of 
small changes in aquifer water levels at this location. 

Snake River Gains. 

At the west edge of the study area, ESPAM2.J is ambivalent on the nature of the effective 
aquifer. While the model domain was reduced from that of ESP AM 1.1 to exclude connection to 
the Snake River through the Hagerman valley, under the Ralston (2008) interpretation that the 
Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer terminates at the rim and does not extend beneath the Hagerman 
valley to the Snake River (IDWR, 2009; p. 9), thi s design decision was effectively reversed by 
the inclusion of a series of general head boundaries (GHB) representing flow from the western 
terminus of the aquifer into the Snake Ri ver28

• 

In the development of the ESPAM2 groundwater model , the measured gains in flow between the 
Buhl and Lower Salmon Falls streamflow gages were found to significantly exceed the 
measured/estimated flow of the springs tributary to this reach. From the 1980 - 2008 average 
estimated river gain of 3370 cfs, 2463 cfs of spring inflow were subtracted to conclude the 
average groundwater inflow directly to the river channel averages 907 cfs (Wylie, 2012a). 

The 907 cfs of unaccounted-for groundwater discharges to the Buhl-to-Lower-Salmon-Falls 
reach were further disaggregated for the ESP AM2 modeling: subtraction of 494 cfs average 
measured just from the Thousand and Magic Springs model cells29

, and 63 cfs measured from the 
Blue Heart model cell specifically (Wylie, 2012a); left a 350 cfs average to spread across the 

28Flow to the Snake River is not explicit in the model , but the elevations of the general 
head boundaries and the calibration targets for these flows were developed based on the 
elevations and unaccounted-for underflow into the Snake River (Wylie, 2012a). 

29The values calculated from upstream and downstream gaging ranged from 224 to 765 
cfs. 
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remaining 14 model cells of the reach. The GHBs in model rows 37 - 41 are assigned identical 
elevations and conductances, and their ESPAM2.1-modeled discharges are nearly constant, all 
between 29 and 31 cfs. The row 42 GHB was given the same conductance, but a slightly higher 
elevation (reflecting the higher level of the river behind the Upper Salmon Falls Dam). 
ESP AM2. l-modeled discharge for that cell is nearly constant at 22 cfs. 

Thus, for the 6 model cells along the Hagerman Rim, ESPAM models 174 cfs of groundwater 
inflow into the Snake River in addition to the output of the observable springs. 

For most of the Buhl-to-Lower Salmon Falls reach, the Snake River channel has been eroded 
into Tertiary deposits (Kauffman et al., 2005; Othberg et al., 2005; Gillerman et al., 2005 ), 
suggesting the "non-spring" gaged gains are evidence of groundwater flow within deposits 
below the primary aquifer. Whether these gains are the result of groundwater flow into the 
channel from the Tertiary deposits, however, is confounded by the occurrence of over-the-rim 
basalt flows of the Quaternary aquifer and outcrop-obscuring talus at various locations. At Blue 
Heart Springs, geologic mapping suggests groundwater flow may be through the primary 
(Quaternary) aquifer. At Thousand I Magic Springs, a small area of Quaternary basalts are 
mapped down to river level, but for the most part, the Snake River channel is bounded by 
exposed Tertiary deposits. Covington and Weaver ((1990; springs #68 - #72) map a series of 
springs at river level just upstream of the Lower Salmon Falls gage, with a total estimated flow 
of approximately 20 cfs, identified with the upper contact of the Tertiary basalts (i.e. springs 
issuing from the Quaternary units)3°. 

Wylie (2012a; p. 5) states that "the underflow targets [for ESPAM calibration] will be average 
underflow for the model period (1980 - 2008)". Thus, a constant, average value is used to 
represent these flows in ESPAM2.1, despite the fact that the total gains through this reach have 
declined over the period, and include seasonal fluctuations of 700 cfs. 

In summary, the geographic distribution, source aquifer, and seasonal variations for 900 cfs of 
groundwater flow, over a 21-mile reach of the Snake River including most of the study area for 
the present report, are poorly understood and grossly reflected in the ESPAM2. l flows. At an 
average of 907 cfs, these flows constitutes 27%31 of the total groundwater discharge through the 
reach. Calibration of ESPAM2. l to this large component of groundwater discharge is thus 
subject to substantial uncertainty with respect to the local transmissivities and groundwater 
gradients produced by that calibration. 

30The status of these springs is unclear, as they fall outside the ESPAM2.1 model, but 
contribute to the "springs" portion of total reach gains above the Lower Salmon Falls gage. 

31 907 / 3370 = 27% (Wylie, 2012a) 
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Calibration Comparisons 

The calibration of ESP AM2. l is dealt with in detail by Brendecke (2012). In this section, select 
examples are drawn from the ESP AM2.1 reporting to illustrate discrepancies related to the issues 
discussed above. While groundwater flow models are rarely able to duplicate every variation in 
aquifer behavior, consistent errors in the same direction indicate a systematic fai lure to capture 
relevant characteristics of the groundwater system. ("Differences between simulated and 
measured head and spring discharge also indicate areas where model refinement is needed." 
(Garabedian, I 992; p. F3 I).) 

Figure 29 compares the ESPAM2. l-modeled aquifer water levels with the calibration well 
closest to Rangen, PEST #98932

• The modeled levels are consistently around 25 ft. lower than 
the measured levels at this point in the aquifer. Groundwater flow to the Rangen "drain" is 
controlled by the difference in water level between the aquifer and the "drain" elevation. (This 
difference is the groundwater "gradient" .) Because ESPAM2.1 underestimates this gradient, it 
must overestimate the aquifer transmissi vity and/or drain conductance value by a compensating 
amount to simulate the observed Rangen discharge. Higher transmissivities and conductance 
values make groundwater discharge from a cell more sensitive to changes in aquifer water levels, 
e.g. as are projected to occur as a result of groundwater pumping curtailment. 

Figure 30 compares the ESPAM2.1-modeled discharge at Rangen with the reported estimates of 
actual flow for the 2000s30

. Over this period: 1) the model consistently overpredicts the flow; 2) 
modeled seasonal fluctuations generally exceed those observed; and 3) ESP AM2. I consistently 
predicts the month of lowest flow 3 months earlier than it actually occurs. 

The general overprediction of Ran gen flows suggests local ESPAM2.1 transmissi vi ties are too 
high, the drain conductance assigned to the Rangen discharge is too high, modeled aquifer water 
levels are too high, the assigned drain elevation is too low, or some combination of these factors. 

Potential reasons for ESPAM2.1 's overprediction of annual fluctuations include incorrect 
elevations, incorrect modeling of a multiple-elevation discharge, incorrect aquifer storage 
properties , and incorrect modeling of aquifer recharge and/or discharge (e.g. recharge from 
surface irrigation operations, precipitation recharge, groundwater irrigation extractions). 

Errors in the timing of the annual cycle of discharge may be generated by many of these same 
factors. Rogers (2012) has analyzed the relationship between seasonal flow fluctuations and the 
operation of the Rangen fish-rearing facilities. He evaluated the relationship between annual 
cycles in the water demands of Rangen fish production and annual cycles in the availability of 
groundwater discharge. A "bottleneck" in the Rangen operation occurs when demands are high 
and supplies are low. A multi-month difference in the timing of seasonal low flows may have a 

32From IDWR spreadsheet, "ESPAM2_ESPAM21.XLS" 
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significant effect on the assessment of the impacts to Rangen of the curtailment scenarios 
generated using ESPAM2. l. 

Figure 3 compares the ESPAM2.1-modeled discharge for the Buhl-to-Lower Salmon Falls reach 
of the Snake River ( which includes the Ran gen discharge) with the reported estimates of actual 
flow for the 2000s30

. Over this period, the model consistently overpredicts the flow, by 170 cfs 
on average. Also, the model produces a seasonal range of flows generally less than 100 cfs, 
compared with measured seasonal fluctuations in excess of 300 cfs. During the 1980s, 
ESPAM2. l consistently underestimates these flows, suggesting the calibration to constant 
monthly values has compromised its ability to address either long-term or seasonal discharge 
relationships. 

Figure 32 presents ESPAM2.1-modeled discharge through the GHBs for the Magic and 
Thousand Springs model cells (43-12 and 44-12), and includes the specific measurements from 
which the ESPAM2. l treatment of reach gains in this reach was developed (Wylie, 2012a). As 
above, the very generalized nature of ESPAM2. I treatment of this component of the 
groundwater balance is obvious. 
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Figure 2 - Study Area Geology 
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Figure 5 - Rangen Conceptual Model 
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Figure 6 - Potentiometric Surface for the Eastern Snake 
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Figure 13 - Rangen Groundwater Discharge Cross-Section 
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Figure 15 - Rangen Area Groundwater Elevations 
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Figure 17 - Rangen System Discharge and Aquifer Water Level Elevation 
8/6/1985 - 5/4/2009; Well 7S 14E 33 8881 

Average Discharge = 28 cfs 

50 

-1/) -~ 40 
Q) 
C, ... 
(IS 
s::. 
(.) 
1/) 

i5 
E 30 
Q) 

1ii 
>­en 
C: 
Q) 

g> 20 
(IS 

cc 

10 

0 

3158 3160 

• • • • • 
• ••• • • • • 14 I .. . . 

3162 

• • 
• • • 

"T 

3164 

• • • . : 
• . ... ~,.. ..... ...... ..... . -:· • • . ._.__ 

• • •• • 
• •• 

• ., • • ••• • 
• 

• 5 ft range • 

3166 3168 

Aquifer Water Level Elevation (ft) 

• 
' ~ .. 
• • • 

32 cfs range 

• 
• 

• • 
• 

3170 

• • 
• 

• 

3172 3174 



Figure 18 - Curren Tunnel Discharge and Aquifer Water Level Elevation 
8/6/2008 -1/31/2012; Rangen Monitor Well 7S 14E 32 SENW 

Average Discharge = 4.0 cts 
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1.0 Introduction 

Expert Report 
Dated December 21, 2012 

Prepared for the 
City of Pocatello 

On December 13, 2011 , Rangen, Inc. ("Rangen'') fi led a Petition for Delivery Call (" Rangen 

Petition,'' or "Rangen Call") with the Idaho Department of Water Resources (" IDWR'") seeking 

curtailment of ground water rights in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer ("ESPA") with priority 

dates junior to Rangen's water right nos. 36-02551 (July 13, 1962 priority) and 36-07694 (April 

I 2, 1977 priority). As part of the petition, Rangen requested that the Director: 

A. find that Rangen has suffered, and will suffer, material injury as a result of junior­
priority ground water pumping in the areas encompassed by ESPAM2; 

B. administer and distribute waler in the areas encompassed by ESPAM2 in accordance 
with the prior appropriation doctrine as required by J.C.§ 42-602: 

C. order the water masters of the areas encompassed by ESPAM2 lo curtail junior­
priority ground water pumping as necessa,y to deliver Rangen's water in accordance 
with the prior appropriation doctrine. See J.C.§ 42-607. 

D. order immediate curtailment before any hearing is held because: (i) immediate 
curtailment is necessary to secure an important government or public interest. to-wit, 
the guaranteed delivery of water rights obtained under the laws of the State of Idaho: 
(ii) there is a need for prompt action in that junior diversions continue lo prevent 
Rangen's ability to obtain all its decreed water flows; and (iii) the State of Idaho, by 
and through its Department of Water Resources and Director, has a duly lo supervise 
the allotment of both surface and ground water to those diverting water for any 
beneficial purpose,· and 

E. [f the Department does not order immediate curtailment, then convene a timely 
hearing of this matter be.fore .further damage is done by junior-priority ground water 
pumping 

On May 29, 2012, IDWR entered an Order that designated the City of Pocatello ("Pocatello" or 

--city") as a respondent in the Rangen Call. Unlike in prior delivery calls, IDWR has not issued 

a preliminary order assessing the merits of the call. 

4 



The Rangen Research Hatchery, also known as the Rangen Aquaculture Research Center 

("Rangen Hatchery"), is located at the headwaters of Billingsley Creek approximately four miles 

southeast of Hagerman, Idaho. Figure 1-1 is a map showing the locations of the Rangen 

Hatchery and the City of Pocatello ("Pocatello"). Pocatello has an interest in the case because its 

municipal water supply is derived primarily from wells, many of which are junior to Rangen's 

1962 and I 977 priority water rights that are the subject of the delivery call. This report was 

prepared to provide technical information relevant to the Rangen Call and to support Pocatello's 

response and defense against the delivery call. 

Section 2 of the report describes the Rangen Hatchery and summarizes historical records of 

Rangen's water use. Section 3 discusses the source of supply for Rangen's water rights. Section 

4 summarizes fish production records disclosed by Rangen. Section 5 summarizes research data 

that were obtained from Rangen . Section 6 summarizes water quality data that is submitted by 

Rangen in compliance with its NPDES discharge permit. Section 7 describes Pocatello 's water 

system, its reliance on ground water as a primary source of municipal water supply, and its 

ground water rights that are potentially subject to curtailment as a result of Rangen Call. Section 

8 analyzes the effect of Pocatello's pumping on the Curren Spring. Section 9 lists the 

information that was relied on in preparing the report. 

2.0 Rangen Hatchery 

Rangen is primarily a producer and supplier of fish feed to fi sh hatcheries. The Rangen 

Hatchery was developed so that Rangen cou ld conduct research to improve its fish feed. 

Commercial production of fish for sale to fish processors also became a function of the Rangen 

Hatchery, with production reaching a peak of almost 800,000 pounds in 1988. There has been 

little research performed at the Rangen Hatchery in recent years, and the hatchery is operated 

primarily to supply fi sh to the Idaho Power Company ("Idaho Power") for the fish stocking 

requirements that are part of its FERC licenses for hydropower production on the Snake River. 
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The Rangen Hatchery is located in the Hagerman Valley just below the rim of the Snake River 

canyon as shown in Figure 2-1. An aerial photograph of the Rangen facility is provided in 

Figure 2-2. The facility is comprised of a Hatch House and Greenhouse (aka Research Lab), 

which are indoor facilities; and three sets of outdoor raceways identified from upstream to 

downstream as the Small Raceways, the Large Raceways, and the CTR Raceways. 

The fish rearing facilities are supplied water from a complex of springs known as the Curren 

Spring located immediately east of the hatchery. The Curren Spring is comprised of two 

components, (I) the Martin-Curren Tunnel ("Curren Tunnel" aka "Curran Tunnel") located 

approximately 60 feet below the canyon rim, and (2) other springs that emerge at various 

locations from the talus slope below the Curren Tunnel. The Curren Spring is one of many 

spring complexes between Kimberly and the Malad River that are surface expressions of ground 

water flow from the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer ("£SPA"). 

A photograph of the Curren Tunnel diversion complex is shown in Figure 2-3. Rangen ' s 

domestic water supply is diverted through a four- inch white PVC pipeline that originates inside 

of the Curren Tunnel as shown on the right side of Figure 2-3. Two larger white PVC pipes in 

the center of Figure 2-3 emerge from a collection box and provide a portion of the water supply 

to the Rangen Hatchery. The white pipe to the left labeled "HH/GH/SR" transmits water by 

gravity to a splitter box further down the hill where the water can be (a) diverted into a steel 

pipeline that flows to the Hatch House, Greenhouse, and Small Raceways, or (b) discharged onto 

the hill side where the Curren Tunnel flow mixes with the flow from the springs that emerge from 

the talus slope below the tunnel. The white pipe on the right side of the collection box labeled 

"Lower" also discharges Curren Tunnel flow to the hillside where it comingles with the flow 

from the talus springs. 

The Curren Tunnel was also originally the source for three other irrigation pipelines not 

associated with the Rangen Hatchery. These pipelines, marked as "Irrigation Pipelines" in 

Figure 2-3, extend south from the collection box along the hillside to farms southwest of the 

Rangen Hatchery. In 2003, the Sandy Pipeline was constructed by IOWA to provide a substitute 
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source of irrigation water to the other Curren Tunnel users for the purpose of mitigating impacts 

from pumping on the Curren T unnel flow that was avai lable to Rangen. Other than a small 

amount of domestic water that reportedly is still diverted through one of the irrigation pipelines, 

water from the Curren Tunnel is now used solely to supply the Rangen facility . 

A schematic diagram showing how water flows through the fish-rearing facilities is shown in 

Figure 2-4. There are two sources of "first use" water to the Rangen faci lity. Water from the 

Curren Tunnel is piped to the Hatch House, the Greenhouse, and the Small Raceways 

(col lectively referred to as the " upper facilities"). The upper facilities operate in parallel, with no 

opportunity for reuse from one facility to another (e.g., water used in the Hatch House cannot be 

used in the Greenhouse or Small Raceways). 

The portion of the Curren Tunnel flow that is not sent to the upper facilities (i.e., the discharges 

to the hillside from the Rangen pipelines described above) plus the flow from the talus springs 

below the Curren Tunnel collects in a basin adjacent to the Hatch House and Greenhouse, and 

these flows are avai lable for diversion at Rangen's lower diversion facil ity for delivery to the 

Large Raceways. The outflow from the Small Raceways can be discharged to Billingsley Creek 

or reused by delivery to the Large Raceways. The outflow from the Large Raceways is the sole 

source of supply to the CTR Raceways. 

2.1 Water Rights 

According to the Rangen Petition, there are five water rights that supply water to the Rangen 

facility as shown in Table 2-1. The two most senior water rights (36- 134B and 36-l 35A) are 

each decreed for less than 0.1 cubic feet per second ("cfs") for domestic and irrigation uses. 

Rangen has not placed a delivery call for these rights. 

There are three water rights that provide water to the fish hatchery, and the decreed source for 

each of these is the Martin-Curren Tunnel. The most senior of the three rights (36- 1550 I) is 

decreed for 1.46 cfs with a priority date of July I, 1957. Rangen has not placed a del ivery call for 

the 1957 right because there has reportedly always been enough water to fill it. The other two 
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water rights that supply the fi sh hatchery are 36-2551 for 48.54 cfs with a priority date of July 

13, 1962, and 36-7694 for 26 cfs with a priority date of April 12, 1977. Rangen claims these two 

water rights are being injured by junior ground water pumping from the ESPA, and these rights 

are the subject of Rangen's delivery call. 

At the bottom of Table 2-1 there is a summary of the senior irrigation water rights that formerly 

diverted from the Curren Tunnel to supply the irrigation pipelines that extend to the south, but 

which now are supplied water delivered through the North Side Canal via the Sandy Pipeline. 

Water from the Curren Tunnel can still be used to supply these senior irrigation water rights if 

there is insufficient water from the Sandy Pipeline. There reportedly has been little if any water 

diverted from the Curren Tunnel under these irrigation water rights in recent years. 

2.2 Historical Flow Records 

Historical records of the flow avai lable for use at the Rangen facility were disclosed by Rangen 

in response to written discovery request and requests made during depositions of Rangen 

employees. The following is general description of the records that have been provided by 

Rangen: 

• Monthly handwritten records of total hatchery flow from 1966 - 2012, 
• Weekly handwritten records of total hatchery flow from 1981 - 20 12, 
• Weekly e lectron ic records of total hatchery flow from 1996 - 20 12, 
• Monthly electronic records of Ma11in-Curren Tunnel flow to irrigation pipelines from 

1992 - 1996, and 
• Monthly electronic records of total Martin-Curren Tunnel flow from 1994 - January 

2009. 

Rangen flow data were also obtained from IDWR as fo llows: 

• Weekly electronic flow data measured at the Large Raceways, CTR Raceways, and 
Bi llingsley Creek Dam from 198 1 - November 2003, 

• Daily data of total Rangen flow from March 1995 - present, and 
• Daily data of total Ma11in-Curren Tunnel flow from September 8, 1993 - 2011. 

During depositions, the Rangen employees reported that the flow available to Rangen is diverted 

either at the Curren Tunnel diversion or at a headgate located in a collection area below the 

tunnel and adjacent to the Hatch House. Flow through the Rangen facility is currently 
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determined as the sum of (a) the measured flow in each of the CTR Raceways, and (b) the flow 

at a check dam in Billingsley Creek adjacent to the CTR Raceways ("Dam"). 

Rangen's consultant, Leonard Rice Engineers, Inc. ("LRE"), tabulated the hand-written and 

electronic hatchery flow records from 1966 - 2009 and entered them into a spreadsheet. Notes 

in the handwritten records show that there were variations in where the flows were measured. 

From 1966 - 1980, documentation in the handwritten records is not sufficient to determine 

where the total flow measurements were collected. From 1981 - 2009, the total Rangen flow 

was calculated by summing the flows measured or estimated at various locations as follows: 

Period Flow computed as: 

1981 - 1983 Sum of (a) [CTR+ Large Raceway flows] / 2, (b) 
" fishout/creek," and ( c) estimated farmers flow 

1984 - 1991 Sum of (a) [CTR+ Large Raceway flows] / 2, (b) 
Dam flow, and (c) estimated farmers flow 

1992 - 1993 Sum of (a) [CTR+ Large Raceway flows] / 2, and (b) 
estimated farmers flow 

1994- 1996 Sum of (a) [CTR + Large Raceway+ Dam flows] / 2, 
and (b) estimated farmers flow 

1997 Sum of (a) CTR Raceway flows and (b) Dam flows 

1998 Sum of (a) CTR Raceway flows (b) Dam flows and 
( c) estimated farmers flow 

1999 - 2009 Sum of (a) CTR Raceway flows and (b) Dam flows 

From March 1995 - 2011 , there are daily Rangen flow records available from IDWR. Total 

hatchery flows in the IDWR records were computed as described above, but the monthly average 

flows do not match the values contained in the LRE spreadsheet. For the period of concurrent 

IDWR and LRE records from 1995 - 2009, the differences in monthly flows range as high as 5.0 

cfs and average 0.2 cfs. 
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In Finding of Fact No. 76 in the May 19, 2005 Second Amended Order ("2005 Order") issued in 

response to the prior Rangen delivery call , the Director found that " ... measurements of flows 

through hatchery raceways reported by Rangen may be systematically about 10 percent lower 

than actual flows." This finding was based on a December 15, 2003 memorandum from Cindy 

Yenter to Karl Dreher that compared measurements of Rangen flows made by IDWR staff to the 

flows reported by Rangen. There is insufficient information contained in the 2003 memorandum 

to fully understand the reasons why IDWR concluded that the Rangen staff was under-measuring 

the flow. In addition, the period of the flow records that may be affected by the under­

measurement is also unknown. In any event, there appears to be some uncertainty about the 

accuracy of the historical Ran gen flow records. 

