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May30,2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

ldaio Department of Wal.er Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID B3720-0'.l98 
Fax: 208-287-6700 

Re: Proposed Change to ConjunctiVe Management Rule 50 

Dea-Sir: 

LOST RIVER VALLEY PAGE 02 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never ba 
Involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aq..,ifer (ESPA), the.'A-llne.' As a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the botridaries of the ESPAM seem arbitT3ly and 
pontlcal. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously repr-esented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organlzatlon they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our grou'ldWater basins Without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our inclusion in the ESP AM, we \\Ollld have certainly had a representative there to protect our 
Interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at. best. 'Good" 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins mey contribute to the ESPA 
'Bad" WBler years, (when calls are likely) do not allow El1y water to leave these basins. 

The ESPAM was never Intended to be used as an administratiVe tool nor as e boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem art>itra:y and political. The Big end utHe Wood River Valley's should be included In the 
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 ~ 34 and flows into the ESP A. but how much and 
how long it takes to reach the Twin Falls area are ISlknowns. Estimates are inexact. 

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: 'The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot reeeive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do become part of the ESPA and ara made subject lo calls from the Twin Fells=· do we get to make 
calls cuselves? How will those ba delivered? 

5. Delay facto~ that indicate up to 150 years before benefits may result should 
warrant a futile caIJ on any petition. 

6. The Lost River basins should qualify for the less than 10% impact rule. 

Date: 5:-317- // 
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Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Fax:208-,287-6700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY 
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Name: 7¢:l) LJ2Cf:JrL£N£)/ 
Address: 7 

City, State: 
Phone: -:all _,........._ __ _ 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 03 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin AcOudication that we would never be 
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A-line." As a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ES PAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitraty and 
political. People thal; are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the int8!'8Sts of 
whomever or whatever organization they represented We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negUgible, at best. "Goocf' 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA 
"Bad'' water years, (when calls are likely) do not allow any water to leave these basins. 

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and polmcal. The Big and Little Wood River Valley's should be included in the 
ESPAM and are not Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA. but hOw much and 
how long it takes to read1 the Twin Falls area are unknowns. Estimates are inexact. 

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Wat.er Supply is set forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: 'Toe Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a.). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot receive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do become part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered? 
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Richa-d Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, 10 83720-0098 
Fax: 208-287-6700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

Name: ("f?f:"r· ,' JIYk _.1.1 t\Q,. d 
Address: iiai •: : : : 
City, State: I'.'C\_ o Ore.. ::;J;::o I 
Phone: -

--
--------

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 02 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
invol\/ed in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A-line." As a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and 
political. People that are on too Modeling committee have obViously represented and proteded the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they reixesented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our indusion in the ESPM1, we would have certainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to tha ESPA is negligible, at best. "Good" 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA. 
"Bad" water yeara, (when calls are likely) do not allow any water to leave these basins. 

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Little Wood River Valley's should be induded in the 
ESPAM and are not Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but how much and 
how long it takes to reach the Twin Falls area are unknowns.· Estimates are inexact. 

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Atea of Common Ground W8!:.er Supply is set forth in the 
Conjundive Management Rules as: "The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a. ). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot receive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do become part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? Ho\,v wiff those be delivered? 

Sincerely, 
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Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Fax: 208--287-6700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

Name: 
Address: 
City, state: 
Phone: 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 
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Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
involved in Eastem Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A..Jine." As a result, we were uoo.vare that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the bm.ndaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and 
political. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or 11put. Had we 
been aware of our indusion in the ESPAM, we woulcl haVe certainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best "Good" 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA 
"Bad" water years, (when calls are likely) do not allow any water to leave these basins. 

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Little Wood River Valley's should be induded in the 
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but how much and 
how long it takes to read, the Twin Falls area are unknowns. Estimates are inexact. 

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Wat.er Supply is set forth in the 
ConjunctiVe Management Rules as: "The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a.). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot remive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do become part of the ESPA and are made $1..Jbject to calls from the Twin Falls area, cb we get to make 
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered? 
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May.29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 
Idaho Department of Wat.er Resources 
P.O. Box83720 
Boise, 10 83720-0098 
Fax: 208--287-6700 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

" . 
..,.__-+:="-';--~==-=--~s?.¥,.2.. _3 

Basin 34 has been told raJmerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A-frne." As a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ES PAM). Some of the boundaries of the ES PAM seem arbitrary and 
political. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins Y.lithout our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have csrtainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best "Good" 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA 
"Sad" water years, (when cans are likely) do not aRow any water to leave these basins. 

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a bounday. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbilray and political. The Sig and Little Wood River Valley's shOuld be included in the 
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 Md flows into the ESPA but how much and 
how long H takes to reach the Twin Falls area are unknowns. Estimates are inexact. 

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: "The Eastem Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake RiVer" (CMR 050.0 1.a.). The Big and LitHe Lost River Basins cannot receive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do become part of 1he ESPA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? How will those be deUvered? 



05/30/2011 09:55 

May29,2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Fax: 208-287-6700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

--- , ___________ , ___ ., ___ -

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 02 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Af:tiudication that we would never be 
involved In Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A-line." A$ a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastem Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and 
political. People that are on the Modeflng Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they represen1sd. We were never approached to be en the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have beel1 m~ for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best "Good" 
water years, (when calls are unQkely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA. 
"Bad" water Years, (when calls are likely) do not allow any water to IBa\18 these basins. 

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and polltical. The Big and Utue Wood River Valley's should be included in the 
ESPAM and ere nol Do they have representation on the Modeffng Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but how much and 
how long it takes to reach the TWin Falls area are unknowns. Estimates are inexact 

The hycrologio baSis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Wat.er Supply is set forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: "The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a.). The Big and Little l.ost River Basins cannot receive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this aiterion. 

If we do become part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls frtlm the Twin Faffs area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered? 
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May 29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of water ResoutES 
P.O. Box83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Fax:208-287-6700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

Name: 
Address; 
City, State: 
Phone: 

Re; Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 05 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
Involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the •A-line." As a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in lhe Eastem Snake Plaln Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some cf 1he boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and 
politioal. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organi%.Bl:ion they represented. We were n8\18r approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our gJ'OIJldwater basins wilhout our kriowledge or input. Had we 
been ~re of our indusion in the ESPAM, we would have osrtainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best. "Good" 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA. 
"Bad" water years, (when calls are likely) do not allow any water to leave these basins. 

Toe ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administratiVe tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Little Wood River Valley's should be included in the 
ESPAM and are not Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater 1hat leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but how muoh and 
how long it takeS to reach the Twin Falls area are unknoWns. Estimates are inexac:t. 

The hydrologio basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set: forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: "The Eastern Snake Plain AqUifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a.). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cennot receive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do beoome part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls fmm the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered? 
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May 29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID 83720-0098 
Fax: 208-287-6700 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

LOST RIVER VALLEY PAGE 02 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A-line." As a result, we vvere unaware that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESP AM seem arbitrary and 
political. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a representative there to prot8Cl our 
interests. 

The contribution of the Big and Little Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best. "Good" 
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA 
"Bad" water years, {when calls are likely) do not allow ~Y water to leave these basins. 

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Little WOOd River Valley's should be included in the 
ESPAM and are not Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but how much and 
hOW lorg it takes to reach the Twin Falls area are uiknowns. Estimates are inexact. 

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: "The Eastem Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
t'rom the Snake River" ( CMR 050. 0 1. a.). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot reoeive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

If we do become part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered? 

Sinoorely, ~ (!___ tf~ 