T he handwritten Rangen flow records from 1981 - 2012 typically include one measurement for 

each week. The weekly flow measurements were averaged by Rangen to compute a monthly 

average flow. In contrast, the IDWR estimated the daily flows between the weekly flow 

measurements by assuming the flow remained the same until the next measurement. IDWR 

computed an average monthly flow by averaging the measured and estimated daily flows during 

the month. For purposes of the data summaries described in this report, the LRE dataset was 

used for 1966 - February 1995 and 2012, and the IDWR dataset was used from March 1995 -

2011. 

The reported monthly average Rangen flows from January 1966 - November 2011 are 

summarized in Table 2-2. The annual average Rangen flow increased from 50 cfs in 1967 to a 

maximum of 58.7 cfs in l 972, and then declined to a minimum of 12.3 cfs in 2005. The flow has 

recovered since that time to an annual average of 15.0 cfs in 2011. The highest reported monthly 

average flow was 76.1 cfs in October 1972 and the lowest recorded monthly flow was 10. 7 cfs in 

July and August of 2005. 

Monthly average hi storical Rangen flows from 1966 - 2012 are plotted in Figure 2-5. The flows 

vary seasonally with the minimum flow occurring in the spring or summer and the maximum 
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flow occurring in the fall. The seasonal variation in flow was approximately 35 cfs in the late 

I 960s and early 1970s, and has decreased to approximately IO cfs as the Rangen flows have 

declined. In addition to the seasonal flow variations, there have also been longer term cycles in 

the Rangen flows. The flows rose through the late 1960s and reached a peak in 1972. This was 

followed by declining flows through 1981 , increases in flows from I 982 - 1986, decreases in 

flow from I 987 - I 993, increases from 1994 - I 997 and decreases from I 998 - 2005. Since 

2005, the flows have recovered slightly with greater increases in the fall peak. 

In addition to the reduction in the seasonal flow variations described above, there has also been a 

shift in the timing of the low flow point in the annual flow hydrograph. Figure 2-6 contains line 

graphs illustrating the monthly average flows for five earliest years of record ( 1966 - 1970) and 

five recent years of record (2007 - 2011 ). During the earlier period in the mid- and late-I 960s, 

the monthly average flow typically reached a minimum between April and May. With the 

decline in spring flows that have occurred during the last several decades, the minimum flow 

typically occurs in July. There has been a more subtle sh ift in the timing of the peak of the 

Rangen flow hydrograph. In the 1960s the peak flow typica lly occurred in October, while in 

recent years the peak flow has shifted more towards November. 

The total reported flow through the Rangen faci lity represents the sum of the flow diverted at the 

Curren Tunnel and the additional flow from various springs that emerge below the tunnel and is 

collected and diverted at Rangen 's lower diversion facility that supplies the Large Raceways and 

CTR Raceways. In September I 993, IDWR began measuring and reporting the flow of the 

Curren Tunnel. Figure 2-7 shows the total reported flow through the hatchery, the flow 

measured at the Curren Tunnel, and the difference, which is the flow that originates below the 

tunnel. From 1993 - 2011 , the Curren Tunnel flows averaged 40 percent of the total Rangen 

flow. Since 2001, the Curren Tunnel flow has comprised approximately 30 percent of the total 

Rangen flow. 

The total flow necessary to satisfy Rangen's 1962 water right is 50 cfs, including 1.46 cfs for 

Rangen ' s 1957 water right. Another 22 cfs, for a total of 72 cfs, is necessary to fully satisfy 
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Rangen's 1977 water right. Assuming the flows of the Curren Spring in I 962 were similar to the 

flows that existed during the middle and late I 960s as shown in Figures 2-5 and 2-6, it appears 

there wo uld have been sufficient flow at the time of appropriation to fully satisfy Rangen's 1962 

water right from January through July, but insufficient flow would have existed during August 

through December. 

The repo1ted monthly average flow in April 1977 was 35.2 cfs, and this is far less than would 

have been necessary to supply any portion of Ran gen ' s Apri I 12, 1977 priority water right. The 

highest monthly average flow reported in 1977 was 47.1 cfs. Based on Rangen' s diversion 

records, there was no flow available in 1977 for Rangen to appropriate on top of its 1962 water 

right. 

In Finding of Fact No. 63 in 2005 Order, the Director stated the following: 

Based on avai lable records, there was not water avail able for appropriation at the 
time or subsequent to the date of appropriation for water right no. 36-07694. 
Therefore, the Department erred in licensing water right no. 36-07694, and shou ld 
not have recommended thi s right for decree in the SRBA. Nonetheless, since the 
SRBA District Court decreed water right no. 36-07964, Rangen may be entitled to 
divert water under this right when such water is physically avai lable. However, 
because water was not avai lable to appropriate on the date of appropriation for 
water right no. 36-07694, Rangen may not be entitled to have a delivery call 
recognized against j un ior priority water rights. 

As described above, the reported total Rangen flow has typically been computed as the sum of 

(a) the flow in the Large Raceways, CTR Raceways, or an average the two, and (b) the flow over 

the Dam in Billingsley Creek. Figure 2-8 summarizes the weekly spot flow measurements 

reported by Rangen from 1981 - 2003 for the Large Raceways, the Small Raceway, and the 

Dam. During thi s period, the flows at the Dam averaged 3.8 cfs, and ranged from an annual 

average of 1.34 cfs in 2003 to 6.4 cfs in 1986. The Dam flows represented an average of 13.6 

percent of the tota l Rangen flow, ranging from an annual average of 6.9 percent in 1983 to 22.4 

percent in 1993. It is unknown how much of the Dam flow was water bypassed at the lower 

Rangen diversion structure and how much was natural inflow or irrigation return flows to 

Billingsley Creek between the lower diversion structure and the Dam. 
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2.3 Facility Capacities 

Fish production data and other information provided by Rangen were reviewed to identify the 

flow capacity of the rearing facilities at the Rangen Hatchery. Research reports obtained from 

Rangen (see Section 5.0) indicate maximum trough flows of 35 gallons per minute ("gpm") in 

the past while the more recent Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries (see Section 4.0) 

typically show maximum trough flows of 28 gpm. Based on these data, the combined flow 

capacity of the twelve hatchery troughs is in the range of 336 gpm to 420 gpm (0 .75 cfs to 0.94 

cfs). 

The maximum flows for the Greenhouse barrels reported in the research documents are 11.5 gpm 

per barrel , while Doug Ramsey testified in his deposition that the barrels are typically run at 8 

gpm per barrel. Based on this information, the total flow capacity of the Greenhouse barrels 

ranges from 192 gpm to 276 gpm (0.43 cfs to 0.62 cfs). 

The flow data contained in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries were reviewed to 

assess the flow capac ities of the raceways. The average and maximum reported flows in each of 

the Small Raceways, Large Raceways, and CTR Raceways are summarized in Figure 2-9. As 

shown in the diagram included in Figure 2-9, there are five raceways in each of the four Small 

Raceway strings. Water flows through two sets of parallel narrow raceways (e.g., #1, #2, #9, and 

# 10), and then the flow is combined into a wide raceway ( e.g., # 17). Doug Ramsey testified in 

his deposition that flow can be introduced at the head of any of the narrow smal I raceways (i.e., 

# 1 - # 16). This is why the flow records sometimes show a greater flow in the second of two 

narrow raceways in series ( e.g., the flow in #9 is greater than the flow in # I). 

The total capacity of the Rangen raceways was estimated by multiplying the maximum flow 1 in 

the raceways that are currently in use by the total number of raceways that exist as follows: 

1 The maximum per raceway flow was computed at the maximum of the combined total reported 
flow for each type of raceways divided by the number of raceways in use at the time. 
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• Small Raceways - Capacity computed as the maximum wide raceway flow (2.68 cfs) 
multiplied by four wide raceways resulting in a total capacity of I 0.7 cfs. 

• Large Raceways - Capacity computed as the maximum reported flow (4.82 cfs) 
multiplied by ten parallel raceway strings resulting in a total capacity of 48.2 cfs. 

• CTR Raceways - Capacity computed as the maximum repo1ted flow in (17.26 cfs) 
multiplied by four raceway strings resulting in a total capacity of 69.0 cfs. Without the 
CTR Raceway that is currently being used as a waste pond, the total capacity of the three 
remaining CTR Raceways is 51.8 cfs. 

The foregoing calculations indicate that the total current flow capacity of the Rangen facility is 

slightly greater than 50 cfs, which is the combined flow rate of Rangen ' s 1957 and 1962 priority 

water rights. Therefore, Rangen has little capacity in its existing facilities to convey any of the 

additional 22 cfs associated with the 1977 priority water right. 

Additional discussion of the Rangen flows is provided in Section 4.0 in conjunction with the fish 

production data that were disclosed by Rangen. 

3.0 Source of Water 

The water source is a key element of a water right that defines what water a user is entitled to 

divert. The decreed source of water for a ll of the Rangen water rights is the Martin-Curren 

Tunnel. Since the source element of the decree does not appear to include the sources beyond 

the Curren Tunnel , it is not clear that Rangen can demand curtailment to satisfy deliveries 

associated with the springs below the Curren Tunnel that supply the Large Raceways and CTR 

Raceways. The IDWR Director needs to interpret Rangen ' s partial decrees to determine the 

appropriate scope of the Rangen delivery call. 

4.0 Rangen Fish Production Data 

Rangen disclosed incomplete records of fish production in various forms for the period from 

1972 - 2012 in response to written discovery requests and requests made during depositions of 

the Rangen lay witnesses. The following is a list of the various types of data reports that were 

provided, and examples of the various reports are contained in the referenced appendices: 
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• Daily Fish Sales Tickets (Appendix A) - Receipts for individual sales of fish to Idaho 
Power, Sea Pac, and others. The records typically list the date, the pounds of fi sh, and 
the raceway from which the fish were obtained. These records were provided for the 
period from 1998 - 2002, and 2005 - 20 I I (missing months in 1998 and 2002). 

• Daily Feed & Mort Reports (Appendix B) - Reports summarizing the daily feed use 
(pounds) and the number of fish mortalities for each raceway. These records were 
provided from 1992, 1995, 1996, and 2002 - 2012 (missing months in 1995 and 1996). 

• Monthly Hatchery Reports (Appendix C)- Monthly reports summarizing the overall fish 
inventory, mortalities, feed use, fish sales, water flow, and other information. These 
reports are typically hand-written and were provided from 1987 - 2003 and 2005 - 2012 
(missing months in 1992, 1993, 2002, 2003, 2005, and 2012). 

• Monthly Fish Sale Summary Reports (Appendix D) - Summaries of the daily fi sh sales 
for each month. These reports were provided from 1987 - 2011. 

• Monthly Fish Inventory Reports (Appendix E) - Summaries of the beginning and end of 
month fish contained in each raceway by number and pounds, the quantities of fi sh added 
and removed, feed use, mortalities, and other parameters. These reports were provided 
from 1994 - 2003 and 2005 - 2010 (missing months in 1994, 200 I, and 2005). 

• Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries (Appendix F) - Detailed fish production 
data are contained in monthly reports from August 2006 - July 2012 to summarize the 
production of trout to satisfy Rangen's contracts with Idaho Power. The monthly reports 
document development of the fish for delivery to Jdaho Power in the spring and fall. The 
reports summarize for each Trough and Raceway in use (a) the number, weight, and 
mean length of fish , (b) the mortalities, feed use, weight gain, and increase in length since 
the last report, and (c) the computed Density Index and Flow Index. Rangen 's contract 
with Idaho Power requires that the Dens ity Index not exceed 0.3 and the Flow Index not 
exceed 0.8. Rangen did not provide production reports for another Idaho Power contract 
that requires delivery of 8,000 pounds of fish in late May or early June each year. Graphs 
of the information reported in the Hatchery Production Summaries are attached in 
Appendix G. 

• Annual Fish Production Report (Appendix H) - Report summarizing annual values of 
available flow rate, average inventory, fi sh production, feed use, fish production. and 
average flow rate from 1972 - I 989 (fi scal year from July - June). 

Figure 4-1 is a bar chart that summarizes the years for which the above records were provided, 

and this chart ill ustrates the gaps in the data provided by Rangen. Most of the above information 

was provided in paper format, much of which was handwritten. Certain of the paper fish 
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production data were input to spreadsheets and summary tables and charts were prepared to 

illustrate the Rangen operations. 

Summaries of the annual Rangen fish production from 1972 - 2011 are provided in Figure 4-2 . 

The upper chart in Figure 4-2 shows the annual Rangen fish production in pounds along with the 

mean annual flow of the Curren Spring. While there was a downward trend in the annual 

average Curren Spring flow during the 1970s and 1980s, Rangen 's fish production increased 

during the same period. This was followed by a precipitous decline in production from 772,000 

pounds in 1988 to 218,000 pounds in 1994. Production increased again through the early 2000s, 

averaging 392,000 pounds from 1998 - 200 I. This was followed by another sharp decline when 

production fell to approximately 200,000 pounds and remained at that level from 2002 - 2007. 

Production fell again to its current level of approximately 140,000 pounds in 2008. 

The lower cha1t in Figure 4-2 shows the computed annual fish production in thousand pounds 

per cfs ("lbs/cfs"), and for discussion purposes, this metric is defined as "production efficiency." 

Rangen ' s production efficiency generally increased through the 1970s and 1980s reaching a peak 

in 1988 at about 20,000 lbs/cfs, and this resulted in Rangen's fish production increasing at the 

same time the Curren Spring flow was declining. A sharp decline in production efficiency 

occurred in the early 1990s reaching a minimum in 1994 at 9,400 lbs/cfs. Production efficiency 

gradually increased again starting in the mid- I 990s, reaching 17,200 lbs/cfs in 2005, before it 

fell sharply in 2008 to its current level of about I 0,000 lbs/cfs. 

The relatively low current production efficiency appears to be due in part to the flow and density 

criteria for the fish deli vered to Idaho Power which suppresses the amount of fish that Rangen 

could otherwise raise. In addition, Rangen reportedly disposed of three other fi sh rearing 

facilities in the Magic Valley after the early 2000s that were reportedly used to assist with the 

fish production at the Rangen Hatchery by providing additional rearing space for portions of the 

fish production cycle. 
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The upper chart in Figure 4-3 shows the fish production that could have occurred at Rangen if 

the production efficiency had been at 15,000 lbs/cfs and 20,000 lbs/cfs during the entire 1972 -

201 J period. The lower chart in Figure 4-3 shows the difference between the fish production 

that could have occurred at the 15,000 lbs/cfs and 20,000 lbs/cfs production efficiency levels 

compared to the actual historical production. 

Figure 4-4 summarizes the monthly fish sales and end-of-month fish inventory in pounds from 

January 1987 - July 2012. The sum of these two monthly amounts represents the pounds of fish 

that were contained in the Rangen Facility at some time each month. The blue bars in Figure 4-

4 represent sales to Idaho Power and the red bars are sales to others. Rangen is currently 

contracted to deliver fish to Idaho Power three times per year with 72,000 fish delivered in the 

Spring (March), 72,500 fish delivered in the Fall (October), and 8,000 pounds of fish delivered 

in late May or early June. The current contract between Rangen and Idaho Power was signed in 

June 2011. The only contracts provided by Rangen prior to 2011 were contracts back to 2006 for 

the 8,000 pounds of fish delivered in late May or early June. However, review of the records of 

sales to Idaho Power show a pattern of March and October delivery back to 2006. 

Table 4-1 is a summary of the March and October fish sales to Idaho Power from Spring 2007 -

Spring 2012. Also shown in Table 4-1 are data from the Idaho Power Hatchery Production 

Summaries for the Large and CTR Raceways at or near the time of the sales including (a) the 

date of the report, (b) the number of fish , ( c) the weight of the fish, ( d) the mean length of the 

fish, and (e) the mean number of fish per pound. 

Rangen's records of sales to Idaho Power are reported in pounds of fish rather than number of 

fish described in the 2011 contract. The number of fish involved in the spring and fall sales to 

Idaho Power were estimated by multiplying the reported pounds of fish sold to Idaho Power in 

each March and October by the corresponding average number of fish per pound from the Jdaho 

Power Hatchery Production Summaries. The results are shown in the second column from the 

right in Table 4-1. From 2007 to 2011 , Rangen sold an estimated average of 148,000 fish per 

year to Idaho Power, with an average of 85,000 fish in the Spring and an average of 64,000 fish 
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in the Fall. The estimated average annual sale of fish to Idaho Power during 2007 - 2011 

(148,000 fish) is close to the current contract amount of 144,250 fish for the Spring and Fall 

deliveries. It appears that the 2011 contract with Idaho Power has leveled the Spring and Fall 

deliveries compared to the deliveries in the past that were greater in the Spring than the Fall. 

The following is a summary of the pounds of fish sold to Idaho Power and to others since 2006. 

Year 
2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

Average 

Rangen Fish Sales (lbs) 

2006 - 2011 

Sales to Sales to 
Idaho Power Others 

56,700 150,400 

64,100 119,500 

71,900 61,000 

75,300 59,500 

74,300 80,600 

72,600 69,300 

69,200 90,000 

Total Sales 
207,000 

183,600 

132,900 

134,800 

154,900 

141 ,900 

159,200 

Rangen sold to others an average of 90,000 pounds per year beyond what it so ld to Idaho Power. 

As described above, Rangen 's contracts with Idaho Power req uire it to raise fi sh with a Density 

Index not to exceed 0.3 and a Flow Index not to exceed 0.8. Figures 4-5 and 4-6 summarize the 

Density Index and Flow Jndex values, respectively, contained in the Idaho Power Hatchery 

Production Summaries since 2006. The data in Figures 4-5 and 4-6 are color coded with the 

production cycles for the spring and fall deliveries of ten-inch fish shown in blue and red, 

respectively. The shape of the marker denotes where the index was computed (Troughs, Small 

Raceways, Large Raceways, or CTR Raceways). Rangen typicall y only computed the Density 

Index and Flow Index values when the fish were in the Small Raceways, Large Raceways, or 

CTR Raceways. The only times that Flow Index and Density Index values were reported for the 
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Troughs was in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries for the 2007 spring and fall 

production cycles. 

The Density Index data in Figure 4-5 indicate that the 0.3 limit in the Idaho Power contract is 

sometimes reached while the fish are in the Small Raceways, and this likely necessitates moving 

the fish to the large raceways. After several months in the Large Raceways, the Density Index 

limit is occasionally approached again, requiring some fish to be moved to the CTR Raceways. 

In contrast, the Flow Index data in Figure 4-6 reveal that the 0.8 limit is not approached while 

the fish are in Small Raceways. Only towards the end of the production cycle when the fish are 

in the Large Raceways is the Flow Index limit approached, and this is likely another reason that 

fi sh are occasionally transferred from the Large Raceways to the CTR Raceways. 

The Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries are typically prepared monthly, and include 

daily flow measurements made on the date of the report in each raceway containing Idaho Power 

fish. Figure 4-7 summarizes the daily flow measurements contained in the monthly reports 

using the same symbols and color-coding used in Figures 4-5 and 4-6. Also shown in Figure 4-

7 are the daily measured Curren Tunnel flow and total Rangen flow. As described above, the 

water supply for the Hatch House Troughs and the Small Raceways is provided from the Curren 

T unnel. Comparison of the Curren Tunnel flows to the daily spot flow measurements for the 

Troughs and Small Raceways indicates the extent to which the Curren Tunnel flows are being 

fully utilized. Similarly, comparison of the total Rangen flows to the spot measurements for the 

Large Raceways and CTR Raceways indicates the extent to which the total flow is being utilized. 

During depositions, the Rangen staff reported that availability of flow from the Curren Tunnel 

produces a bottleneck in the Rangen Hatchery that, at times of low flow, can limit fish 

production and research opportunities in the Hatch House, the Greenhouse, and the Small 

Raceways. This can be seen by comparing the daily spot flow measurements in Figure 4-7 for 

the Troughs (diamond symbols) and Small Raceways (square symbols) to the reported Curren 

Tunnel flow during the low part of the flow hydrograph. During the low flow portion of the 
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Curren Tunnel hydrograph in the fall production cycles, most of the Curren Tunnel flow is 

delivered through the Small Raceways. At these times, the data in Figure 4-5 indicate computed 

Density Index values approach the limit in the Idaho Power contract (0.3). This would hasten the 

need to move the fish out of the Small Raceways and into the Large Raceways. It may also limit 

the amount of flow that could be used in the Hatch House or Greenhouse. 

One way to alleviate the reported bottleneck in the Small Raceways would be to construct a 

pumping system to deliver additional water to the Small Raceways from the collection pond that 

collects the flow from the talus springs for diversion at Rangen ' s lower diversion structure. It 

appears the bottleneck could be alleviated by pumping less than five cfs during the low flow 

portion of the Curren Tunnel hydrograph. After being used in the Small Raceways, the pumped 

water would be available for use in the Large Raceways and CTR Raceways. Based on the 

deposition testimony from Doug Ramsey that water quality is not a limitation to raising fish in 

the raceways, the increased proportion of second use water in the Large Raceways and CTR 

Raceways that wou ld result from operation of a pumping system would not appear to be a 

problem. 

Figures 4-8, 4-9 and 4-10 were prepared to illustrate how much of the available flow that 

Rangen has been using to meet the spring and fall delivery obligations to Idaho Power. Figure 

4-8 shows the reported flows in the Troughs (orange bars) and Small Raceways (brown bars) in 

cfs compared to the monthly average Curren Tunnel flow reported by JDWR. The flow diverted 

from the Curren Tunnel to the upper Rangen facilities can be directed either to the Troughs or 

the Small Raceways, and therefore, the bars illustrating these flows are stacked on one another. 

Figure 4-9 shows the reported flows in the Large Raceways (green bars) and the CTR Raceways 

(purple bars) compared to the total Rangen flow. Water exiting the Large Raceways is the 

supply for the CTR Raceways, and therefore the bars illustrating these flows are shown side-by­

s ide and are not stacked. 
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The upper chart in Figure 4-10 illustrates all of the information contained in Figures 4-8 and 4-

9, with the flows in the Troughs and Small Raceways combined. The lower chart in Figure 4-10 

shows the unused Curren Tunnel flow in the upper Rangen facilities (shown in blue) computed 

as the difference between the tunnel flow and the sum of the flows in the Troughs and Small 

Raceways. Also shown in the lower chart is the unused flow in the lower Rangen facilities 

(shown in grey) computed as the difference between the total Rangen flow and either the flow in 

the Large Raceways or the flow in the CTR Raceways (whichever difference is less). 

In summary, the available flow records show that Rangen has more than enough flow to meet its 

delivery obligations to Idaho Power, and that Rangen could grow more fish if it wasn't 

constrained by the flow and density criteria in the Idaho Power contracts. Rangen could alleviate 

the flow bottleneck that exists during the low flow portion of the Curren Tunnel hydrograph by 

constructing a facility to deliver flow collected from the talus springs for use in the indoor 

rearing facilities and the small raceways. 

5.0 Rangen Research Data 

Because Ran gen holds itself out as a research hatchery, Pocatello and I G WA requested 

documents related to research conducted at the Rangen Hatchery. The following describes the 

process by which certain documents were obtained: 

I. Pocatello and IGW A initially requested that Rangen provide information regarding the 
fish research conducted at the Rangen Hatchery. In response, Rangen agreed to make 
available for review at the hatchery various research proposals, data, reports, and other 
documents related to the research. 

2. Initially, Rangen disclosed a research index listing all " Work Units" with which Rangen 
was involved between 1984 and 2011 and a few research reports in electronic form from 
recently completed research studies. Rangen also indicated that the remainder of the 
research documents were stored in a room at the Rangen facility. After reviewing the 
index and identifying Work Units of interest, attorneys for Pocatello and IGWA traveled 
to the Ran gen Hatchery and attempted to obtain copies of the documents. 

3. However, as Pocatello and IGWA learned upon their arrival to review Rangen's research 
documents, a Work Unit is simply a research idea that a Rangen scientist believes may 
warrant further investigation. The presence of a Work Unit in the research index does not 
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indicate that a study about the topic was actually performed. At a deposition following 
the document review, Doug Ramsey, Rangen·s Research Scientist, could not identify 
which of the Work Units had resulted in actual research studies. 

4. The research documents that Rangen made available were all .located in one room in the 
basement of a house on site, and generally consisted of documents in binders for research 
performed between the late 1980s and early 2000s, and older documents contained in 
cardboard boxes. Wh ile the binders were arrange chronological ly, the contents of the 
cardboard boxes were not well organized. After spending some time going through the 
documents, it became apparent that there were no final reports, proposals, or other 
information available for many of the Work Units in the research index. 

5. To the extent possible, the attorneys obtained copies of documents for the Work Units of 
interest. In addition, they reviewed all of the materials in the binders and boxes for Work 
Unit-related documents that (a) included flow information, (b) were stud ies conducted in 
raceways, and/or (c) contained other potentially relevant information. 

6. Copies of the marked documents were obtained on October 16, 20 12. 

7. After reviewing the copies of the Work Un it documents identified during the site visit, 
Doug Ramsey was subpoenaed for a second deposition on November 13, 20 12. Attached 
to the subpoena was the research index, highlighted to indicate the Work Units for which 
related documents had already been obtained. The subpoena requested that Rangen 
provide copies of all documents for research studies conducting during or after 200 I that 
were not highlighted in the index (i .e., al l post-2000 research documents that had not 
already been provided). In response to the subpoena, Rangen provided a DVD 
containing additional research documents. 

Rangen conducts what Doug Ramsey, Rangen ·s Research Scientist, describes as ·'applied 

research," because results from the research are used primarily to develop or promote Rangen·s 

fish feed formu lations. Rangen personnel testified that their preference is to conduct research in 

the raceways rather than in the indoor faci lities, but that research in the raceways was limited 

because of water shortages. 

The research documents obtained by Pocatello and IOWA were reviewed to attempt to 

summarize the types of research conducted at the Rangen facility as well as where the research 

occurred and the flows that were utilized during the research. Preparation of the summaries was 

hampered because Rangen does not fo llow a standardized practice for documenting its Work 

Unit research. In addition, basic information was often missing from the Work Un it documents, 
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including the geographic location of the research (i.e., whether the research was conducted at 

Rangen or at another facility), the location of the research within the Rangen Hatchery, the water 

flow rates used, the species of fish involved, and the start and end dates of the research. With the 

foregoing qualifications, Figures 5-1 - 5-4 were prepared to summarize the Rangen research 

Work Units. 

Figure 5-la summarizes the geographic locations of the Work Unit research. As shown in the 

graph, the geographic location of most of Rangen' s research over the years cannot be determined 

or else was conducted at other facilities. 

Figure 5-1 b summarizes the type of study. As expected, based on testimony of Rangen staff. 

research related to fish nutrition was the most common area of research. 

Figure 5-lc summarizes the location as either off-site, unknown, or within the Rangen Hatchery. 

The majority of the studies were conducted in the Hatch House or Greenhouse. There were a 

maximum of six studies performed in the raceways in any one year ( 1984). During the last ten 

years there have only been two studies performed in the raceways; one in 2008. and the ongoing 

study in 2012. 

Figure 5-2 summarizes the location of the research with in the Rangen Hatchery and the months 

when the research was performed. This graph shows that most of the research took place in the 

Hatch House and Greenhouse and that little research has been performed at Rangen since the 

early 2000s. 

Figures 5-3a - 5-3c summarize the type of documentation that was obtained for Work Units 

involving cold water or unknown species. Figure 5.3a shows that in many instances, no 

documentation was obtained, e ither because it couldn't be located by Pocatello' s and IGWA"s 

attorneys or because it wasn "t provide by Rangen in response to discovery requests. In Figure 5-

3b, summaries of the hatchery location. start and end dates. and flow rates were compiled from 

the Work Un it research documents, and in some instances from the entries on the research index. 
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The remained of the graphs in Figure 5-3 simi larly compile information regarding the Work 

Unit research documents and index entries. 

Figure 5-4 summarizes the limited flow data that were provided for the relatively few studies 

that included this information. The upper chart in Figure 5-4 compares the reported flow for 

studies in the Small Raceways, Hatch House and Greenhouse to the Rangen flow from the 

Curren Tunnel. There appears to be sufficient flow from the Curren Tunnel to support the 

studies that are conducted in the indoor facilities and the Small Raceways, except during the low 

flow portion of the Curren Tunnel hydrograph where there may not be sufficient flow to run 

some of the Small Raceway studies. The lower chart in Figure 5-4 compares the total Rangen 

flow to the flows that were used in studies that were performed in all Rangen facilities. Except 

for some Large Raceways studies performed in 1983 and 1984, there is generally sufficient flow 

currently available to Rangen to perform all of the documented studies that have been performed 

since the early 1980s. 

6.0 Water Quality Data 

Rangen has a National Pollutant Discharge El imination System (NPDES) permit (# IDG-130015) 

for discharge of water to Billingsley Creek. The permit was issued in October 2000, and is part 

of a general permit for aquaculture facilities in Idaho. The permit sets forth limitations on total 

phosphorus and total dissolved solids, requirements for preparing a Best Management Practices 

Plan, monitoring requirement, reporting requirements. and compliance responsibilities of the 

permit holder. Among other things, the permit requires Rangen to perform quarterly monitoring 

of total suspended solids ("TSS") and total phosphorus ("TP"). The loading in pounds per day of 

each of these constituents is limited by the permit to ce1tain values that vary depending on the 

flow measured in Billingsley Creek in the CTR Raceways. The constituent loading limitations 

were determined based on a Total Maximum Daily Load C'TMDL") analysis for Billingsley 

Creek prepared by the Idaho Department of Environmental Qua lity (IDEQ) in 1992 and 

approved by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1993. 
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Figure 6-1 is a summary of the reported quarterly TSS and TP loadings from 200 I - present as 

reported in Rangen's Discharge Monitoring Repotts ("DMR"). The reported loadings have 

typically been well below the computed limits. 

7.0 Description of Interests of the City of Pocatello 

Pocatello operates a municipal water system serving a population of approximately 50,000 

residents in southeastern Idaho. The City's primary water service area lies a long Portneuf River 

valley floor and the surrounding foothills, and is supplied water from numerous wells in the 

Lower Portneuf River Valley Aquifer (" LPRVA'') and two wells in the ESPA. These wells are 

collectively referred to as the '·City Wells." The LPRVA is an a lluvial aquifer that underl ies the 

Portneuf River and extends from the Portneuf Gap south of the City to the intersection with the 

ESPA north of the C ity. The C ity Wells that deliver water for cul inary uses are interconnected 

and have been partially decreed in the SRBA as a lternate points of diversion for each other. 

Another water service area is located in and around the Pocatello Airport. Wells in the ESPA 

supply culinary water to the a irport and associated development, and for irrigation of fields 

around the a irport that are used for land application of biosolids from the City's wastewater 

treatment plant pursuant to an NPDES permit. These wells are collectively referred to as the 

·'A irport Wells." 

A map showing the location of the City Wells and A irport Wells is provided as Figure 7-1. 

Wells that are located within the area of common ground water supply fo r the ESPA, as defined 

in Rule 50 of the Conjunctive Management Rules, are subject to potentia l administration and 

curtailment pursuant to the Rangen Delivery Call. The current area of common ground water 

supply defined in Rule 50 of the Conjunctive Management Rules does not include the LPRVA. 

However, in 2011 IDWR commenced a rule-making to consider modification of the area of 

common ground water supply for the ESPA. The proposed modifications would generally 

expand the area of common ground water supply to add areas t ributary to the Snake River and 

the ESP A, including the LPRV A as well as other areas north and east of Poca tel lo. On August 9, 
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2011, the IDWR Director issued a letter that put on hold the rule-making to modify the area of 

common ground water supply as defined in Rule 50 pending completion of ESPAM version 2.0 

that was under development at that t ime. 

While Pocatello's LPRVA wells are currently outs ide the administrative boundary for the 

Rangen delivery call, it is possible they could be brought into the administrative area for the 

Rangen Delivery Cal l in the future, or for other delivery calls. 

Two of the City Wells (Well Nos. 32 and 43) and all of the Airport Wells are located within the 

area of common ground water supply of the ESP A and are subject to potential curtailment as a 

result of the Rangen Delivery Call. 

In addition to its ground water wells, Pocatello also has several sources of surface water. These 

include surface water rights on Mink Creek and Gibson Jack Creek, which are tributaries of the 

Portneuf River southwest of the City. These surface water rights served as the original water 

supply for the City. The City also has a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation 

("Reclamation .. ) for 50,000 acre-feet in Palisades Reservoir. 

A tabulation of Pocatello·s water rights is provided in Table 7-1. Rangen has requested 

curtailment of all ground water rights with priorities junior to July 13, 1962, which is the senior 

of the two water rights for which Rangen has made its delivery call. Pocatello has ground water 

priorities junior to the 1962 Rangen water right totaling 20.3 cfs in the ESPA and 38.6 cfs in the 

LPRV A, and curtai lment of the junior Pocatello ground water rights wou ld substantially impact 

the City's water supply. 

Pocatello maintains records of monthly pumping from each of its wells. A summary of the total 

annual pumping from the City Wells and the Airport Wells during the past five years is provided 

in Table 7-2. Annual pumping during 2007 - 201 1 from the City Wells averaged 13,845 acre­

feet, and of this amount, 5,389 acre-feet were from well s with priorities junior to the July 13, 

1962 Rangen water right (505 acre-feet from ESPA wells). Annual pumping during 2007 - 201 1 
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from the Airport Wells averaged 3,588 acre-feet with 2.689 acre-feet from wells junior to the 

1962 Rangen water right. Based on this information, approximately 8,078 acre-feet, or 46 

percent of Pocatello's current water supply is potentially subject to curtailment as a result of the 

Rangen delivery call (3,194 acre-feet from ESPA wells). 

8.0 Effect of Pocatello Water Use on Curren Spring Flows 

If IDWR determines that Rangen has been injured as a result of pumping by junior ground water 

rights, the next step will be to determine what junior ground water rights should be curtailed to 

provide additional water to Rangen. In prior delivery calls, IDWR has determined that ground 

water uses that have little impact on the depleted supply should not be subject to curtailment. 

This section of the report describes the impact of Pocatello's pumping on the Curren Spring 

flow, and is relevant if IDWR determines that remote water users should be excluded from 

cu1tai lment because their impact on the Rangen water supply is not material or is too remote in 

time to make curtailment a viable admin istration option. 

As shown in Figure 2-1, the distance between Pocatello's wells and the Curren Spring is 

approximately 150 miles, and American Falls Reservoir, the Snake River, and portions of the 

Portneuf River are hydraulically connected to the ESPA in between Pocatello' s wells and the 

Curren Spring. Because of these facts, intuition would suggest that most of the effect of 

Pocatello's pumping is likely to these surface water sources, and there would be relatively little 

impact on the flow of the springs along the western extent of the ESP A, and even less impact on 

the flow of a particular spring such as the Curren Spring. 

As described above, Pocatello's wells that are within the ESPA area of common ground water 

supply include all of the Airport Wells and two of the City Wells (Well Nos. 32 and 43). 

Response functions developed using the ESPAM 2.1 were compiled to estimate the effect of 

pumping of Pocatello ' s ESPA wells on the flow of the Curren Spring. There are two types of 

response functions that can be computed using a ground water model like the ESPAM 2.1. 

steady-state response functions and transient response functions. 
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8.1 Steady-State Response Functions 

A steady-state response function describe the simulated effect on the flow at a particular location 

(e.g., a river reach, spring reach, or particular spring) that would result from continuous pumping 

at a particular location at a constant rate for a long period of time until the simulated effect has 

stabi lized. The response function is expressed as a decimal fraction of the pumping rate. For 

example, a steady-state response function of 0.05, means that pumping at particular location 

would deplete the flow at the point of interest by five percent of the pumping rate after a long 

period of pumping. 

IDWR prepared steady-state response functions for ESPAM 2.1 , and these were downloaded 

from the IDWR website. The response functions were developed using the ESPAM 2.1 run in 

superposition mode in which all of the model inputs were set to zero, and a unit stress was 

s imulated at each active cell of the model. The resulting impact at each river reach, spring reach, 

and spring cell was compiled by IDWR into a spreadsheet. 

A summary of the steady-state response functions is provided in Table 8-1 for each of the model 

cells that contain one or more of Pocatel lo·s ESPA wells. The arithmetic average of the steady­

state response functions is 0.00437 (0.437 percent) for the ESPA wells. This means that 0.437 

percent of Pocatello 's ESPA we ll pumping would impact the flow of the Curren Spring under 

steady-state cond itions. The steady-state impact on the flow of the Curren Spring from 

Pocatello ·s ESPA wells that are junior to the 1962 Rangen water right was computed by 

multiplying the current annual pumping of the junior ESPA wells (approximately 3,200 af/y) by 

their respective average response functions. The result ing steady state impact is 13. 7 acre-feet 

per year, or an average of 0.0 19 cfs. 

8.2 Transient Response Functions 

A transient response funct ion describes the simulated effect on the flow at a particular location 

that would during the months and years following the initiation of pumping, or conversely the 

reduction in depletions at a pa1t icular location resulting from curtai lment of pumping that had 

previously reached a steady-state impact. Transient response functions are expressed as a series 
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of decimal fractions that describe the portion of the pumping that affects the location of interest 

during a specified time-step (e.g., months or years). The sum of the decimal fract ions adds to 

1.0. 

Transient response functions for the model cells conta ining the Pocatello Wells were prepared by 

AMEC/Hydrosphere, consultant to the ]daho Ground Water Appropriators "(JGWA"), at the 

request of SWE. These response functions were also developed using the ESPAM 2.1 operated 

in superposition mode. A chart illustrating the average transient response functions for 

Pocatello's ESPA wells is shown in Figure 8-1. 

Assuming annual pumping of 3,200 acre-feet per year for the ESPA wells, and assuming the 

impact on the Curren Spring from this pumping amounts had reached steady-state, Figure 8-2 

summarizes the computed increase in flow that would accrue to the Curren Spring through time 

as a resu lt of curtailment of Pocatel lo's ESPA well s that are junior to the 1962 Rangen water 

right. After 10 years, the flow of the Curren spring would increase by 0.014 cfs. After 30 years, 

the spring flow would increase by a total of 0.018 cfs. 

The results in Figure 8-2 are based on an assumption that the depletions to the Curren Spring 

resu lting from Pocatello' s pumping had reached steady-state prior to curtailment. In actuality, 

the depletions have not reached steady-state, and therefore the computed accrual of water to the 

Curren Spring from curtailment would be less than the amounts shown in Figure 8-2. 

8.3 Trimline 

In prior delivery calls, IDWR used the ESPAM to establish a trimline for the ESPA, and ground 

water users outside of the trim line were excluded from curtailment. The trimlines in the prior 

delivery calls excluded from curtailment ground water users with steady-state impacts to the 

supply of the calling water right of less than IO percent of their pumping. The IO percent figure 

was selected based on the estimated accuracy of the ESPAM. During recent years, there have 

been d iscussions whether a trimline should continue to be employed in the administration of 

delivery calls. and if so. whether it should be based on a IO percent impact or some other figure. 
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The steady-state response functions from ESPAM 2.1 were analyzed to determine the locations 

of trimlines assuming various steady-state pumping impact criteria ranging from 0.1 percent of 

pumping to IO percent of pumping. A map showing the locations of the trim lines for these 

various impact criteria area shown in Figure 8-3. 

IDWR previously conducted an analysis using the ESPAM 2.0 to determine trimline locations in 

using the procedure described above, and the resulting trimline locations were similar to those 

shown in Figure 8.3. IDWR also ran the ESP AM 2.0 to estimate the increase in the flow of the 

Curren Spring that would occur through curtailment of ground water users junior to Rangen's 

1962 priority within the areas encompassed by the various trim lines (0.1 % - I 0%). Figure 8-4 

summarizes the irrigated area that would be cu1tai led and the computed increase in flow at the 

Curren Spring at steady-state for each of the trimlines that were analyzed by IDWR using 

£SPAM 2.0. If IDWR performed the same ana lysis using the ESPAM 2. 1, the results would be 

similar to those shown in Figure 8.4. 
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Aerial Photograph 
Rangen Hatchery 

Source: 2011 USDA NAIP Aerial Photo (June 27). 
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Figure 2-3 

Photograph of Curren Tunnel Diversion Facilities 

Photo taken on June 19, 2012. 
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Figure 2-6 

Monthly Average Flows 

Rangen Hatchery 

1966 - 1970 and 2007 - 2011 
Values in CFS 

...,._ 1966 1967 - 1968 -*-1969 ~ 1970 

- 2007 - i- 2008 ~ 2009 ~ 2010 - 2011 
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.. 
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Source: Rangen monthly flow data reported by Rangen (1966 - 1970) and flow data reported by IDWR 
(2007 - 2011 ). 
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Figure 2-7 

Monthly Average Rangen Hatchery Flow 

vs. Curren Tunnel and Other Springs 

1993 - 2011 
Values in CFS 
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en 
en 
en 
.-i 

0 
0 
0 
N 

.-i 
0 
0 
N 

N 
0 
0 
N 

('() 

0 
0 
N 

<:I' 
0 
0 
N 

- Total Curren Tunnel Flow (3) 

--Total Curren Tunnel Flow to Rangen 

--Total Curren Spring Flow 

LI) 

0 
0 
N 

I.O 
0 
0 
N 

r--
0 
0 
N 

00 
0 
0 
N 

en 
0 
0 
N 

0 
.-i 
0 
N 

Source: Rangen monthly flow data reported by Rangen (1993 - Feb 1995) and I0WR reported flow data (March 1995 - 2011). 

Curren Tunnel flow data provided by IDWR. 

The 2008 data and 2011 Curren Tunnel data have been graded by the I0WR as poor due to equipment problems. IDWR generated the 2011 

data by replicating Box Canyon Spring data with a reduced amplitude and fitting the data to the flow measurements made on site. 

(1) Computed as Total Curren Spring Flow minus Total Curren Tunnel Flow. 

(2) Curren Tunnel to irrigation rights from 1993 - 1996 provided by George Lemmon. The 1997 - 2002 irrigation diversions were estimated based on the 1993 -

1996 average monthly diversions. Diversions of the irrigation rights from the Curren Tunnel ceased after 2002 with the construction of the Sandy Pipeline 

to supply the irrigation water rights from the North Side Canal. 

(3) Total Curren Tunnel Flow includes total flow to Rangen plus flow to irrigation pipelines, but does not include flow in Rangen's domestic pipeline. 
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Figure 2-8 

Daily Flows 

Rangen Hatchery 

1981- 2003 
Values in CFS 
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Source: Data were submitted to IDWR by May, Sudweeks & Browning, LLP on behalf of Rangen Hatchery, November 21, 2003. 
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Raceway Type 
Green House Tank 
Hatch House Trough 
Small Raceway (narrow) 
Small Raceway (wide) 
Large Raceway 
CTR Raceway 

Small Raceways 
A B C D 

1 2 3 4 

9 10 11 12 

17 18 

Lane Raceways 

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 

CTR Raceways 
A B D 

TA TB 

CA CB 

BA BB 

Notes 

Figure 2-9 

Raceway Volumes and Identifiers 

Rangen Hatchery 

Volume (ft3
) Identifier 

27 (1-24) 
17 (1-12) 

580 (1-16) 
934 (17-20) 

1,640 (1-10T,C, B) 
8,244 (A, B, &D) 

E F G H 

5 6 7 8 

13 14 15 16 

19 20 

T7 TS T9 T10 

C7 cs C9 C10 

B7 BB B9 B10 

Based on flow restrictors 
Max Tank flow (11 .5 GPM) = 
-Capacity Flow (flow x 24) = 
Based on maximum flows (2007-2012)* 
Max Trough flow= 
-Capacity Flow (avg flow x 12) = 

Est. capacity of Tanks and Troughs = 

Based on average flows {2007-2012) 
Avg Sm. Raceway (wide) flow= 
-Capacity Flow (avg flow x 4) = 

Based on maximum flows {2007-2012)* 

0.03 cfs 
0.61 cfs 

0.06 cfs 
0.75 cfs 

1.36 cfs 

2.28 cfs 
9.11 cfs 

Max Sm. Raceway (wide) flow= 2.68 cfs 
-Capacity Flow (avg flow x 4) = 10.72 cfs 

Based on average flows {2007-2012) 
Avg Lg. Raceway flow= 
-Capacity Flow (avg flow x 10) = 

Based on maximum flows (2007-2012)* 
Max Lg. Raceway flow= 
-Capacity Flow (max flow x 10) = 

Based on average flows (2007-2012) 
Avg CTR flow= 
-Capacity Flow (avg flows x3) = 
-Capacity Flow w/o WP (avg flows x4) = 

Based on maximum flows (2007-2012) 
Max CTR flow = 
-Capacity Flow (max flows x3) = 
-Capacity Flow w/o WP (avg flows x4) = 

*Total reported flow divided by number of 
raceways in operation. 

4.29 cfs 
42.92 cfs 

4.82 cfs 
48.18 cfs 

12.39 cfs 
37.18 cfs 
49.58 cfs 

17.26 cfs 
51 .77 cfs 
69.03 cfs 

(1) Volumes from Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries. 
(2) Raceway identifiers provided by Lonny Tate during his deposition on September 11 . 2012. 
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Figure 4-1 

Fish Production Data Provided by Rangen 

1972 - 2012 

Document Yr Nmv~w~oomOrlNmv~w~oomOrlNmv~w~oomorlNmv~w~oomorlN ~~~~~~~~oooooooooooooooooooommmmmmmmmmoooooooooorlrlrl 

(1) Fish Sale Tickets 
(2) Feed and Mort Reports 
(3) Hatchery Reports I 

(4) Fish Sale Summary Reports I 

(5) Fish Inventory Reports 
(6) Idaho Power Production 

(7) Annual Data ~ 

Notes: 
(1) Invoices showing date of sale, pounds of fish sold, type of fish sold, and buyer. 
(2) Feed fed to fish and fish mortalities by raceway. 

-

I 

- - I 

I I - I - - -
- - I -· --

(3) Hatchery data (monthly total pounds of fish, number of fish, pounds and/or number of sales, number of mortalities, and flow in cfs). 
Data in 1986 has been redacted. 
Data from 1987 - 1991 difficult to read. 
Missing data for all but one month in 1993 and in a few months in 1992, 2002, 2003, 2005, and 2012. 

I 

Data by raceway (inventory data) is shown in Hatchery Reports for Sep-94, Oct-94, Jul-94, Mar-95, May-95, 1998, Jul-10, Nov-11, and Dec-11. 

(4) Summary of monthly sales data including date of sale, invoice number, pounds of fish sold, pond from which fish where sold, buyer, etc. 
(5) Inventory data (number of fish, pounds of fish, mortalities, feed fed, weight gain, feed conversion ratio, etc.) by raceway. 
(6) Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries by raceway for March and October sales only. Data include total pounds of fish, number of fish, 

length of fish, number of mortalities, feed fed, feed conversion ratio, weight gain, length increase, density index, flow index, and flow in cfs. 
These data do not include production data for the 8,000 lbs of fish delivered in late May or early June pursuant to a separate contract. 

(7) Annual production and feed data summary (fiscal year totals 1972 - 1989). 

~ 
Complete data provided by Rangen. 
Partial data provided by Rangen (one or more missing months). 
No data. 

I I 

I I -
I I 

I -
I 
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Figure 4-2 

Annual Production Data 

Rangen Hatchery 

Fiscal Years 1972 - 2011 

Average CFS and Fish Sales 

800 80 
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Sources: Rangen's Annual Production Report (Fiscal Years 1972 - 1989). 
Production based on fiscal year (July 1 - June 30) sales in Rangen's monthly Hatchery Reports, 
spreadsheets, and sales summaries from 1990 - 2011. 
Fiscal year annual flow computed from total Rangen flow ("Curren Spring Flow") reported by 

Rangen (1972 - February 1995) and reported by IDWR (March 1995 - 2011). 
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Figure 4-3 

Potential vs. Actual Annual Production 

Rangen Hatchery 

Fiscal Years 1972 - 2011 

Annual Fish Production (1,000 lbs) 

-Actual Production (1,000 lbs) 

--Potential Production Available at 20,000 lbs/cfs 

--Potential Production Available at 15,000 lbs/cfs 
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Potential Additional Fish Production (1,000 lbs) 

- Additional Production Available at 20,000 lbs/cfs* 

- Additional Production Available at 15,000 lbs/cfs* 
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Sources: Rangen's Annual Production Report (Fiscal Years 1972 - 1989). 
Production based on fiscal year (July 1 - June 30) sales in Rangen's monthly Hatchery Reports, 
spreadsheets, and sales summaries from 1990 - 2011. 
Fiscal year annual flow computed from total Rangen flow reported by Rangen. 

Notes: *Potential additional fish production computed as the difference between assumed production at 
20,000 lbs/cfs and 15,000 lbs/cfs minus the actual reported historical production. 
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Figure 4-4 

Monthly Fish Sales and End-of-Month Inventory in Pounds 

Rangen Hatchery 

1987 - July 2012 

- EOM Inventory (1,000 lbs) 

- Other Sales (1,000 lbs) 

- IPC Sales (1,000 lbs) 

- Hatchery Report Flow (cfs) 

- Total Rangen Flow (cfs) 
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Sources: End-of-month inventory, flow, and sales are from monthly Hatchery Reports and Sales Summaries provided by Rangen. 

Rangen monthly flow dat a reported by Rangen (1966-1970) and IDWR reported flow data (March 1995-2011). 
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Notes: Bars are st acked. The sum of the end-of-month inventory and the monthly fish sales is assumed to represent the tota l monthly fish weight in the facility. 

There are no end-of-month inventory data available for 1993 and 2004 and there are missing months of data in 1992 and 2002 - 2003. 

There are no Idaho Power Company (IPC) sales data in 1987 - 1993 and 2012 . No IPC sales occurred in 1996 - 1997 and 2004. 
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Figure 4-5 

Reported Density Index 
Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries 

Rangen Hatchery 
2006 - 2012 

+ + Density Index in Troughs - Spring Production 

--Fall Production • • Density Index in Small Raceways 

A A Denisty Index in Large Raceways 
X X Density Index in CTR Raceways 

-Idaho Power Contract limit (0.3) 

r--- r--- 00 00 00 00 cr-, cr-, cr-, cr-, 0 0 0 0 rl 
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Average of the Density Index values by structure type contained in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries. 
Density Index= Fish Weight (lbs)/ (Length of Fish (in) x Volume of Raceway or Container (cubic feet)) 
Density Index limit in Idaho Power Contract = 0.3. 
In October 2006, the reported average density index in Troughs is 2.1. 
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Legend 

1.0 
+ + Flow Index in Troughs 

Figure 4-6 

Reported Flow Index 
Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries 

Rangen Hatchery 
2006 - 2012 

c:=J Rangen Total Flow 

- Spring Production 

c:=J Curren Tunnel Flow 

--Fall Production 

0.9 

• • Flow Index in Small Raceways 

A A Flow Index in Large Raceways X x Flow Index in CTR Raceways -Idaho Power Contract limit (0.8) 
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Sources: Average of the Flow Index values by structure type contained in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries. 
Daily Total Rangen flow and daily Curren Tunnel flow data reported by IDWR. 

Notes: Flow Index (Fl) = Fish Weight (lbs) / (Length of Fish (in) x Flow rate (gallons per minute)) 
Flow Index limit in Idaho Power Contract = 0.8. 
The reported average flow index in the Troughs is 1.2 
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Figure 4-7 

Daily Flow (cfs) 
Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries 

Rangen Hatchery 

Legend 

+ + Flows in Troughs 

2006 - 2012 

c=JTotal Rangen Flow 

- Spring Production 

• • Flows in Small Raceways 

A A Flows in Large Raceways 

X X Flows in CTR Raceways 
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Sources: Structure flow data based on the sum of the daily flows contained in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries. 
Daily Total Rangen flow and daily Curren Tunnel flow data reported by IDWR. 

Note: Missing data for Troughs in March to May 2007. 
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Figure 4-8 

Trough and Small Raceway Flows vs. Curren Tunnel Flows 

Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries 

Rangen Hatchery 

August 2006 - July 2012 
Values in CFS 
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Sources: Daily Trough and Small Raceway reported flow values from the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries are shown in month of occurrence. 

Monthly Curren Tunnel flow from IDWR. No data are available for 2012. 

Notes: Missing Trough flow data filled in with average values in 8/2006, 10/2006, 10/2009, 10/2011, and 5/2012. 

Monthly flows during a production cycle without daily Small Raceway flow data in that month were estimated by averaging flows in the 

previous and subsequent months (5/2009 and 10/2011). 

There did not appear to be information in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries regarding the production of fish for the 8,000 pounds 

of fish that are delivered to Rangen in late May or early June for release at American Falls Reservoir. As a result, this chart does not reflect the 
presence of these fish in the hatchery. 
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Figure 4-9 

Large and CTR Raceway Flows vs. Total Rangen Flow 

Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries 

Rangen Hatchery 

August 2006 -July 2012 
Values in CFS 
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Sources: Daily Large Raceway and CTR Raceway reported flows from Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries. The reported daily values are shown in 

month of occurrence. 

M onthly average tota l Ra ngen flow reported by Rangen. 

Notes: M onthly flows during a production cycle without daily flow data were estimated by averaging flows in the previous and subsequent mont hs (8/2007, 

10/2008, 9/2010, and 3/2012 for the Large Raceways and 9/2010 and 10/2010 for the CTR Raceways). 

There did not appear to be information in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries rega rding t he production of fish for the 8,000 pounds 

of fish that are delivered to Rangen in late May or early June for release at American Falls Reservoir. As a result , t his chart does not reflect the 
presence of these fish in the hatchery. 
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Figure 4-10 

Monthly Flow Through Raceways vs. Total Rangen Flow and Curren Tunnel Flow 

Rangen Hatchery 

August 2006 -July 2012 
Values in CFS 
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Sources: Raceway flows in the monthly Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries. 

Total Rangen flow reported by Rangen and Curren Tunnel flow reported by IDWR. 

Notes: Unused Curren Tunnel Flow is the Curren Tunnel flow minus the sum of the flows in Troughs and Small Raceways. 

Unused Total Flow is the Total Rangen Flow minus the greater of the flows measured in the (Troughs plus Small 

Raceways), Large Raceways, or CTR Raceways. 

There did not appear to be information in the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries regarding the production 

of fish for the 8,000 pounds of fish that are delivered to Rangen in late May or early June for release at American 

Falls Reservoir. As a result, this chart does not reflect the presence of these fish in the hatchery. 
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Figure 5-la 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

All Species 

Rangen Hatchery 

1981 - 2012 

Work Units in Index by Study Site 
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*Documentation or study names indicated that the research was conducted at a different site. Ti lapia and other warm water fish research was assumed to be done off-site. 
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Figure 5-l b 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

All Species 

Rangen Hatchery 
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(1) Unknown types include pre-1984 studies. Nature of pre-1984 studies cannot be determined based on numbering system in index. 

(2) Other types include physiology/biology/analytical chemistry (''B"), toxicology ("T"), extension service ("E"), and other ("O"). 
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Figure 5-lc 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

All Species 
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Figure 5-2 

Summary of Research Documentation Obtained 

Rangen Hatchery 

1981- 2012 
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Rangen's research proposals and documents obtained on October 16, 2012 and research documentation disclosed by Rangen. 

There are additional research proposals and documents that do not have dates and are not listed in the above chart. 

Research conducted in outside raceways. 
Research conducted in indoor facilities. 
Research conducted in both indoor and outdoor facilities. 
Research dates listed, but there are no location data. 
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Figure S-3a 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

Cold Water or Unknown Species 
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(1) Other documentation includes spreadsheets, data tables, mid-year reports, indices with start/end dates, or other documentation indicat ing research took place. 
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Figure 5-3b 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

Cold Water or Unknown Species 
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Figure 5-3c 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

Cold Water or Unknown Species 

Rangen Hatchery 

1981 - 2012 

Type of Study 
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(1) Unknown include pre-1984 studies. Nature of pre-1984 studies cannot be determined based on numbering system in index. 
(2) Other types include physiology/biology/analytical chemistry ("B"), toxicology ("T"), extension service ("E"), and other ("O"). 
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Figure S-3d 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

Cold Water or Unknown Species 

Rangen Hatchery 
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(1) Unknown means that there is not enough information to determine where the study took place (inside, outside, or off-site). 
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Figure 5-3e 

Summary of Research Index Work Units 

Cold Water or Unknown Species 

Rangen Hatchery 

1981- 2012 

Fish Species in Proposal or Study 
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Figure 5-4 

Summary of Reported Flows in Research Documents 

Rangen Hatchery 

1981 - 2012 
Values in CFS 

Inside Facilities and Small Raceway Research Flows vs. Curren Tunnel Flow 
(Stacked Bar Chart) 

All Research Flows vs. Total Rangen Flow 
(Stacked Bar Chart) 

- Small Raceways 

- Hatch house 

- Greenhouse 
- Curren Tunnel Flow to Rangen (1) 

- Large Raceways 
- Small Raceways 
- Hat ch house 

Note: This summary only shows the flows that were reported. There were other research experiments conducted during this period that did not have reported flow data. 

It was conservatively assumed that only first use water was used in the experiments and the flows in simultaneous experiments were additive. 

(1) Total Curren Tunnel flow to Rangen is t otal Curren Tunnel flow reported by the IDWR (1993 - 2011) minus diversions to irrigation from 1993 - 2002. 

Total Rangen flow reported by Rangen (1981 - Feb 1995 and Jan 2012 - Nov 2012) and total Rangen flow reported by IDWR (Mar 1995 - 2011). 
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Figure 6-1 

Discharge Monitoring Report 

Rangen Hatchery {NPDES Permit #IDG130015) 
Values in Pounds per Day 

Total Suspended Solids 

• Effluent Limit: Average Monthly Net TSS (lbs/day) + Sampled Effluent : Net TSS (lbs/day) - - - - • • 
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Notes: Net effluent values and Rangen flow data from monthly discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) onl ine (http://www.epa.gov/enviro/facts/pcs-icis/index.html). 
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Figure 7-1 
Location Map 
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Figure 8-1 

Summary of Transient Response of Curren Spring 

to Pocatello ESPA Wells <1l 

Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model Version 2.1 
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Figure 8-2 

Summary of Transient Response of Curren Spring to Curtailment of Pocatello's ESPA Wells (1) 

with Priority Dates Junior to July 13, 1962 

Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model Version 2.1 

Increase in Curren Spring Flow (cfs) 
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Notes: (1) Wells within the ESPA Area of Common Ground Water Supply. 
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(2) The response from curtailment assumes that the impact of Pocatello's current level of pumping had reached steady state prior to curtailment. In actuality, 
Pocatello's current level of pumping has not reached steady-state and therefore, the transient response to curtailment would be less than the amounts shown. 
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Figure 8-3 
Response of Rangen Hatchery to Curtailment 

by Trim Line, ESPAM Version 2.1 

• Source Eastern Snake Pla,n Aqu,rer Model (ESPAM) Vers,on 2 1 
GIS data downloaded from IDWR on Dec 14, 2012 
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Figure 8-4 

Response of Curran Spring to Curtailment within Various Trim Lines 

Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model Version 2.0 

CGW 1% trim line 

CGW 10% trim line 

100,000 200,000 300,000 

Curtailed Acres 

Model Boundary 

Common Ground Water 

400,000 500,000 

Source: IDWR 7/17/2012 Rangen Scoping Calculations. 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 
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Water Right No. 36-00134B 

Source: 
Martin-Curren 

Tunnel 

Priority Date: October 9, 1884 

Irrigation 

Beneficial Use: 
(0.09 cfs) and 

Domestic 

(0.07 cfs) 

Diversion Rate 
0.09 

(cfs): 

Jan. 1 -

Period of Use: Dec. 31 

(Domestic) 

Feb. 15 -

Nov 30 

{Irrigation) 

Table 2-1 

Summary of Water Rights 

Martin-Curren Tunnel (ll 

Rangen Hatchery Water Rights 

36-00135A 36-15501 

Martin-Curren Martin-Curren 

Tunnel Tunnel 

April 1, 1908 July 1, 1957 

Irrigation 

(0.05 cfs) and 
Fish Propagation 

Domestic 
(0.05 cfs) 

0.05 1.46 

Jan. 1 -
Jan. 1-

Dec. 31 

(Domestic) 
Dec. 31 

Feb. 15 -

Nov 30 

(Irrigation) 

36-02551 36-07694 

Martin-Curren Martin-Curren 

Tunnel Tunnel 

July 13, 1962 April 12, 1977 

Domestic 

(0.10 cfs) and 
Fish Propagation 

Fish Propagation 

(48.54) 

48.54 26.00 

Jan. 1 - Jan. 1 -

Dec.31 Dec. 31 

Other Martin-Curren Tunnel Water Rights 

Water Right No. Owner 
Diversion Rate 

Priority Date Beneficial Use 
(cfs) 

36-134A Margaret Candy 0.49 10/09/1884 Domestic and Irrigation 

36-134D Alvin Musser 1.58 10/09/1884 Irrigation and Stockwater 

36-134E Alvin Musser 0.82 10/09/1884 Irrigation and Stockwater 

36-102 Alvin Musser 4.10 4/01/1892 Domestic, Irrigation and Stockwater 

36-135B Margaret Candy 0.51 04/01/1908 Irrigation 

36-135D Howard Morris 1.58 04/01/1908 Irrigation and Stockwater 

36-135E Howard Morris 0.82 04/01/1908 Irrigation and Stockwater 

36-10141A Howard Morris 0.82 12/01/1908 Irrigation and Stockwater 

36-101418 Howard Morris 0.43 12/01/1908 Irrigation and Stockwater 

Total 11.15 

Note: (l l Source of above water rights is the "Martin-Curren Tunnel" which is also known as "Curren Tunnel". 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 2012-12-21 Tables and Figures 2-3 to 2-4 



Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May 

1966 52.2 48.2 44.9 38.S 34.2 

1967 43.9 39.3 33.4 36.6 37.6 

1968 52.8 45.8 41.2 36.0 36.8 

1969 50.8 43.4 38.2 33.4 34.3 

1970 49.8 42.7 42.0 34.7 34.5 

1971 50.2 41.2 39.1 37.2 40.5 

1972 55.1 48.1 43.0 40.6 45.9 

1973 57.9 49.1 46.2 37.6 39.6 

1974 44.1 46.5 41.1 35.8 34.4 

1975 43.0 39.9 32.8 33.S 37.3 

1976 50.0 44.3 41.1 33.1 35.9 

1977 47.1 39.S 37.7 35.2 32.6 

1978 33.3 29.4 30.1 28.3 27.6 

1979 34.4 30.3 29.3 24.5 20.3 

1980 34.6 31.7 27.5 25.8 22.7 

1981 31.1 26.7 22.4 23.7 20.0 

1982 30.6 30.1 29.7 24.7 24.1 

1983 37.0 33.1 32.3 28.2 30.3 

1984 41.0 40.1 37.4 33.6 31.5 

1985 40.2 38.3 36.1 34.5 31.7 

1986 37.8 36.S 34.8 32.4 34.3 

1987 43.3 38.2 36.1 30.7 30.1 

1988 37.6 33.9 30.8 27.6 27.7 

1989 34.4 31.3 28.7 22.2 23.2 

1990 34.3 31.7 28.8 20.9 22.3 

1991 28.6 27.2 27.3 17.8 18.9 

1992 27.4 22 .9 21.8 16.4 15.7 

1993 16.8 17.0 15.4 16.4 13 .9 

1994 24.3 22.3 19.8 17.1 18.9 

1995 22.S 20.7 21.5 18.4 15.8 

1996 27.1 25.0 23.8 22.4 19.3 

1997 31.8 30.2 30.0 27.5 24.0 

1998 36.2 33.7 30.9 27.8 26.0 

1999 36.6 32.6 30.4 25.8 24.4 

2000 31.6 29.2 28.6 23.0 20.1 

2001 27.1 24.4 23.3 21.2 16.8 

2002 20.3 18.6 17.3 15.3 12.7 

2003 16.4 15 .2 13.9 13.0 12 .9 

2004 14.6 13.3 13.0 11.8 11.4 

2005 12.2 11.4 11.1 11.4 11.S 

2006 13.2 12.6 12.7 12.8 11.5 

2007 15.6 14.6 14.4 13.3 13.6 

2008 16.7 15.2 14.1 13.5 12.6 

2009 14.1 13.2 12.6 12.0 11.0 

2010 14.5 13.4 12.4 12.0 11.9 

2011 15.0 13.9 13.5 13.1 12.7 

2012 15.3 13.S 13.3 12.4 12.3 

Table 2-2 

Monthly Average Flow 

Rangen Hatchery 

1966 - November 2012 
Values in CFS 

Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct 

45.4 51.3 53.2 62.4 69.9 

47.4 49.0 52.9 58.9 69.4 

45.0 50.S 58.9 68.2 68.2 

45.S 49.6 58.5 65.9 66.9 

42.5 50.3 59.4 66.0 69.3 

43.4 51.0 60.5 64.8 73.7 

58.1 61.0 67.3 73.9 76.1 

42. 1 53.1 55.1 57.8 65.8 

43.4 47.1 55.0 59.2 69.6 

39.S 43.2 51.9 55.6 57.9 

38.0 39.S 47.2 56.4 61.6 
37.0 34.9 33.9 37.9 38.9 

27.3 27.9 33.6 49.9 42.8 

25.4 27.1 36.1 47.8 47.7 

30.9 32.7 34.S 37.8 47.4 

21.S 27.S 33.3 37.0 39.1 

23.0 29.0 33.1 42.8 46.7 

29.0 35.1 43.1 47.5 51.9 

35.0 37.9 42.1 42.9 47.6 

31.0 32.9 45.3 48.9 52.0 

34.2 38.2 49.6 52.6 55.6 

35.S 37.2 45.2 45.6 52.3 

30.1 29.9 35.8 39.7 47.5 

25.0 27.5 35.3 34.9 42.9 

24.9 26.5 30.4 35.2 41.9 

19.9 20.8 27.5 34.8 35.6 

15.S 18.1 18.8 21.3 24.8 

15.2 15.8 21.0 27.3 36.2 

16.9 19.4 22.3 27.6 33.4 

15.9 14.4 16.5 22.0 30.7 

17.0 16.7 20.5 27.4 32.7 

25.8 25.5 27.5 32.7 41.3 

29.9 24.5 24.4 28.6 39.6 

24.9 20.S 21.2 26.4 35.7 

19.3 17.7 20.9 26.8 33.9 

13.4 13.1 14.6 18.0 23.4 

11.7 10.8 11.0 14.3 20.6 

12.7 11.7 12.0 14.7 17.9 

12.2 11.9 11.8 13.1 14.3 

11.S 10.7 10.7 12.4 15.7 

12 .2 11.7 13.0 17.2 21.1 

13.8 12.7 12.0 17.0 21.4 

12.7 11.3 11.7 13.7 17.9 

11.4 11.8 12 .2 14.S 18.0 

12.7 11.7 12.1 14.1 17.7 

13.3 12.3 12.4 14.1 19.7 

12.7 11.9 12.3 14.1 18.8 

Ann 

Nov Dec Avg Max Min 

58.4 49.2 50.7 69 .9 34.2 

67.4 64.3 50.0 69.4 33.4 

65.S 63.1 52.7 68.2 36.0 

64.7 57.2 50.7 66.9 33.4 

63.3 60.0 51.2 69.3 34.5 
70.2 63.4 52.9 73.7 37.2 

68.2 66.7 58.7 76.1 40.6 

61.6 55.3 51.8 65.8 37.6 

62.8 57.9 49.7 69.6 34.4 

56.2 58.3 45.8 58.3 32.8 

58.7 53.0 46.6 61.6 33.1 

42.4 37.6 37.9 47.1 32.6 

40.3 36.S 33.9 49.9 27.3 

42.2 38.3 33.6 47.8 20.3 

41.1 34.9 33.5 47.4 22.7 

41.0 34.1 29.8 41.0 20.0 

47.6 41.9 33.6 47.6 23.0 

48.6 46.7 38.6 51.9 28.2 

45.8 44.1 39.9 47.6 31.5 

49.1 42.5 40.2 52.0 31.0 

51.5 48.9 42.2 55.6 32.4 

47.4 45.3 40.6 52.3 30.1 

43.1 37.9 35.1 47.5 27.6 

38.7 36.7 31.7 42.9 22.2 

35.6 32.1 30.4 41.9 20.9 

32 .8 32.3 27.0 35.6 17.8 

20.4 18.9 20.2 27.4 15.S 

31.2 27.5 21.1 36.2 13.9 

28.8 25.8 23. 1 33.4 16.9 

34.2 30.3 21.9 34.2 14.4 

35.8 33.7 25.1 35.8 16.7 

43.3 39.8 31.6 43.3 24.0 

41.8 38.4 31.8 41.8 24.4 

37.4 33.4 29.1 37.4 20.S 

34.2 29.6 26.2 34.2 17.7 

24.2 22.1 20.1 27.1 13.1 

21.1 19.1 16.1 21.1 10.8 

18.2 16.1 14.6 18.2 11.7 

13.7 12.8 12.8 14.6 11.4 

15.2 14.0 12.3 15.7 10.7 

19.6 17.6 14.6 21.1 11.5 

20.6 19.1 15.7 21.4 12.0 

17.3 15.4 14.3 17.9 11.3 

17.1 16.2 13.7 18.0 11.0 

18.4 16.5 13.9 18.4 11.7 

21.6 18.1 15.0 21.6 12.3 

19.7 

Source: Rangen monthly flow data reported by Rangen (1966-1970) and IDWR reported flow data (March 1995-2011). 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 

Ann 

Total (af) 

36,680 

36,248 
38,253 

36,736 

37,121 
38,385 

42,619 

37,510 

36,027 

33,159 

33,815 

27,421 

24,562 
24,347 

24,299 

21,573 

24,345 

27,956 
28,982 

29,116 

30,582 

29,396 

25,510 

22,989 

21,999 

19,521 
14,643 

15,320 

16,696 
15,870 

18,235 

22,898 

23,023 

21,062 

19,047 

14,561 

11,626 

10,537 

9,304 

8,919 

10,571 

11,358 

10,413 

9,893 

10,098 

10,842 

12/20/2012 



Table 4-1 

Summary of Spring and Fall Fish Sales to Idaho Power 

Rangen Hatchery 

Spring 2007 - Spring 2012 

Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries Fish Sales Summaries 

Mean Mean Weight Approx. Annual 

Weight Length Fish Per Sold to No. of Fish Approx. No. 

Cycle Date # Fish (lbs) (in.) lb IPC (lbs) (1) of Fish Sold 

Spring 2007 2/28/2007 116,456 36,321 8.72 3.25 27,126 88,099 
148,968 

Fall 2007 10/19/2007 72,593 34,431 10.40 2.10 28,985 60,869 

Spring 2008 2/27/2008 95,356 44,511 10.03 2.15 38,915 83,505 
153,531 

Fall 2008 10/11/2008 72,162 25,849 9.93 2.81 24,930 70,026 

Spring 2009 3/18/2009 95,157 41,933 10.11 2.27 38,870 88,149 

Fall 2009 10/21/2009 62,946 28,374 10.04 2.21 28,465 62,876 
151,025 

Spring 2010 3/10/2010 100,671 42,072 10.26 2.19 37,680 82,595 
145,373 

Fall 2010 10/20/2010 98,446 45,107 10.47 2.19 28,640 62,779 

Spring 2011 3/9/2011 97,156 44,017 9.65 2.21 36,665 81,063 
143,257 

Fall 2011 10/19/2011 88,912 40,594 10.34 2.22 27,965 62,194 

Spring 2012 3/7/2012 72,508 32,360 9.95 2.25 ND ND 

Average 88,397 37,779 9.99 2.35 31,824 74,215 148,431 

Spring 96,217 40,202 9.79 2.39 35,851 84,682 

Fall 79,012 34,871 10.24 2.31 27,797 63,749 

Annual 179,971 76,642 19.99 4.72 63,648 148,431 

Sources: Number offish, weight offish, mean length offish, and mean fish per pound contained in 
the Idaho Power Hatchery Production Summaries nearest to the time of the sa le. 

Weight of fish sold to Idaho Power Company from monthly Sales Summaries provided by Rangen. 

Notes: (1) Weight sold to IPC (lbs) multiplied by mean fish per pound. 

ND= No sales data for 2012. 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 12/21/2012 



Water Right Priority 

Dat e (1) 

SURFACE W ATER RIGHTS 

29-271 2/26/1869 

29-4222 6/16/1898 

29-272 10/1/1901 

29-273 10/1/1917 

Table 7-1 

Summary of W ater Rights 

City of Pocatello 

Water Rights 

Diversion Cum Historical 

Rate Rate Well No. or Source 

(cfs) (cfs) 

3.22 3.22 Mink Creek 

5.00 8.22 Gibson Jack Creek 

0.56 8.78 M ink Creek 

1.218 10.00 Mink Creek 

CITY INTERCONNECTED WELLS AND WATER RIGHTS 

29-13558 7/16/1924 Alameda 1 
1.34 1.34 

29-13559 12/31/1925 0.96 2.30 Alameda 2 

29-13560 12/31/1926 9.13 11.43 1(5) 

11.43 2 (2.45 cfs) 

11.43 3 (4.23 cfs) 

29-13561 8/31/1931 4.23 15.66 4 

29-13562 12/31/1936 I 2.45 18.11 6 

29-13637 12/31/1940 4.46 22.57 7 

29-4221 6/1/1943 2.67 25.24 26 

29-2274 6/15/1948 9.69 34.93 8 

34.93 9 

34.93 10 

Tr 5452 34.93 44 

29-11348 8/31/1951 4.90 39.83 28 

29-13639 10/21/1952 3.68 43.51 22 

29-2338 9/1/1953 9.53 53.04 12 

53.04 13 

53.04 15 

29-4224 9/15/1955 3.89 56.93 21 

29-4226 12/31/1955 0.22 57.15 14 

29-4225 8/15/1956 4.44 61.59 23 

29-2401 10/16/1958 12.22 73.8 1 13 

73.81 16 

73.81 18 

29-11339 12/31/1961 3.36 77.17 Alameda 6 

77.17 Alameda 7 

29-4223 10/1/1962 0.21 77.38 33 

29-2499 12/10/1964 4.10 81.48 27 

29-7106 11/6/1972 3.90 85.38 29 

29-7322 4/25/1976 17.06 102.44 30 (5.58 cfs) 

102.44 31(8.03 cfs) 

102.44 32 (3.46 cfs) 

29-7375 2/24/1977 2.23 104.67 15 

29-7782 1/18/1985 7.00 111.67 34 

29-8086 3/26/1992 4.00 115.67 36 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 1 of 2 

AKA/Name Aquifer 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

PIP LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

20/Turner LPRVA 

Alameda 3 LPRVA 

LPRVA 

17 LPRVA 

LPRVA 

Alameda 4 LPRVA 

Cree LPRVA 

Alameda 5 LPRVA 

17 LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

Call LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

ESPA 

I LPRVA 

LPRVA 

LPRVA 

12/17/2012 



Table 7-1 

Summary of W ater Rights 

City of Pocatello 

Water Rights 

Water Right 
Diversion Cum Historical 

Priority 
Rate Rate Well No. or Source 

Date (1) 
(cfs) (cfs) 

AIRPORT INTERCONNECTED W ELLS AND WATER RIGHTS 

29-13638 12/31/1940 2.20 39 

29-7450 6/13/1978 3.34 35 

BIOSOLIDS PROGRAM WATER RIGHTS 

29-2255D 5/22/1939 0.482 2 

29-11344 12/31/1942 1.92 40 

29-2259 6/20/1944 2.60 Pit Road 

29-2255F 9/16/1949 0.40 2 

29-7073 9/30/1971 1.49 3 

29-7118 4/11/1973 4.01 42 

29-7119 4/11/1973 6.00 41 

29-7770 5/21/1984 4.46 WPC 

OTHER WATER RIGHTS 

29-2354 8/27/1954 0.28 Restlawn Cemetery 

29-2382 12/21/1956 3.82 17 

29-13636 10/16/1958 0.80 19 

29-7502 7/6/1979 0.10 Rest lawn Cemetery 

29-7222 8/22/1974 1.00 43 

29-7431 12/29/1977 9.28 Wastewater 

STORAGE RIGHTS 

01-2068 7/28/1939 50,000 AF Palisades Reservoir 

TOTALS FOR GROUND WATER RIGHTS 

Total 

Total in ESPA Aquifer 

Total in LPRVA Aquifer 

Total junior to July 13, 1962 

Total junior to July 13, 1962 in ESPA Aquifer 

Total junior to July 13, 1962 in LRPVA Aquifer 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 2 of 2 

AKA/Name Aquifer 

Phillips 1 ESPA 

Phillips 3 ESPA 

A0007741 ESPA 

Phill ips 2 ESPA 

Fortress 

A0007550 

Swanson ESPA 

A0007773 

A0007741 ESPA 

A0008708 ESPA 

Airport 1 ESPA 

South Smith 

A0007545 

Airport 2 ESPA 

North Smith 

007547 

I 
City Pivot ESPA 

A0007549 

LPRVA 

Highland GC LPRVA 

ESPA 

LPRVA 

Ward Park ESPA 

N/A 

I 

Diversion Rate (cfs) 

148.57 

28.70 

119.87 

58.90 

20.30 

38.6 

12/17/2012 



Table 7-2 

Annual Pumping 

City of Pocatello 

2007- 2011 
Values in Acre-Feet 

City Wells 

Total Junior to Jul~ 13, 1962 

Year Total Total ESPA 

2007 15,110 6,086 256 

2008 15,060 6,012 757 

2009 12,413 4,798 523 

2010 13,577 5,240 622 

2011 13,063 4,811 369 

Avg 13,845 5,389 505 

Airport Wells 

Total Junior to Jul~ 13, 1962 

Year Tota l Total ESPA 

2007 2,972 2,096 2,096 

2008 3,968 2,864 2,864 

2009 2,466 1,832 1,832 

2010 4,447 3,414 3,414 

2011 4,088 3,239 3,239 

Avg 3,588 2,689 2,689 

Total 

Total Junior to Jul~ 13, 1962 

Year Total Total ESPA 

2007 18,082 8,182 2,351 

2008 19,028 8,876 3,621 

2009 14,879 6,631 2,355 

2010 18,024 8,654 4,036 

2011 17,151 8,049 3,608 

Avg 17,433 8,078 3,194 

Note: All wells within the ESPAM 2.1 active model boundary (excludes Well 44). 

Spronk Water Engineers, Inc. 12/19/2012 



Table 8-1 

Summary of Steady-State Response of Curren Spring 
to Pocatello ESPA Well Pumping 

Model % Impact 

Cell ID to Rangen 

Airport Wells 

SP093115 0.464% 

SP094115 0.466% 

SP094116 0.458% 

SP094117 0.446% 

SP094118 0.431% 

SP095119 0.412% 

City Wells 

SP097121 0.379% 

Average 0.437% 

Source: http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Browse/Waterlnfo/ESPAM/mode1_files/Version_2.1_Current/. 

Downloaded on November 12, 2012. 

Spronk Wat er Engineers, Inc. 12/21/2012 
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October 3, 2012 

Gary Spackman 
Director 

<Reck.~ ¥.o~~min 
EN\IIRONMENTAtM 

ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
PO Box 83720 
Boise ID 83720-0098 

RECEIVED 

OCT ri 9 20\2 
DEPARTMENT OF 

WATER RESOURCES 

Re: Technical Report in behalf of Fremont-Madison Irrigation District, in the Matter of 
Distribution to Water Right Nos. 36-02251 and 36-07694 (Rangen, Inc.), Case 
CM-DC-2011-004. 

Dear Director Spackman: 

Please find enclosed the report "Technical Report on ESPAM2.0 Modeling Issues," 
prepared by Rocky Mountain Environmental Associates, Inc., in behalf of Fremont­
Madison Irrigation District in the above-referenced matter. Please also find a DVD 
computer disk containing the data and modeling files supporting the technical work 
reported. Appendix E of the report lists the contents of the DVD. The DVD also 
includes an electronic (*.pdf) copy of the report in full resolution. 

This report is submitted pursuant to the September 11, 2012 "Order Designating 
Fremont-Madison a Respondent," the "Amended Scheduling Order" of the same date, 
and the 12 August, 2012 "Fremont-Madison Irrigation District's Expert Witness 
Disclosure." 

Please accept the enclosed materials and enter them into the case record. If there are 
difficulties with the data DVD please contact us so that we can provide the files in 
another manner. 

~«.~ 
Bryce A. Contor 
Senior Hydrologist 

cc: Jerry Rigby, counsel for Fremont-Madison Irrigation District 

482 Constitution, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402-3537 • (208) 524-2353 • 
FAX (208) 524-1795 • www.rockymountainenvironmental.com 
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<J<eck.11 ¥.o~~min 
EN\IIRONMENTAtw 

ASSOCIATES, INC 

RECEIVED 

OCT O 9 2012 
DEPARTMENT OF 

WATER RESOURCES 

Technical Report on ESPAM2.0 Modeling Issues 

INTRODUCTION 

Topics 

Bryce A. Contor, Senior Hydrologist 
October 1, 2012 

This report addresses eight technical issues that relate to the use of Eastern Snake Plain 
Aquifer Model version 2.0 (ESPAM2.0) for water-right administrative decisions. These 
are general issues with broad applicability, presented in the context of the Rangen 
delivery call. The issues addressed are: 

1. Technical considerations of Deminimus effects and Trim Line; 
2. Technical considerations of Futile Call; 
3. Reach discretization for model use; 
4. Temporal discretization for model use; 
5. Temporal uncertainty of model representation of propagation of pumping 
effects; 
6. Spatial uncertainty of model representation of propagation of pumping effects; 
7. General sources of model uncertainty, with qualitative and quantitative 
discussion of uncertainty; 
8. Temporal delay in propagation of effects of curtailment. 

Definitions 

The following terms will be italicized or capitalized when used in this report, with 
definitions specific to this report as follows: 

a Horizontal distance from a well or recharge site to a 
hydraulically-connected surface water body. 

Administrative Reach A group of Model Cells which would be grouped 

482 Constitution, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402-3537 • (208) 524-2353 • 
FAX {208) 524-1795 • www.rockymountainenvironmental.com 



together for summarizing ESPAM2.0 model results for 

I administrative purposes. 

Calibration The process of adjusting the mathematical representation of 

j the model, and sometimes its input data. Typically 
Calibration is performed by comparing model results for key 
output values with measured or estimated Targets. 

Calibration Reach A group of Model Cells in ESPAM2.0 which are grouped 
together for calculating flows to or from the Snake River and 
tributary springs, for model Calibration. 

Calibration Period A period of time for which input data and Targets have been 
gathered and prepared for model use. 

Capture Fraction The portion of pumping at a well which propagates to a 
given surface water body or surface water reach. It is 
expressed as a ratio or a percentage. A Capture Fraction of 
0.25 would be equivalent to a Capture Percentage of 25%. 
If a well pumped 100 acre feet with a Capture Fraction of 
0.25 to a specific surface-water body, eventually the supply 

I 
available from that surface water body would be reduced by 
25 acre feet. capture can also apply to recharge or other 
positive aquifer impacts, in which case it represents the 

l 
increase in supply made available at the surface-water body. 

Deminimus A level of relief administratively deemed to be small enough 

J that regulatory action or mitigation requirements are not 
warranted. 

ESHMC Eastern Snake Hydrologic Modeling Committee 

ESPAM1.1 Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model Version 1.1 

_ I ESPAM2.0 Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model Version 2.0 

. I Futile Call An administrative determination that curtailment of a given 
junior will not provide enough relief to the calling senior to 
justify the administrative action. 

GIS Global Information Systems software and procedures for 
mapping and performing spatial analysis. 

Rocky Mountain Environmental Associates 2 
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IDWR 

IWRRI 

Model Cell 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 

Idaho Water Resources Research Institute 

The smallest spatial volume in MODFLOW for which 
calculations are performed and from which results may be 
extracted . All inflows and outflows for a particular Model 
Cell are represented as if they occurred exactly at the center 
of the cell. In ESPAM2.0, Model Cells are one mile by one 
mile square at land surface and extend to the depth of the 
aquifer. 

Model Water Budget In general a water budget refers to the accounting of 

MODFLOW 

Pilot Point 

all inflows and outflows of water to a hydrologic system. In 
this report Model Water Budget or Water Budget refers to all 
the data describing flows into and out of the aquifer during 
the Calibration Period, except for flows represented as 
Targets. 

The USGS groundwater flow modeling software with which 
SRPAM, ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2.0 are represented. 

A location in ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2.0 modeling where an 
aquifer property is estimated. This technique is used 
because current computing power does not allow unique 
estimation at every Model Cell. Pilot Point estimates are 
interpolated to individual Model Cells . 

Predictive Uncertainty This term is used in this report both to describe the 

Range 

s 

general concept of assessing the expected uncertainty 
associated with individual model predictions, and in 
reference to a specific IDWR modeling activity given the 
name "Predictive Uncertainty Analysis." 

An expression of the expected values that a value might 
take on. In this report it is defined to include virtually all 
expected values and so statistically corresponds to four 
standard deviations (two above the mean, two below). It 
can be expressed in terms of percentages or values; a 
Range of "500 plus or minus ten percent" is an equivalent 
Range to "450 to 550." 

Storage Coefficient. Unitless. 
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SRPAM 

Steady State 

Snake River Plain Aquifer Model. The IDWR/University of 
Idaho model which preceded ESPAM1.1. 

A model run that does not consider the timing of 
propagation of effects. It requires input data of only the 
magnitude and location of aquifer stress, and produces 
estimates of the spatial propagation of effects. 

Storage Coefficient, Storage The ratio between the change in volume of 

Stress Period 

Targets 

T 

Time to Half 

Time Step 

Transient 

Transmissivity 

water in aquifer storage and the change in aquifer head. In 
this report, it is applied both to unconfined effects resulting 
from filling or draining of pore space, and to confined effects 
resulting from elastic properties of water and the aquifer 
matrix . 

A period of time during which flows in the model input are 
held at a constant, average level. Stress Period length can 
be equal to Time Steps, or can be equal to the sum of a 
whole number of Time Steps. 

Measured or estimated values for various quantities that the 
model is used to predict. Target values are provided for the 
period of time for which the Model Water Budget is prepared 
and are used to test the ability of the model to reproduce 
known results. 

Transmissivity. Ft2 per day 

The number of months required for arrival of half of the 
volume effect that will eventually reach a particular surface 
water body. 

The time frequency at which MODFLOW performs 
calculations and produces output values. 

A model run that includes a timing component. It requires 
information on the timing of aquifer stress and produces 
estimates of both the timing and location of the propagation 
of stress. 

The ability of aquifer materials to convey or transport water, 
per unit width of flow path. 
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Trim Line A geographic representation of Deminimus concepts. Points 
of diversion within a Trim Line are subject to administration 
and points without are not. Each different administrative 
action can conceptually have a unique Trim Line. 

DEMINIMUS EFFECTS AND TRIM LINE 

The determination and application of a Deminimus effect is a policy question that will 
not be addressed in this report. The concept of uncertainty may be considered in 
making this policy determination, and uncertainty will be addressed. 

A Deminimus policy could be defined in terms of Capture Fraction, specifying a 
threshold fraction below which propagating effects are considered Deminimus. This is 
essentially the definition of a Trim Line which has been applied in administration of 
water calls using ESPAM1.1. The policy could also specify a threshold total volume or 
volume per time, below which effects are considered Deminimus. This is the concept 
that has been applied in use of ESPAMl.1 for water-right transfers. 

ESPAM2.0 can be operated to calculate either of these potential Deminimus thresholds. 
The results will be subject to the inherent limitations of the model. 

FUTILE CALL 

The Futile Call is closely related to the concept of Deminimus effects, and shares the 
technical aspects of Capture Fraction and total magnitude of benefit received. It could 
also have a temporal component; if relief is not expected to arrive within some specified 
time frame, the action could be considered futile. The timing of relief can be 
considered in the context of the needs of "crops ... in progress, being green" (Fifth 
District Court for Idaho, case CV-2005-0000600, p. 93). 

ESPAM2.0 can be used to estimate timing, Capture Fraction and total magnitude of 
benefit. For illustration, it has been applied to a hypothetical curtailment of 
groundwater rights in the Egin Bench area of Fremont Madison Irrigation District, 
shown in Figure 1. Appendix A provides details of the modeling exercise. 
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Figure 1. Location of Egin Bench 

Many of these wells have priority dates junior to July 13, 1962. Curtailing these junior 
wells would reduce pumping by an estimated 4,730 acre feet per year. Table 1 shows 
the benefits that a one-year curtailment would produce for the reach that contains the 
Rangen diversion, as modeled by ESPAM2.0. It is acknowledged that there are other 
users in that reach, and there may be discharges that do not sustain any water rights. 
However, no attempt has been made to apportion these benefits to individual 
diversions. Because of the coarseness of the curtailed-volume estimates, Table 2 is 
most reliably interpreted in terms of benefit relative to curtailment. 

Table 2 
ESPAM2.0 Indication of Benefits to the Rangen Reach 

from One-year Curtailment of Egin Bench GW Irrigation 
Junior to July 13, 1962 

Time Period Cumulative Benefit to Benefit Relative to 
Reach Curtailed Volume 

First Year 24 qallons 1.5 X 10-6 % 
First Five Years 0.11 acre feet 0.002% 

150 Years 1. 90 acre feet 0.04% 

Rocky Mountain Environmental Associates 6 
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REACH DISCRETIZATION 

General Technical Principles 

The modeling software MODFLOW can be configured to produce flux results for any 
combination of Model Cells that the user desires. In this report, these will be called 
"Administrative Reaches." The Calibration of the model was constrained by Target 
measurements and/or estimates of flux to aggregated reaches which in some cases are 
much larger than individual Model Cells. In this report these will be called "Calibration 
Reaches." It is technically valid to construct Administrative Reaches that are 
combinations of whole Calibration Reaches. In Figure 2, Administrative Reach Al would 
be a valid combination of Calibration Reaches Cl and C2. It is not technically valid to 
construct Administrative Reaches that are subsets of Calibration Reaches, or that 
combine subsets of reaches. Reaches A2 through A4 in Figure 2 are all technically 
invalid. 

The reason that subdividing a Calibration Reach is not technically warranted is that the 
Calibration process can be successful no matter where in a reach the model indicates 
flows occur, without any constraint to produce the correct within-reach spatial 
distribution. For instance, in Figure 2 it may be that calibration Reach C4 is a uniform 
gaining reach. However, the model Calibration could have been successful if it had 
represented all the gains as accruing in the portion of the reach that lies within 
Administrative Reach A2. Even though the model was well-Calibrated and produced 
correct results for Reach C4 as a whole, using the model with the illustrated 
Administrative Reaches would result in overestimation of C4's effects on Reach A2 and 
underestimation of its effects on Reach A3. 

--A1 -A2- - A3- -A4-

~ 
.,· ... . 

' \ 

,,.--...._ ____ ,,--. _) 
C1 C2 C3 

Figure 2. Illustration of hypothetical partition of Calibration Reaches. 
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Integration with Surface Water Administration 

Surface-water priority and delivery above Milner are defined by the reaches in the 
Water District 01 accounting program. Defining model Administrative Reaches with 
reference to Water District 01 accounting reaches creates the technical ability for 
administrative actions to be assessed with reference to their effect on surface-water 
delivery. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that Administrative Reaches be comprised of combinations of entire 
Calibration Reaches. As described below, uncertainty will be greatly reduced if 
Administrative Reaches are no smaller than the distance between nearby Transmissivity 
Pilot Points. Above Milner, Administrative Reaches should correspond to Water District 
01 accounting reaches to the extent possible, given the configuration of Calibration 
Reaches. 

TEMPORAL DISCRETIZATION 

Concepts 

There are two important concepts for time discretization of MODFLOW aquifer models. 
The first is the Stress Period/ which is the period of time during which all inputs to the 
model are held at a constant rate. The second is the Time Step/ which is the frequency 
of modeling calculations and model output. It is generally desirable to have Stress 
Periods short enough to capture any important temporal character of the input data for 
question being asked. For instance, if a question relates to pumping that occurs at a 
steady rate for a number of months, that typical pumping period could be an 
appropriate Stress Period. Time steps can be made shorter than Stress Periods to allow 
more temporally refined output. Technical considerations include the following: 

1. Greatest confidence is obtained when Stress Periods for model use are about the 
same length or longer than for Calibration. ESPAM1.1 was Calibrated with six­
month Stress Periods. It has been deployed by IDWR using six-month and four­
month Stress Periods, and by University of Idaho using one-month periods. 
ESPAM2.0 was Calibrated using calendar-month Stress Periods varying in length 
from 28 to 31 days. 

2. The native temporal resolution of the underlying data should also inform Stress 
Period length. Most data for both ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2.0 had a native 
temporal resolution of one month. However, in both cases, tributary underflow 
was estimated on a long-term average basis and artificially partitioned to 
Calibration-period Stress Period lengths. 
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3. The ability of the model to reproduce temporal signals in the Calibration data set 
is affected by Time Step length. If the Stress Periods are defined so that they 
correspond approximately to the seasonal variation in aquifer inflows and 
outflows, the use of time steps shorter than Stress Periods can allow a model to 
predict flows at a finer temporal resolution than the model Stress Period. 
ESPAM2.0 was Calibrated using two time steps per Stress Period, giving output 
every 14 to 15.5 days. 

4. While Time Step length can be selected to produce useful results, the confidence 
in short-term differences in output should be constrained by the ability of the 
model to match short-term changes in Target data during model Calibration. 
Both ESPAMl.1 and ESPAM2.0 were able to do a reasonable job of representing 
short-term changes in some springs and river reaches, but not in others. 

5. Uncertainty in temporal representations of model output should temper the 
reliance on short-term model results. Temporal uncertainty is discussed later in 
this report. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that ESPAM2.0 generally be configured with one-month Stress 
Periods, either actual calendar days per month or (365.25/12) days per month. If 
appropriate to the time frame of the question at hand, it is acceptable to have Stress 
Periods longer than one month. The selection of Time Steps may be left to the user, 
with the understanding that the fine output discretization resulting from short Time 
Steps does not imply precision of knowledge of the timing of output. 

In any case, from a technical standpoint it is vital for administrative decision that hinges 
on the timing of arrival of effects to be strongly informed by both the short-term 
temporal performance of the model in Calibration and the temporal aspects of 
uncertainty that are discussed below. As a general rule of thumb it is recommended 
that great caution be exercised whenever the administrative outcome is sensitive to 
timing differences shorter than approximately four months. 

TEMPORAL UNCERTAINTY 

The propagation of temporal signals to a stream segment can be expressed by the ratio 
(a2 S/T)1, where a is geometric distance, Sis aquifer storage, and Tis aquifer 
Transmissivity. The output of the equation is in the time units of the Transmissivity 
value, and is the amount of time for half of the rate of pumping or recharge to be 

1 C.T. Jenkins, 1968. Computation of Rate and Volume of Stream Depletion By 
Wells, Techniques of Water Resources Investigation of the United States Geological 
Survey. Book 4 Chapter D1 
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expressed at the Target river reach. 2 The uncertainty of a, Sand Tcan be estimated 
from the Ranges of each, and various statistical equations employed to approximate the 
uncertainty of the product (a2 S/T). 

In this report, the Range has been defined to include virtually all expected values, 
equivalent to four standard deviations. Table 2 provides values generally compatible 
with typical Snake Plain values, for an illustrative calculation. The Range for parameter 
a is estimated based on the fact that in MODFLOW, all wells are represented at the 
center of the Model Cell. Since the distance from the center of the cell to the diagonal 
corner is 3,733 feet, it is expected that all wells will be represented within that distance 
of their actual locations. Estimation of the Range for Tis described below in the 
uncertainty section of this report. Uncertainty for Sis assumed to be similar to T. 

Table 2 
Estimated Uncertainty of Input Data 

for Temporal Calculations 

Value +/- Ran e value 
528 000 ft 100 miles 3 733 feet 

0.0075 

+/- Ran e 0/o 
0.71% 
15% 
15% 

Using these input data and the assumptions and procedures described in Appendix B, 
the estimated value of (a2 S/T) is 153 years +/- 23 years, or +/- 15%. Repeating the 
exercise with a distance of 52,800 feet (ten miles) produces somewhat larger 
uncertainty on a percentage basis . 

SPATIAL UNCERTAINTY 

The spatial distribution of pumping effects is best represented by Steady State model 
results. These are controlled by geometric distance and aquifer Transmissivity, but not 
by aquifer Storage Coefficient. There are two major components of spatial uncertainty. 
The first is the uncertainty arising from the ability to measure and estimate distances 
and Transmissivity. The second arises from the fact that the aquifer is more 
heterogeneous than can be represented in the modeling software. 

2 This is different from the Time to Half defined in this report; Time to Half is the 
time for half the volume effect to arrive from a one-time event, while (if 5/T) is time 
for half the rate effectto arrive from a continuous process. 
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Estimation of Distance and Transmissivity Effects 

Using ESPAM1.1, IWRRI estimated the Water Budget uncertainty of ESPAM1.1 at 
approximately+/- 17% (Snake River Plain Aquifer Model Scenario Update: Hydrologic 
Effects of Continued 1980-2002 Water Supply and Use Conditions Using Snake Plain 
Aquifer Model Version 1.1 "Base Case Scenario" 
http://www.if.uidaho.edu/rvjohnson/ifiwrri/projects.htm#model). Given that the 
ESPAM2.0 Water Budget was based on similar conceptual models and underlying data, 
it is reasonably expected that its uncertainty is also in this range. 

To propagate the water-budget uncertainty into an indication of the uncertainty of 
Transmissivity, Darcy's law is applied. It relates the quantity of groundwater flow (in 
our case, the Water Budget) and the aquifer Transmissivity as follows: 

Q = Tw dh/dl 

where Q= 
T= 
W= 
dh/dl = 

rate of flow through the aquifer 
aquifer Transmissivity 
width of flow tube considered 
gradient along the length of flow 

This can be rearranged to express Tas a function of the Water Budget (represented by 
Q): 

T= Q * (1/w dh/dl) 

The variance of a product3 can be calculated from the variances of the factors and the 
covariance between them. Relative to the Water Budget (Q), the width and gradient 
are very well known. If we assume they are perfectly known and their measurement 
methods are independent of the measurements of the Water Budget, then the variance 
of Transmissivity is driven entirely by the variance of the Water Budget. Hence, its 
uncertainty will also be on the order of 17%. 

Effect of Heterogeneity 

The second component of spatial uncertainty is based on the fact that the aquifer is 
actually a highly heterogenous combination of fractured basalts, dense basalts, and 
sediments of varying permeability and Transmissivity. Even if data were available to 
allow each of the 11,000 active Model Cells to be represented by a uniquely-estimated 
Transmissivity value, each would be a gross simplification of the heterogeneity with the 

3 A.J. Clemens and C.J . Burt, 1997. Accuracy of Irrigation Efficiency Estimate~ 
Journal of Irrigation and Drainage Engineering. 
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Model Cell. However, the model representation of Transmissivity is actually based on 
unique estimates at fewer than 300 locations known as Pilot Points, with the value at 
each Model Cell based on interpolation between Pilot Points. Hence, it is not only 
impossible for the model to capture heterogeneity that exists within a single Model Cell, 
it is impossible to fully capture heterogeneity at a scale smaller than the distance 
between Pilot Points. 

Appendix C contains a description of Monte-Carlo steady-state modeling representing a 
small hypothetical aquifer. The Monte-Carlo variable was spatial distribution of 
Transmissivity values within aquifer zones, honoring the+/- 15% uncertainty in 
Transmissivity estimated above. The specific results apply to that simulation, but the 
general principle demonstrated is that the finer the Reach discretization, the more 
variability in results. When the Reach length was 1/5 the equivalent distance between 
Pilot Points, the largest predicted result exceeded the smallest by two to seven times 
(i.e. was 200% to 700% of the smaller value). When Reach length was approximately 
equal to the inter-Pilot-Point distance, the larger values were approximately 110% to 
250% of the smaller. This underestimates the potential effect of heterogeneity, 
because only a single geometric representation was used and because temporal and 
Storage Coefficient effects were ignored. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF UNCERTAINTY 

Effect of Uncertainty 

The modeled magnitude of relief addresses the policy question of how much benefit will 
derive from a contemplated action, and the modeled timing of relief addresses the 
question of whether it occurs soon enough to be meaningful. From a technical 
standpoint, the general concept of uncertainty is an attempt to address the policy 
question, "How confident are we that the administrative action will provide the relief 
indicated?" 

Potential Sources of Uncertainty 

Context of Sources of Uncertainty 

A groundwater flow model is a simplification of a complex physical system which cannot 
be described fully, due to limitations in knowledge of subterranean structures, lack of 
data, and limitations in computing power. The blue background in Figure 3 represents 
the infinite number of simplifications that could be made. Selection of an overall 
conceptual model puts some bounds on the possibilities, illustrated by the yellow 
irregular shape. Three existing eastern Snake Plain models (SRPAM, ESPAMl.1 and 
ESPAM2.0) are simplifications that share the conceptual model of single-layer 
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representation with time-constant Transmissivity, without faults or other discontinuities. 
The heavy black line represents models that honor the Water Budget data, and the 
dotted line represents a subset which includes only models that are deemed to be 
Calibrated. Calibrated means that given the input data representing the Water Budget 
during a Calibration Period, the model does an acceptable job of reproducing observed 
measurements called Target values, from the same period. The three different X marks 
in the figure represent three different models that meet all criteria; they are consistent 
with the chosen conceptual model, they honor the Water Budget, and they are 
Calibrated in that they reasonably reproduce the Target data. Conceptually, the X 
marks could represent the three existing models mentioned. 

Some sources of uncertainty relate to the various regions within Figure 3. For instance, 
conceptual model uncertainty refers to the fact that different conceptual assumptions 
could reasonably have been made for the eastern Snake plain, which would have 
changed the shape of the mapped "conceptual model" area in Figure 3. This would 
have changed the nature of model output for at least some specific questions. Other 
sources of uncertainty refer to different possibilities within the various regions. All three 
points marked "X" are within the same conceptual model and Water Budget, and all 
three are Calibrated. Differences between them can represent the concepts of internal 
Calibration uncertainty, mathematical uncertainty, parameter uncertainty and Predictive 
Uncertainty listed below. 

A/1 possible modws 

Models that meat our 
a,nc.ptual de$1gn 

Mol:M/s that adequata/y 
honor callbral/on ,.rpe/$ 

Figure 3. Cartoon of the range of possible models that could be considered. 
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Listing of Potential Sources of Uncertainty 

Dr. Charles E. Brockway et al4 offer a good listing of the potential sources of model 
uncertainty. These include: 

• Conceptual Uncertainty 
• Mathematical Uncertainty 
• Parameter Uncertainty 
• Internal Calibration Uncertainty 
• Calibration Target Uncertainty 
• Predictive Uncertainty 

This report treats these sources qualitatively, with quantitative estimates made for 
some components of uncertainty. 

Conceptual Uncertainty 

Model Layers. Figure 4 shows a hypothetical aquifer that is somewhat analogous to the 
eastern Snake Plain aquifer. Geologic and well data provide strong indications of 
locations where there are indeed impermeable layers that separate the aquifer into 
distinct vertical zones, as shown in Panel A. There are two schools of thought in the 
proper modeling of such systems. One school of thought is represented by Panel B, 
that since we are reasonably certain the feature exists, it should be represented. This 
approach is exemplified by the Spokane Valley Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer model, 5 which 
represented a multiple layer system in an area where very few data were available to 
characterize the lower layer. The authors acknowledged the lack of data and provided 
cautions describing the resulting limitations. 

4 C.E. Brockway, Jim Brannon, John Koreny, Willem Schreuder, Dave Colvin, 
Dave Blew and Jon Bowling. February, 2012. Uncertainty Analysis and Utilization of 
ESPAM2 for Water Rights Administration. 
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Browse/Waterinfo/ESP.AM/meetings/2012 ESHMC/02 27 2 
012/Uncertainty Analysis and Utilization of ESPAM2 for Water.pptx 

5 Paul A. Hsieh, Michael E. Barber, Bryce A. Cantor, Md. Akram Hossain, Gary S. 
Johnson, Joseph L. Jones, and Allan H. Wylie. 2007. Ground-water Flow Model for the 
Spokane Valley-Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer, Spokane County, Washington, and Bonner 
and Kootenai Counties. Idaho. Scientific Investigations Report 2007-5044, US 
Geological Survey. 
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Figure 4. Illustration of differences in conceptualization of model layers. 

The other school of thought is represented in the three Snake Plain models, that it is 
technically irresponsible to represent more detail than can be supported in Calibration 
by available data. This is illustrated by Panel C. Clearly, the existence of such different 
conceptual alternatives produces large uncertainty in representation of the effects that 
pumping Well 1 would have upon East Creek. 

Faults. Figure 5 shows a hypothetical aquifer in fairly Transmissive materials, with a 
fault that is expected to be an impediment to groundwater flow. This is somewhat 
analogous to the Rexburg Bench area of the eastern Snake plain, which is included in 
ESPAMl.1 and ESPAM2.0. Figure 6B shows a conceptual representation from the 
school of thought that the knowledge of the fault's existence and expectations of its 
effect justifies including it in the model; it is the assertion that representing the fault 
incorrectly is "less wrong" than omitting it entirely. Figure 6C illustrates the school of 
thought taken in ESPAMl.1 and ESPAM2.0, that the fault should be omitted since there 
are limited head data to constrain Calibration of its properties. Both approaches are 
justifiable, but produce markedly different model representations of propagation of 
effects from the well to South Creek. This illustrates another large potential uncertainty 
associated with choice of conceptual model. 
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North Creek 

Well • 

A 

South Creek 

Figure 5. Hypothetical aquifer for discussion of conceptual model of fault 
representation . 

B C 

Figure 6. Two conceptual representations of the 
faulted aquifer shown in Figure 5. 
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Effect of Conceptual Uncertainty. This report does not quantify the uncertainty implied 
by these two conceptual model decisions, nor others such as the decision to use a t ime­
constant Transmissivity. Nevertheless, it is important to understand that this is a 
legitimate part of overall uncertainty, because other conceptual decisions may be as 
reasonable as the ones taken in ESPAM2.0. The two illustrations provided suggest that 
this component of uncertainty can be large. 

Mathematical Uncertainty 

This report does not address mathematical uncertainty. 

Parameter Uncertainty 

The discussion above of the effect of uncertainty in Transmissivity is a discussion of 
parameter uncertainty. Later in this report is a discussion of the effect of heterogeneity 
at a scale finer than the inter-Pilot-Point distance, which is also a parameter uncertainty 
topic. Uncertainty in the Water Budget, estimated above at approximately 17%, is 
another example of parameter uncertainty. 

Internal Calibration Uncertainty 

This is related to the fact that within a given conceptual model, Water Budget and 
Target data set, there are multiple ways to Calibrate the model. Many of these may 
give reasonable results relative to the Calibration Targets, but may give different results 
for a given estimate or prediction made by the model. Further, the questions asked of 
the model are often different than the ones implicit in the Water Budget data used in 
Calibration. 

A crude example might be a situation where it is known that two integers must add up 
to 15, but there are few other data to further inform the selection. Many pairs of 
integers can be identified that satisfy the Target value of 15, but they will give markedly 
different results for other questions, such as the difference between the two integers. 
This type of uncertainty is a component of the Predictive Uncertainty discussed below. 

The example is not entirely far-fetched. The Calibration Water Budget data represent 
spatially-distributed recharge to the entire plain, and Targets represent total discharges 
or changes in discharge at various springs and river reaches. There are no Target data 
that explicitly relate a change in pumping at a specific well to a change in discharge at a 
specific spring or river reach. Yet this is the very question that must be asked of the 
model for evaluating a conjunctive administration water call. 
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Calibration Target Uncertainty 

The model is Calibrated to match the Target data as closely as possible. However, no 
Target values are known with absolute precision. Some estimates of Target uncertainty 
are: 

• Changes in aquifer head can be measured to approximately 0.01 foot, for 
changes that range from a few feet to a few tens of feet; 

• Calculation of Target river gains and losses relies heavily on measurements of 
river flow and diversions. These are generally measured to a precision of 5% to 
10%. Measured river flows are usually large relative to the gains/losses 
estimated with this technique, and hence the imprecision can exceed the 
magnitude of the calculated gains or losses. Gain/loss calculations also rely on 
estimates of surface return flows from irrigation, which are generally less 
precisely known than river flows or diversions. 

• Some Target spring discharges are measured with standard measuring devices, 
likely having precision within a Range of plus or minus 3%. Others are 
measured with non-standard devices or rated sections, with accuracy perhaps of 
a Range of plus or minus 10% to 20%. Still other spring Targets are based on 
one-time measurements or estimates, with uncertainty likely greater than 20% 
to 30%. 

Though the relationship is not quantified in this report, conceptually it is clear that the 
precision of the Target data also limits the ultimate certainty of model results. A model 
that exactly reproduces incorrect data is not as useful as Calibration statistics would 
suggest. 

Predictive Uncertainty 

Predictive Uncertainty is a concept related to parameter uncertainty and internal 
Calibration uncertainty discussed above. In this report, it is considered by comparing 
the SRPAM, ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2.0 models. Predictive Uncertainty is also considered 
by reporting on IDWR work based upon recalibrating ESPAM2.0 while honoring 
Calibration constraints, specifically called a "Predictive Uncertainty Analysis" by IDWR 
and the ESHMC. Both considerations only explore part of the possible range, because 
in both cases the models compared share many similarities. 

Existing Model Comparison. In Figure 3, the dotted line represents models that could 
be considered to be Calibrated. The X marks represent a sample of three, out of an 
infinite number of Calibrated models that could be discovered within that space. The 
three Snake Plain models (SRPAM, ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM1.2) provide one look into the 
potential magnitude of this type of uncertainty and could be considered to represent 
three X marks within the domain of Calibrated models. 
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Figure 7 shows three geographical locations selected to coincide approximately with the 
centroids of both an SRPAM Model Cell and an ESPAM Model Cell (SRPAM cells are 
approximately 3 miles square and ESPAM cells are one mile square). Figure 8 shows 
the estimates made by these three models, in magnitude and timing of effect to the 
combined Milner to King Hill reach, for the three different locations. The heavy black 
lines on the Time to Half bars indicate that SRPAM and ESPAM1.1 were set up to 
produce output every four months, so the represented Time to Half is only known to 
the level of a four-month trimester. The midpoint of the period is selected for charting 
in the red bar. The modeling files for this exercise are described in Appendix E and 
accompany this report. 

It is acknowledged that ESPAM1.1 was designed to be an improvement over SRPAM, 
and ESPAM2.0 similarly is expected to be an improvement over ESPAM1.1. 
Nevertheless, all three are carefully Calibrated models based on a common conceptual 
model, and were each in their time the best available science. 

/\/ Roads • Sample Points 

Figure 7. Sample points used to compare SRPAM, ESPAMl.1 and ESPAM2.0. 
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Figure 8. Differences in representation of Capture Fraction and timing of effect, from 
applying three calibrated models to the points shown in Figure 7. 

At Point A, Capture differences between the three models are within about 10% to 
15%. At Point B the largest Capture is approximately 30% greater than the smallest, 
and at Point C the largest exceeds the smallest by a multiple of about five . Differences 
in timing are large (on a percentage basis) at all three points. 

IDWR Predictive Uncertainty analysis. Another approach to test the range of Predictive 
Uncertainty is to set the model Calibration procedure to produce a pair of models that 
are both Calibrated, one maximizing and one minimizing some particular prediction. 
Conceptually, each such test could be considered an exploration of the red zone within 
Figure 3. With 11,000 Model Cells and over 60 reaches at which predictions could be 
assessed, there are a very large number of possible tests that could be run. With input 
from the ESHMC, IDWR has selected and run 17 Predictive Uncertainty analyses to 
explore the kinds of differences that might be observed. 6 This is not a statistical 
sample, but was focused on particular questions of interest. Figure 9 shows the range 

6 E-mail from Dr. Allan Wylie, included as Appendix D. 
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of results that were obtained, with the reported percentage defined as [(Maximum 
Effect/Minimum Effect) x 100]. 
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Figure 9. Results of IDWR Predictive Uncertainty tests. 

Each test was comprised of a pair of Calibration runs, one configured to maximize and 
one to minimize the Steady State Capture to a particular reach from a particular 
location, while maintaining a Calibrated model. Calibration was maintained by requiring 
that overall match to Targets be within specific criteria, discussed with the ESHMC. The 
figure indicates that most of the time, the greatest ratio that could be forced while 
maintaining a pair of Calibrated models was approximately 125% (i.e. the largest 
estimate is 1.25 times the lowest). However, for more than 10% of the tests, the 
larger estimate was more than 500% of the lower. Almost a quarter of tests showed 
ratios of 200% or more. The variability of these results shows that the degree of 
uncertainty is highly sensitive to the particular question asked. 

Each of the IDWR tests explores the potential uncertainty of a single estimate, within 
the ESPAM2.0 framework of a single conceptual model and a single set of Water Budget 
and Target data. Expanding the exercise to consider other conceptual models or 
alternate Water Budget representations would certainly have increased the range of 
results obtained. 

Discretization 

Spatial and temporal uncertainties are strongly influenced by the discretization of 
results required. If the question is "how much of curtailment at point X will benefit the 
river or springs someday, somewhere?" the answer can be determined with nearly 
100% precision and confidence. If the question is "how much benefit will arrive to this 
particular river reach," uncertainty is introduced. If the question is, "How much will 
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arrive in this reach on the 17th of August, 2018," uncertainty is compounded. 

Assessing Overall Uncertainty 

The concepts and measures described above are not competing methodologies for 
addressing the same question. They are descriptions of different parts of the question. 
The fact that Water Budget analysis indicates 17% uncertainty does not contradict the 
IDWR finding of much greater uncertainty in some of the Predictive Uncertainty tests; 
they are approximations of different parts of the larger uncertainty picture. 

Because of some overlap or interdependence between various uncertainty estimates, 
and because extreme differences are generally less likely than small differences, total 
uncertainty is not simply the sum of estimates of various components. It is, however, 
certainly greater than indicated by any single estimate of uncertainty. 

TEMPORAL DELAY OF EFFECTS 

The ESPAM2.0 model run presented in Appendix A indicates that it would take 
approximately 197 months, or about 16 years, for half of the volume of relief from Egin 
curtailment to accumulate at the Rangen reach. Table 2 above reports the one-year 
and five-year arrival of relief. Uncertainty in temporal representations is described 
earlier in the report. 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Trim Line 

The technical content of Diminimus considerations is in the determination of whether 
curtailment of a given point of diversion meets a predetermined threshold. The Trim 
Line is one approach to establish a Deminimus cutoff. It is a spatial approach which 
classifies individual model cells as being either Deminimus or non-Deminimus, based on 
the expected quantity of relief from curtailment within the cell. The quantity threshold 
could be defined in terms of percentages of total curtailment volume, or of volume of 
relief per unit time. ESPAM2.0 can perform either calculation, subject to uncertainty. 
This uncertainty can be substantial. For instance, IDWR's tests indicate thatthe 
estimate of total relief to one reach, from curtailment in one particular region, could 
range anywhere from 3% to 29% of the curtailed consumptive use. 7 

7 See Appendix D. 
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Establishing the Trim Line threshold itself is a policy question, which may in part 
consider uncertainty. The quantity uncertainty arising from the Water Budget and its 
effect on Transmissivity is likely at a minimum 15% to 20%. Overall uncertainty 
exceeds this single-component estimate, especially when questions are asked for small 
reaches and at small time scales. 

Futile call 

Futile Call considers quantity effects described above, and also could have a component 
related to the timing of relief. Aquifer models can only estimate timing; for instance, 
Figure 8 suggests that for a test point above the springs in Magic Valley, the Time to 
Half (arrival of half the relief) is somewhere between five and 20 months. For a point in 
the center of the plain, it is between five and 20 years and for a point in the northeast 
it is 15 to 70 years. 

Reach Discretization 

From a technical standpoint, Administrative Reaches should not subdivide Calibration 
Reaches. Combining Calibration Reaches into larger Administrative Reaches is 
technically desirable when Calibration Reaches are smaller than the distances between 
nearby Pilot Points. Above Milner, reach discretization should further be constrained by 
considerations of the WDOl accounting process. 

Temporal Discretization 

Modeling using one-month Stress Periods is acceptable, but great caution should be 
exercised in reliance on administrative decisions that hinge on temporal representations 
at periods shorter than approximately four months. Great attention should be paid to 
the ability of the model to match temporal signals in the reach(es) important to the 
administrative decision, as shown by Calibration results. Temporal reliance on the 
model should also be tempered by a realization that the model was Calibrated to 
spatially-distributed Water Budget data, but will be administratively applied assuming 
that temporal results are valid for a single user at a single point. 

Model Uncertainty 

The uncertainties expressed here can be considered as expressions of the probability 
that a given administrative action will produce the benefits to seniors that the model 
says it will. Combined with the magnitude of benefit to the senior, model uncertainty 
should be viewed in context of the magnitude and absolute certainty that of the effect 
that the junior will undergo. For any proposed action, a large, rapid and highly 
probable benefit is more justifiable than a small, delayed and uncertain benefit. 
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• For any particular question, quantity uncertainty is probably at least in the 
range of the 17% result obtained from water-budget analysis. 

• Additional uncertainty is introduced from conceptual model limitations and 
from the parameter estimation process. The IDWR Predictive Uncertainty 
work indicates that the difference between two Calibrated ESPAM2.0-
framework models can exceed 500% for some questions, though it is 
generally much smaller. 

• Uncertainty will always decrease as questions are asked on larger spatial 
scales and longer cumulative time scales. 

• Work presented here suggests the lower limit of temporal uncertainty may 
generally be in the range of 15%. 

• Uncertainties from various sources are not strictly additive but they do 
combine. Overall uncertainty will always be greater than the estimate from 
any particular source of uncertainty. 

Timing of Effects 

ESPAM2.0 estimates that half of the volume of benefit eventually arriving at the Rangen 
reach from Egin curtailment will have accrued during the 16-year period following a 
one-time curtailment event. Some of this benefit would accrue to Rangen, some to 
other users within the reach, and perhaps some to springs without water rights. 

Overall Recommendation 

ESPAM2.0 is a good tool. It is only a tool, and is but one of many. It should be used 
with careful attention to the limitations described above. Great caution should be used 
whenever results depend on spatial discretization smaller than the inter-Pilot-Point 
distance or temporal discretization shorter than approximately four months. In no case 
should it be relied upon where critical administrative turning points hinge on differences 
smaller than the Ranges of uncertainty explored in this document and revealed by the 
IDWR Predictive Uncertainty work. 
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APPENDIX A 
MODELING OF EGIN BENCH CURTAILMENT 

APPROACH 

The approach taken to model Egin Bench curtailment was to identify water-right 
points of diversion with source "ground water" and use "irrigation" within the 
portion of the Fremont Madison Irrigation District identified as Egin Bench. 
Points of diversion were selected from IDWR water-right data using GIS 
processing. All points of diversion with priority date equal or senior to July 13, 
1962 were removed from calculations. 

The equivalent reduction in consumptives use was calculated from the water­
right diversion rate and applied to the appropriate model cells by application of 
response functions from ESPAM2.0. Results were summarized and data 
processed in Microsoft Excel. 

DETAILS OF GIS PROCESSING 

Data set "irrigation_companies.shp"1 was downloaded from website 
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/ftp/gisdata/GISScripts/downloadform.asp?path=Spati 
al/Irrigation/IrrigationCompanies&package=irrigation companies.pkg on August 
31, 2012. The Fremont Madison Irrigation Dist rict was extracted as 
"fmid_simple.shp," included within the data folder 
"Modeling_Egin_Bench_Curtail" provided with this document. The District lands 
were manually partitioned into Egin Bench lands and other lands as identified in 
the attribute table and in Figure Al below. 

Groundwater irrigation points of diversion within Egin Bench were extracted from 
data sets "Wrpod.shp" and "Wrpou.dbf" downloaded from 
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Geographicinfo/GISdata/water rights.htm on July 
16, 2012. The selected lands and j unior wells are shown in Figure Al. 

1 In all the appendices, the notation "<xxxx>.shp" will be used as shorthand for the suite of files 
that comprise an ESRI shapefile. 
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Figure Al. Egin Bench service area and groundwater irrigation 
points of diversion. 

Points of diversion were saved as shapefile 
"wr_pod_egin_gw_irr_bycell_nodups.shp," included in the data files transmitted 
with this Appendix. Attribute table fields CALC_PDRATE, CALC_ACRES, CALC_ CU 
and CALC_DIV were manually added and populated. Diversion rate for multiple 
wells was uniformly apportioned to the wells under the water right. Acres were 
calculated assuming fifty acres per each cubic foot per second of water right, 
consumptive use was estimated at two feet per acre, and diversion volume was 
calculated assuming 80% consumed fraction of field applied groundwater. Model 
cells were identified using GIS processing with data set 
"ESPAM2_ModeIGrid_06092011.shp," downloaded from 
http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Browse/Waterlnfo/ESPAM/model filesNersion 2.0 D 
evelopment/Current Data/ on August 31, 2012. Because of the coarseness of 
the assumption used, the modeling results are best interpreted in terms of the 
ratio or percentage of benefit to curtailed volume. 

DETAILS OF AQUIFER MODELING 

Aquifer modeling was performed by generating transient aquifer response 
functions using the transient superposition ESPAM2.0 model provided by IDWR . 
The extraction of response functions was performed using a batch process. The 
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response functions were further processed by a small utility to produce model 
output, which was summarized in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. 

Accompanying folder "Modeling_Egin_Bench_Curtail" contains all the files used. 
Specific files and folders within this folder are further described here: 

Folder "BATCHMAKER" contains the utility and source code used to generate the 
files for the batch processing. It also contains folder 
"OUTPUT_OF _BATCHMAKER," whose contents were used with the MODFLOW 
files described below. MODFLOW output of the batch process is presented in 
folder "RESPONSE_FUNCTIONS." 

Accompanying data folder "MODFLOW_AND_ASSOC_FILES" contains the 
modeling files that were used along with the batch files. The model was set up 
to run monthly stress periods with one time step per stress period. Months were 
defined with equal lengths of approximately (365.25/12) days. This folder also 
includes the MODFLOW executable file and the utility "bud2smp.exe." Source 
code was not obtained for these executables and therefore cannot be submitted 
with this document. 

Folder "VB_CONVOLUTOR_II" contains the utility (executable and source code) 
used to extract modeling results from the response functions. It was applied to 
input file "jr _summary _bycell.csv" and produced output 
"jr_summary_bycell_OUT.csv." In turn, this output was processed in file 
"jr_summary_bycell_OUT.xls" to calculate the estimates presented in Table 2 in 
the report . 
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APPENDIX B 
ESTIMATION OF TEMPORAL UNCERTAINTY 

APPROACH 

Temporal uncertainty was estimated using the Jenkins Stream Depletion 
Metho~ 1 a standard analytical calculation method for estimating the time for 
arrival of pumping effects to a hydraulically-connected stream. As stated in the 
body of the report, "The propagation of temporal signals to a stream segment 
can be expressed by the ratio (a2 SIT), where a is geometric distance, Sis 
aquifer storage, and Tis aquifer Transmissivity. The output of the equation is in 
the time units of the Transmissivity value, and is the amount of time for half of 
the rate of pumping or recharge to be expressed at the target river reach." This 
ratio has units of time and is one way to represent the temporal propagation of a 
pumping effect. 

The Jenkins Stream Depletion Methodwas populated with values for distance, 
transmissivity and aquifer storage which are compatible with the eastern Snake 
River plain. Input Uncertainty was expressed in terms of the expected range 
that all estimates for a single input value would fall within (approximately 
equivalent to four standard deviations). That is, a statement that "We can 
measure X to a precision of plus or minus 5%" we mean that if X were 
repeatedly measured with the instruments and methods at hand, all the 
measured values would fall in the range of 0.95 X to 1.05 X. 

The approximation that the range is equivalent to four standard deviations 
allowed the variance to be estimated as the square of the estimated standard 
devation. Statistical calculation equations were used to propagate the variances 
of the input values to an expected of the calculated ratio, and using the same 
assumptions of the range being equal to four standard deviations, the expected 
range of uncertainty of the time of arrival of effects was derived from the 
calculated variance. 

STATISTICAL EQUATIONS USED 

Two basic statistical equations were used; an equation for the variance of a 
product, and an equation for the variance of a ratio. The product equation was 
applied to estimate the variance of the product (a * a) or (a2), then the ratio 

1 C.T. Jenkins, 1968. Computation of Rate and Volume of Stream 
Depletion By WellSi Techniques of Water Resources Investigation of the United 
States Geological Survey, Book 4 Chapter D1 
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equation was applied to estimate the variance of the ratio (S/T). In turn, these 
estimated variances were used to approximate the variance of the product [(a2) 
* (S/T)]. 

The equation for the variance of a product was obtained from Clemens & Burt, 
Accuracy of Irrigation Efficiency Estimates, Journal of Irrigation and Drainage 
Engineering, Nov/Dec 1997 (notation altered): 

where: 

s2 = estimated variance of product 
m2 = expected value of second factor 
s1

2 = estimated variance of first factor 
m1 = expected value of first factor 
s/ = estimated variance of second factor 
s12 = estimated covariance between the factors 

The variance of the ratio (S/T) is estimated using an equation from 
http://stats.stackexchange.com/guestions/19576/variance-of-the-reciprocal-ii 
(notation altered): 

(2) 

where: 

s/ = estimated variance of the ratio (mi/m2) 

Both equations require an estimate of the covariance (s12). It is estimated here 
from the expected correlation coefficient using Equation 3, obtained from 
Snedecor and Cochrane, Statistical Methods Seventh Edition. Iowa State 
University Press, 1980, p 180 (notation altered): 

where 

Sx = 

r= 

Appendix B 

estimated standard deviation of variable x = square root 
of estimated variance of variable x 
correlation coefficient between the two variables. 

(3) 
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This can be rearranged to express covariance in terms of correlation 
coefficient: 

(4) 

Correlation coefficients range between -1 and +1. A correlation coefficient of -1 
indicates that the two factors are 100% interdependent and that when one 
increases the other decreases. Correlation of zero means the factors are fully 
independent, and correlation of + 1 indicates that the factors are fully 
interdependent and move together when changes occur. 

Obviously the correlation of a with itself is + 1. For this exercise it was assumed 
that Tand Shave positive correlation, since the temporal component of target 
data constrains the ratio 5/Tand can accommodate an over-estimate in one with 
a compensating overestimate of the other. However, spatial distribution of gains 
constrains Twithout the ability for offsetting errors in 5. Hence, the correlation 
was estimated at +0.5 for use in Equation (4). 

The final calculation also used an equation which adjusts the product for the 
variances of the terms, also from Clemens and Burt (cited above): 

(5) 

where 

m = expected value of the product 

This made only trivial differences in the calculated value of (a2 SIT). 

CALCULATIONS 

Temporal uncertainty calculations are in file "TravelTimeCalcs.xls" in folder 
"Travel_ Time_Uncert_Calcs." The folder also contains the full Internet page 
from which Equation (2) was obtained . 

The equations were applied to the values in the table in the body of the report, 
and to a hypothetical location with a shorter distance but the same storage and 
transmissivity characteristics. The results of the calculations were approximate 
temporal uncertainties of 15% and 21 % for the further and nearer locations, 
respectively. This includes only temporal uncertainty associated with imprecision 
in the three input values; it cannot include temporal uncertainty associated with 
other sources such as the choice between alternate conceptual models. 
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APPENDIXC 
MONTE-CARLO INVESTIGATION OF HETEROGENEITY EFFECTS 

APPROACH 

To assess the potential effect of heterogeneity at spatial scales smaller than the 
inter-pilot-point distance, a simple steady-state aquifer model was constructed. 
It included two Transmissivity zones that were subdivided into smaller subzones. 
The larger zones were assumed to represent the inter-pilot-point distance, while 
the subzones were intended to represent heterogeneity at a sub-pilot-point 
scale. The aquifer interacted with a stream that had been subdivided into two 
reaches each of length equal to the zone size, analogous to the inter-pilot-point 
distance. Each reach was further divided into subreaches of length equivalent to 
one-fifth the inter-pilot-point distance. Two wells were installed, one at just less 
than the inter-pilot-point distance from the stream and another nearer the 
stream. 

A hypothetical "calibrated" Transmissivity was specified for each zone. Random 
suites of Transmissivity values were generated for the sub zones, and those 
which produced reasonable approximations (i.e. within the expected precision of 
Calibrated Transmissivity estimates) of Transmissivity in both large zones were 
retained as candidates for evaluation. This approach implicitly includes the 
combined effects of uncertainty in Transmissivity estimates and of spatial 
heterogeneity. 

The concept of the test is that there is a single underlying spatial distribution of 
Transmissivity, but that it is unknown and unknowable. Each of the tested 
parameterizations represents a distribution that is possible given the data at 
hand, and each could therefore represent the "truth." The output is a 
description of how many different underlying "true" configurations could be 
compatible with a single calibrated result. The calibrated result is represented 
with a uniform Transmissivity of 20,000 ft:2/day in the west zone and uniform 
Transmissivity of 100,000 ft2/day in the east. Because this is a steady-state 
model, aquifer storage is not estimated nor applied in calculations. 

When the suite of parameterizations was assembled, each was evaluated in its 
steady-state partition of effects to the ten sub-reaches and to the two 
aggregated reaches, from each of the two wells. The results were presented 
graphically, to allow some visualization of what the underlying probability 
distribution may look like. No formal statistical analyses were performed, though 
basic summary statistics were assembled. 
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DESCRIPTION OF MODEL 

The model is constructed in Microsoft Excel with the option for iterative 
calculations enabled. The model domain is illustrated in Figure Cl. The model 
has ten vertical columns and four horizontal rows. Wells are represented in Row 
1 column 3 and row 3 column 3. Ten river cells border the south side of the 
model domain. 

R1 

North 
Well 

Figure Cl. 

1 

1 

Figure C2. Discretization of transmissivity zones and sub reaches. 

This representation does not explore the full range of heterogeneity, due both to 
the large size of the individual transmissivity zones and to the fact that all the 
simulations assume the same geometric configuration of zones. It also fails to 
represent any heterogeneity or uncertainty in the nature of the connection 
between the river cells and the aquifer cells. 

Because well-to-river distances are small relative to the inter-pilot-point distance, 
this test does not explore the effects that heterogeneity at this scale might have 
upon more distant wells. 

Appendix C C2 



l 

Data folder "MONTE_CARLO" accompanies this appendix. In it are subfolders 
"NORTHSOUTH_R1C3" and "NORTHSOUTH_R3C3," containing the forty 
individual representations of the model and summary spreadsheets for the 
respective well locations. 

GENERATION OF AQUIFER PROPERTIES 

The aquifer properties were generated using a VB6 utility run in developer mode, 
with no executable ever being produced. The source code is contained in 
subfolder "VB_TESTMAKER_II." The utility relies upon a pseudo random number 
generator. Hence, if run again it may not reproduce the twenty realizations used 
in this simulation. However, it would be expected to produce a suite of twenty 
realizations which do honor the constraints. 

In reality there is a single geometric configuration of the aquifer, which is 
unknown and unknowable. There is a single assignment of properties to this 
configuration, also unknown and unknowable. There are a nearly infinite 
number of simplified representations which could be made. This test assumes a 
single simplified geometric configuration and explores the implications of 20 
different potential underlying suites of Transmissivity values which could actually 
populate the given simplified representation. The simulation requires 
conformance with the large-zone Transmissivity values, within an uncertainty 
range. 

Spreadsheet "Aquifer_Property_Summary.xls" in the main folder summarizes the 
aquifer properties generated. Figure C3 shows that the simulations indeed 
resulted in the geometric means of the east and west model zones 
corresponding to approximately +/- 15% of the target values. Though no formal 
statistical test was performed on the distributions, from the figure it appears that 
the distributions are more or less centered and are centrally weighted . This 
corresponds to the assumptions of the techniques used to estimate the 
uncertainty of Transmissivity estimates. 
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Simulated Transmissivity by Zone 

120,000 
> )I( 

111 t ~ 100,000 
N 
< • 
~ 80,000 x Max 

~ 60,000 
e Median 

'.? • Min 
II) 
II) 40,000 -Modeled ·e 
II) 

+ C: 20,000 E 
I-

0 
East West 

Bars are 25th & 75th Percentiles Zone 

Figure C3. Simulated Transmissivity by zone. 

Figure C4 shows the wide range of variability achievable across the ten sub 
zones while honoring the large-zone constraints. The utility was allowed to vary 
each zone by five orders of magnitude (less than the range of Transmissivity in 
the calibrated ESPAM2.0 model). The figure shows that many of the reaches 
explored this full range. Of course in order to meet the larger zone 
requirements, when any sub zone was at an extreme value, other sub zone(s) 
had to be set to offsetting values in the other direction. 

Simulated Transmissivity by Sub Zone 
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Figure C4. Simulated Transmissivity by sub zone. 

RESULTS OF SIMULATIONS 

From each simulation, steady-state partition of f lux was recorded for each of the 
ten sub reaches and for the two modeled reaches. Figures CS illustrates results 
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for the north well (more distant from the stream) and figures C6 shows the south 
well results. 

Partition of Pumping to Reaches - North Well 
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Figure CS. Simulation results for north well. 

Partition of Pumping to Reaches - South Well 
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Figure C6. Simulation results for south well. 
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The meaning of these results is somewhat difficult to articulate. The conceptual 
model of the test is not an exploration of the range of calibrated results that 
could be obtained from a single true configuration; it is an exploration of a suite 
of potential true configurations that are compatible with a single calibrated 
result. In this light, the subreach-one results from the north well could be 
described as follows: 

"Given this calibration result, it is possible that the true propagation of 
north well effects to reach one could be as low as essentially zero, or as 
much as 85% of pumping." 

Two observations arise from Figure CS and Figure C6: 
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1. For individual reaches smaller than the inter-pilot-point distance, the 
range of uncertainty is very large; 

2. The uncertainty is much smaller when reach size is approximately equal to 
the inter-pilot-point distance. 

LIMITATIONS OF TEST 

The limitations of this test include the following: 

1. This test only considers wells whose proximity to the river is within the 
inter-pilot-point distance; 

2. Only one configuration of Transmissivity zones is considered; 
3. It is a steady-state test and therefore does not inform temporal 

considerations of heterogeneity; 
4. It actually tests zones as a proxy for pilot points; 
5. It does not test heterogeneity or uncertainty in representation of the 

connection between the aquifer and springs or streams; 
6. Only twenty configurations were tested. 

The implication of the first limitation is that this analysis is most valid for wells 
near the river or springs. The implication of the second, third and fifth is that 
actual uncertainty arising from heterogeneity is expected to be greater than 
indicated here. The fourth limitation suggests that there is some imprecision in 
these results. More sophisticated analysis explicitly representing pilot points 
could show somewhat more or somewhat less uncertainty. This is partially 
addressed by constraining the test to a narrower range of Transmissivity values 
than were used in ESPAM2.0 and narrower than expected to actually occur. The 
sixth limitation applies to the ability to fully describe the probability distributions 
suggested by the graphical results, or to perform formal statistical tests. 

A reader may be tempted to add a seventh criticism, that ESPAM2.0 was 
calibrated to individual small reaches and therefore some of the more poorly 
performing simulations should be dropped from this comparison. However, 
ESPAM2.0 was calibrated to a data set of spatially distributed recharge and 
discharge across the plain. It can be argued that the calibrated Transmissivity 
represented by the smoothed surface between pilot points in ESPAM2.0 and the 
uniform Transmissivity zones represented in this simulation primarily represent 
calibration response to the large flux entering the zones from the broader plain 
beyond. Demonstrating the ability to respond to this large, diffuse, distant flux 
does not at all guarantee that the model can correctly respond to a small, 
concentrated, nearby stress. 
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The observed response to the calibration conditions could arguably have been 
obtained with a number of different localized heterogeneity distributions, since all 
preferred flow paths essentially will eventually tap the same broad, spatially 
diffuse pattern of recharge. Even if one assumes that the primary driver is 
nearby irrigation and canals, their effect is still large and diffuse relative to the 
effects of a single well at a discrete location, and relative to the inter-pilot-point 
distance. Further, even a suite of nearby localized stresses that show the same 
general temporal pattern will not inform the calibration process whether all 
springs are responding generally to all stresses, or whether specific springs are 
responding uniquely to individual point stresses. 

If the model had been calibrated to known responses at small reaches, from 
unique, known, nearby point stresses, the seventh criticism would be 
appropriate. However, that is not the condition the model was calibrated to. 

CONCLUSIONS 

For wells within the inter-pilot-point distance, this analysis suggests the 
following: 

1. For reaches of length approximately 1/5 the inter-pilot-point distance, 
actual pumping response can range from essentially zero to more than 
80% of pumping, given Transmissivity uncertainty in the range of+/-
15%; 

2. The uncertainty is greatly reduced when reach length is at least as great 
as the inter-pilot-point distance. In this test, half the simulated values for 
aggregated reaches fell within approximately the same range of 
uncertainty as was represented for the underlying Transmissivity 
estimates. 

It is recommended that great caution be used whenever administrative decisions 
hinge on spatial discretization of results at scales finer than the inter-pilot-point 
distance. 
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APPENDIX D 
IDWR PREDICTIVE UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS 

This appendix provides an e-mail from Dr. Allan Wylie describing the results of 
the IDWR predictive uncertainty analysis. The penciled notes in the margin are 
manual calculations of the ratio (Max/ Min) x 100. 
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APPENDIX E 
DESCRIPTION OF FILES ACCOMPANYING REPORT 

This appendix provides a list and description of the files that accompany the 
report. 

1. Folder "3-Model_Comparison" contains files used for the analysis of 
uncertainty associated with three different models, applied to three different 
points on the plain. 

1.1. Subfolder "BatchFile_Input_Files_ResponseFiles" contains files uniquely 
associated with running ESPAM2.0 for this analysis, using the procedures 
described in Appendix C and the MODFLOW files described in 2.3 below. 

1.2. Subfolder "BATCHMAKER" contains the source code, executables and 
output of the batch-file process used to operate MODFLOW to generate 
response functions . 

1.3. Subfolder "ESPAM_XFR_ TOOL" contains the IDWR/University of Idaho 
groundwater right transfer tool based upon ESPAM1.1, and the three 
applications of that tool to the points in the comparison. These files were 
prepared by University of Idaho or generated by the transfer tool, with 
the exception of the following: 
1.3.1. " Point_A.xls," "Point_B.xls" and "Point_C.xls" are copies of the 

transfer spreadsheets as run for the three locations in the analysis. 
1.3.2. "Point_A_Effects_ESPAMl.l.xls," 

"Point_B_Effects_ESPAM 1.1.xls" and "Point_ C_Effects_ESPAM 1.1.xls" 
contain summaries of the results from the three transfer-tool 
spreadsheets. 

1.4. Subfolder "SRPAM_XFR_TOOL" contains the IDWR/University of Idaho 
ground water rights transfer tool based upon SRPAM, and the three 
applications of that tool to the points in the comparison. These files were 
prepared by University of Idaho or generated by the transfer tool, with 
the exception of the following: 
1.4.1. "Point_A.xls," "Point_B.xls" and "Point_C.xls" are copies of the 

transfer spreadsheets as run for the three locations in the analysis. 
1.4.2. "Point_A_Effects_SRPAM.xls," "Point_B_Effects_SRPAM.xls" and 
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"Point_C_Effects_SRPAM.xls" contain summaries of the results from 
the three transfer-tool spreadsheets. 
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1.5. Eight files "lxl_for_budget_analysis.*" are the ESPAMl.1 model grid 
GIS shapefile. 

1.6. Seven files "espam2_gridcenters_20110609. *" are the centroids of the 
ESPAM2.0 model grid shapefile. 

1.7. Two files "LOCATION_MAP _SAMPLE_POINTS.*" are maps of the three 
sample points chosen. 

1.8. Three files "old_grid_centroids.*" are the centroids of the SRPAM 
model grid shapefile. 

1.9. Seven files "old_mdl_grd.*" are the SRPAM model grid GIS shapefile. 

1.10. File "projl.apr" is an ArcView3.3 project file for the GIS setup used to 
define the sample points. 

1.11. Three files "sample_points. *" are the GIS shapefile for the three 
selected sample points. 

1.12. File "3-Model_Compare.xls" summarizes the results and generates the 
figure describing this test. 

2. Folder "Modeling_Egin_Bench_Curtail" contains the files used for the analysis 
described in Appendix C. 

2.1. Subfolder "BATCHMAKER" contains the source code, executables and 
output of the batch-file process used to operate MODFLOW to generate 
response functions. 

2.2. Subfolder "Model_Grid_06092011" contains files associated with the 
ESPAM2.0 model grid GIS shapefile. 

2.3. Subfolder "MODFLOW_AND_ASSOC_FILES" contains the MODFLOW 
setup used to generate response functions. 

2.4. Subfolder "RESPONSE_FUNCTIONS" contains the response functions 
for the locations treated in this analysis. 

2.5. Subfolder "VB_CONVOLUTOR_II" contains the source code and 
executable used to apply the response functions to the modeled stress, 
along with a sample input file. 
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2.6. File "Data sources.docn contains URLs for various data downloads 
associated with the Appendix C modeling and the report in general. 

2.7. Files "EGIN_MAP.*" and "EGIN_MAP _II.*" are illustrations of the Egin 
Bench service area. 

2.8. File "export_podtable.txt" is an intermediate text file. 

2.9. Files "fmid.*" and "fmid_simple.*" are files associated with GIS 
shapefiles of the Fremont Madison Irrigation District service area. 

2.10. Files "irrigation_companies. *" are files associated with the IDWR 
shapefile of canal company and irrigation district service areas. 

2.11. File "jr_summary_bycell.csv" is the input file that was used by utility 
"VB_ CONVOLUTOR_II." 

2.12. Files "jr_summary_bycell.txt" and "jr_summary_bycell.xls" are 
intermediate processing files. 

2.13. Files "jr_summary_bycell_OUT. *" are the output of the convolution 
utility and further processing of that output. 

2.14. Files "PODRATE.*" are intermediate processing files. 

2.15. File "projl.apr" is an ArcView3.3 project file. 

2.16. File "Screeshots.ppt" is a log of ArcView processing. 

2.17. Files "wr_pod_egin_gw_irr_bycell_nodups.*" are files associated with a 
shapefile of processed Egin Bench groundwater points of diversion. 

2.18. Files "wr_pod_gw_irr_egin.*" and "wrpod_egin_irr_gw.*" are 
intermediate processing files. 

2.19. Files "wrpod.*" are files associated with the IDWR water right points of 
diversion shapefile. 

2.20. File "wrpou.dbf" is the attribute table from the IDWR water rights 
place of use shapefile, used to identify water use for the points of 
diversion in "wrpod. *" 
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3. Folder "MONTE_CARLO" contains the files used for the analysis described in 
Appendix C. 

3.1. Subfolder "NORTHSOUTH_R1C3" contains the twenty model runs and 
summary worksheet for the north well in the simulation. 

3.2. Subfolder "NORTHSOUTH_R3C3" contains the twenty model runs and 
summary worksheet for the south well in the simulation. 

3.3. Subfolder "VB_ TESTMAKER_II" contains the source code for the utility 
used to generate transmissivity arrays. No executable was generated for 
this utility; it was run in developer mode. 

3.4. File "Aquifer_Property_Summary.xls" contains the results of 
"VB_ TESTMAKER_II," along with summary statistics of transmissivity 
across the 20 realizations of the model. 

4. File "Predictive_Histogram.xls" contains the calculations used to generate 
Figure 9, using the hand calculations appearing in the margin of Appendix D. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On October 1, 2012, Rocky Mountain Environmental Associates, Inc. (RMEA) prepared a 
document titled "Technical Report on ESPAM2.0 Modeling Issues" (Report). It was 
submitted to IDWR in behalf of Fremont Madison Irrigation District as an expert report 
in the Rangen case. Subsequently, Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) 
discovered a mistake in the input data to ESPAM2.0. IDRW has since withdrawn 
ESPAM2.0 and replaced with ESPAM2.1, which was calibrated after correcting the 
mistake. 

This document is supplementary to the original Report. It has two purposes: 

1. It presents comparisons between ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1, to show that the 
modeling results in the Report are not substantially affected by the differences 
induced by correcting the mistake; 

2. It presents an additional illustration supporting an assertion on page CG of 
Appendix C of the original Report. 

Comparisons Between ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1 

Dr. Allan Wylie of Idaho Department of Water Resources presented a slide presentation 
entitled "ESPAM2.0 - E121025A001" at the Eastern Snake Hydrologic Modeling 
Committee (ESHMC) meeting on November 9, 2012.1 Figure 1 shows the comparison 

1 

http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Browse/Waterinfo/ ESPAM/meetings/2012 ESHMC/11 9 2012/Wylie ESPAM2 
ESPAM21 Nov2012.pdf 
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of ESPAM2.0, ESPAM2.1 and target data for the Ashton to Rexburg reach, which is the 
reach nearest Fremont Madison Irrigation District. Figure 2 shows the comparison for 
the Rangen reach, which includes the Rangen diversion among others. In the figures, 
ESPAM2.1 is referenced as E121025A001. The blue line represents the target data, the 
green line represents ESPAM2.0, and the red line represents ESPAM2.1. Where the red 
line is not visible, it is obscured by the green ESPAM2.0 line. 

., 
~ 
C 
11 
C) 

z 
~ 
.!: 
8 

1500 

1000 

500 

0 

I • ~~ " 
ttJ; ~ 

.., H. 1411 
V"' - l ., 

-500 

·1000 

_, 
n,.. 

Ashton to Rexburg Unfllered Gains 
Cllllbraton P.-tod (Uay 1985 · Sep 2008) 

"-.A I.II 1.. .... l .... ltl ~ ~ 
V 

,. 
"\J ' ~, 

- Memured 

-E12l025M01 

ESPAM20 

.. 
~ ~ "" ft I.. . 11J 
" ~ V" ~ v- - "V" - if"' 

Figure 1. ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1, Ashton to Rexburg, from Dr. Allan Wylie's 
presentation slide 4. 
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Figure 2. ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1, Rangen reach. From Dr. Wylie's slide 59. 

These figures and the other slides in Dr. Wylie's presentation indicate that the 
differences between ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.l representations are small relative to the 
ESPAM2.0 results relied upon in the Report. It is my professional judgment that 
ESPAM2.0 modeling in the Report is adequately representative of expected ESPAM2.1 
results, for the context of the Report. 

Additional Illustration 

The Report asserts on page C6 of Appendix C that that "Demonstrating the ability to 
respond to this large, diffuse, distant flux does not at all guarantee that the model can 
correctly respond to a small, concentrated, nearby stress." Figure 3 below illustrates a 
hypothetical geometric arrangement of two springs (1 and 2), two wells (Band C) and 
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a distant large area that also affects the springs (A). The single most important feature 
of the hypothetical aquifer is that there is a region of low-permeability materials 
between Well C and Spring 1, or alternately, that there are preferential flow pathways 
between the vicinity of Well B and Spring 1, and between the vicinity of Well C and 
Spring 2. 

The analysis assumes that distant region A includes irrigation, wells, springs, water 
bodies, recharge sources and other features not explicitly represented in the Figure. 
Figure 4 shows the time series of the hydraulic signal from the combined hydraulic 
effects in region A, while Figure 5 shows the time series of pumping at the two wells. 
Accompanying file "Supplemental_Figures.xls" contains all the calculations underlying 
the figures and the example. 

A 
I • 

• B 
0 

C 

1 

Figure 3. Geometry of the hypothetical aquifer, springs and wells. 
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Figure 4. Time series of hypothetical net effect from region A. 
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Figure 5. Hypothetical time series of well pumping. 

Equation 1 is the hypothetical true expression of the relationships between net effect 
from region A, the pumping at the two wells, and the discharge at Spring 1.2 

Ql = 0.33 A - 0.95 B - 0.01 C + 0 (1) 

2 For simplicity, temporal delays are omitted from the illustration. 
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where Ql = 
A= 
B= 
C= 

Discharge at Spring 1, cubic feet per second 
net recharge in region A, 1000 acre feet per year 
pumping at well B, cubic feet per second 
pumping at well C, cubic feet per second 

The steady-state response function for Well Bis 0.95, indicating that 95% of 
curtailment at well B would benefit Spring 1. However, the steady-state response 
function for Well C is only 0.01, or one percent. 

Figure 2 illustrates the geometry that would of necessity be represented if the distance 
between the wells and the springs were smaller than the inter-pilot-point distance. It 
differs from Figure 1 in omitting the low-permeability region, or alternately, in omitting 
the preferential flow pathways. The entire region containing the wells and springs 
would be considered a uniform porous medium, perhaps with a smooth gradation of 
aquifer properties across the region. 

A 

Figure 6. Model representation of the hypothetical aquifer. 

Equation 2 is a calibrated equation compatible with the representation of Figure 6; the 
relative effects of Well B and Well C are constrained by distances and a uniform 
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representation of aquifer properties. All parameters are manually calibrated to minimize 
the sum of differences between estimated (i.e. produced by the estimated parameters 
in Equation 2) and observed (i.e. produced by the correct parameters in Equation 1) 
values, with an attempt to visually match the seasonal amplitude. The coefficient for 
parameter A was purposely made different from the actual to represent practical 
limitations of modeling and to illustrate that calibration can often overcome such 
imprecision with compensation elsewhere. 

Ql = 0.2 A- 0.5 8- 0.2 C + 13.7 (2) 

The response function for Well B is 0.50 and the response function for Well C is 0.20. 

Figure 7 shows the calibration results. Visually, the frt is arguably better than the actual 
ESPAM2.1 results illustrated in Figure 1 and Figure 2. The calibration statistics are also 
reasonable; the mean error is less than one percent of the spring discharge and the 
root mean square error is approximately four percent. Nevertheless, the calibrated 
response functions differ greatly; the calibrated steady-state response fraction for Well 
B is approximately half the "true" value, while the calibrated response fraction for Well 
C is twenty times the "true" value. 

This means that this illustrative model is capable of correctly reproducing results when 
both Well B and Well C are operating in their customary fashion, but it is not capable of 
correctly representing the isolated effects of either well. 
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Figure 7. Hypothetical calibration match. "Spring 1" shows the results of Equation 1, 
while "Estimate" represents the results of manually-fitted Equation 2. 
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This result is consistent with characteristics that the illustration shares with ESPAM2.1: 

1. The hydrologic features near the springs share temporal characteristics of 
discharge or recharge (i.e. the temporal water-use pattern of Well B is similar to 
that of Well C) during the calibration period; 

2. An important influence on spring discharge propagates from a distant, broad 
region; 

3. A local geological feature exists at a finer spatial scale than can be represented 
with the available distribution of pilot points. 

The illustration demonstrates that a good calibration to good local data can still fail to 
produce an accurate representation of response functions to single springs. While we 
cannot assert that this occurs in all cases within the ESPAM2.1 model, we have no 
available tools to demonstrate that it does notoccur in any particular case or location. 
We only know that the conceptual model of a uniform porous medium with gradual 
gradation in properties is consistent with an expectation of a broad, uniform seepage 
face and inconsistent with the observation of large, individual springs separated by 
expanses of dry canyon wall. 

Given the tools, data and resources available, representation as a uniform porous 
medium was a defensible modeling choice. However, that choice should temper 
expectations of the spatial scale of applicability of modeling estimates. 

CONCLUSION 

This supplement offers two important conclusions. First, the differences between 
ESPAM2.0 and ESPAM2.1 do not appear to substantially change the model results relied 
upon in the Report. Second, an illustration provides clarification and support of the 
statement in the Report that "Demonstrating the ability to respond to this large, diffuse, 
distant flux does not at all guarantee that the model can correctly respond to a small, 
concentrated, nearby stress." 
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Calib_Para 13.7 
Mean Err -0.0727 
Mean Err~ -0.00211 
RMSE 1.416279 
RMSE% 0.041072 

(Months) llme A B C Spring 1 Estimate Err Err2 
0 0 111.293 0 0 36.72668 35.95859 -0.76808 0.589954 
1 0.083333 108.8266 0 0 35.91279 35.46533 -0.44746 0.200223 
2 0.166667 128.3572 0 0 42.35788 39.37144 -2.98644 8.918808 
3 0.25 117.6753 0 0 38.83284 37.23505 -1.59779 2.552919 
4 0.333333 117.478 6.221354 4.401573 32.81345 33.20461 0.391166 0.153011 
5 0.416667 123.0174 6.068063 5.049706 34.78059 34.25951 -0.52108 0.271525 
6 0.5 109.9296 4.452054 4.265903 32.00465 32.60671 0.602058 0.362474 
7 0.583333 114.9909 3.916821 3.614133 34.18986 34.01693 -0.17293 0.029904 
8 0.666667 104.6769 4.691565 3.236152 30.05402 31.64236 1.588342 2.522829 
9 0.75 109.7369 4.747665 2.766845 31.67521 32.72017 1.044957 1.091935 

10 0.833333 98.36459 3.772334 4.449309 28.83211 30.59689 1.764785 3.114464 
11 0.916667 102.7901 0 0 33.92073 34.25802 0.337289 0.113764 
12 1 119.2742 0 0 39.36049 37.55484 -1.80565 3.260369 
1 1.083333 111.1078 0 0 36.66557 35.92156 -0.74401 0.553554 
2 1.166667 121.7515 0 0 40.178 38.0503 -2.1277 4.527089 
3 1.25 122.8547 0 0 40.54205 38.27094 -2.27111 5.157936 
4 1.333333 126.3064 3.255187 0 38.58869 37.33369 -1.255 1.575027 
5 1.416667 120.8021 6.394574 4.517931 33.74468 33.75956 0.014873 0.000221 
6 1.5 119.8893 4.345269 4.130953 35.39417 34.67904 -0.71513 0.511404 
7 1.583333 114.8631 4.225298 3.493131 33.85585 33.86134 0.005491 3.02E-05 
8 1.666667 105.666 4.730072 4.392706 30.3323 31.58963 1.257333 1.580886 
9 1.75 101.2156 3.576582 3.781424 29.96559 31.39855 1.432962 2.053379 

10 1.833333 105.4028 4.304759 2.884398 30.66456 32.0513 1.386741 1.92305 
11 1.916667 95.17052 1.569265 0 29.91547 31.94947 2.034002 4.137162 
12 2 101.3258 0 0 33.4375 33.96515 0.52765 0.278415 



1 2.083333 114.767 0 0 37.87312 36.6534 -1.21971 1.487698 
2 2.166667 112.7802 0 0 37.21745 36.25603 -0.96142 0.924331 
3 2.25 126.2373 0 0 41.65832 38.94746 -2.71085 7.34872 
4 2.333333 123.2039 0 0 40.6573 38.34079 -2.31651 5.366229 
5 2.416667 105.1649 6.468929 3.279955 28.52613 30.84252 2.316391 5.365669 
6 2.5 106.5881 5.516977 4.234155 29.89061 31.41231 1.521694 2.315553 
7 2.583333 98.3231 4.420862 3.642705 28.21038 30.42565 2.215271 4.907427 
8 2.666667 111.2748 3.388723 3.5031 33.46638 33.55998 0.093609 0.008763 
9 2.75 109.7506 3.698718 3.203744 32.67187 33.16 0.488138 0.238279 

10 2.833333 105.0556 3.167577 4.205447 31.61711 32.28625 0.66914 0.447749 
11 2.916667 108.4239 2 0 33.87987 34.38477 0.504898 0.254922 
12 3 107.4294 0 0 35.45169 35.18588 -0.26582 0.07066 



Rand_A Rand_B 
0.564648 0.886059 
0.191332 0.809466 
0.984848 0.268294 
0.383764 0.624047 
0.440889 0.677664 
0.900871 0.784032 
0.496478 0.226027 
0.999543 0.208411 
0.666856 0.778795 
0.986843 0.873832 
0.351242 0.31918 
0.389504 0.977178 
0.963711 0.025629 
0.305389 0.855262 
0.654563 0.093816 
0.642734 0.389348 
0.882308 0.822174 
0.790107 0.947287 
0.994467 0.172635 
0.993153 0.362649 
0.716315 0.798049 
0.560781 0.288291 
0.703153 0.585392 
0.008526 0.865442 
0.066288 0.373345 

Rand_C Rand_l 
0.003829 0.716484 
0.681525 0.926255 
0.121591 0.514212 
0.414695 0.50015 
0.017774 0.680288 
0.524853 0.438121 
0.382952 0.380596 
0.307067 0.494166 
0.301088 0.1375 
0.133422 0.04305 
0.907667 0.379753 

0.50621 0.412451 
0.424333 0.92018 
0.168582 0.455396 
0.091572 0.772572 
0.847375 0.201548 
0.601024 0.866816 
0.258965 0.193665 
0.315476 0.703655 
0.246565 0.096525 
0.879366 0.275545 
0.640712 0.657846 
0.125211 0.919967 
0.907135 0.785203 

0.18226 0.685491 



0.488351 0.417754 0.480149 0.779456 
0.205996 0.412324 0.295193 0.842377 
0.811866 0.761583 0.549846 0.10663 
0.727184 0.956719 0.767045 0.296711 
0.008244 0.984465 0.342825 0.676583 
0.329406 0.758489 0.367078 0.164038 
0.166155 0.460431 0.321352 0.403636 
0.996754 0.127374 0.434563 0.056977 
0.987528 0.349359 0.351872 0.381901 
0.685795 0.016801 0.785736 0.369773 
0.671193 0.393167 0.382184 0.410939 
0.371469 0.634129 0.659045 0.973298 
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