
BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT WATER RESOURCES 

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 

IN THE MATTER OF PETITION TO 
AMEND RULE 50 

FINAL ORDER 

This matter is before the Director ("Director") of the Idaho Department of Water 
Resources ("Department") in the form of Clear Springs Foods, Inc.'s Petition to Amend Rule 50 
("Petition"). The Director finds, concludes and orders as follows: 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On November 10, 2010, Clear Springs Foods, Inc. ("Clear Springs") filed its Petition to 
Amend Rule 50 of the Rules for Conjunctive Management of Surface and Ground Water 
Resources ("CM Rules") to expand the Area of Common Ground Water Supply ("ACGWS") 
consistent with the ground water model boundary referenced in the Enhanced Snake Plain 
Aquifer Model Final Report dated July 2006, Idaho Water Resources Research Institute 
Technical Report 06-002. 

In response to the petition, the Director initiated negotiated rulemak:ing. Meetings were 
held in Arco, Boise, Burley, and Chubbuck during the period March 9 to April20, 2011. On 
August 9, 2011, the Director issued a letter to participants in the process temporarily suspending 
further action on the Petition pending availability of the next generation of the Eastern Snake 
Plain Aquifer ("ESPA") ground water model. In the letter, the Director explained that "[i]t 
makes sense to analyze the proposed rule change under version 2.0 of the model which will be 
used for administration of rights under any new rule adopted in the future." 

Action on the petition was further delayed after Rangen Inc. ("Rangen"), a fish hatchery 
operation in the Hagerman area, filed a deli very call in December of 2011. In his letter dated 
September 26, 2013, to Paul Arrington, attorney for five of the seven irrigation districts and 
canal companies known as the Surface Water Coalition ("SWC"),1 the Director explained that 
the information developed in the Rangen administrative process would be important in 
evaluating the Petition: "The information being generated and analyzed in the Rangen call is a 
necessary prerequisite to addressing the broader issues of the boundary for the area of common 
ground water supply." 

A final order on the Rangen delivery call was issued on January 29, 2014. Proceedings 
for Clear Springs' Petition resumed on April 11, 2014. Further meetings were held in Arco, 
Boise, Burley, Pocatello and Rexburg between May 29 and June 2, 2014. The Department 
accepted comments on the Petition through June 24, 2014. 

1 A&B Irrigation District, American Falls Reservoir District No.2, Burley Irrigation District, Milner Irrigation 
District, Minidoka Irrigation District, North Side Canal Company, and Twin Falls Canal Company. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The current ACGWS is based primarily on a 1992 determination by the U.S. 
Geological Survey ("USGS") of the extent of the underlying basalt bedrock that comprises the 
ESPA. The USGS report is referenced in CM Rule 50, which currently provides in relevant part: 

01. Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer. The area of coverage of this rule is the aquifer 
underlying the Eastern Snake River Plain as the aquifer is defined 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 south of the Snake 
River and west of the line separating Sections 34 and 35, Township 10 South, Range 20 
East, Boise Meridian. 

2. Clear Springs' Petition seeks to replace the reference to the USGS report: 

01. Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer. The area of coverage of this rule is the aquifer 
underlying the Eastern Snake River Plain as the aquifer is defined 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 south of the Snake 
River and west of the line separating Sections 34 and 35, Tovmship 10 South, Range 20 
East, Boise Meridian Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model Final Report dated July 2006, 
Idaho Water Resources Research Institute Technical Report 06-002. 

3. The Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model Final Report, dated July 2006, 
documents what is commonly known as ESPA model version 1.1 ("ESP AM 1.1''). The ESPA 
model has been updated twice since Clear Springs filed its petition in 2011. The most recent 
version is referred to as "ESP AM 2.1." See Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model Version 2.1 
Final Report dated January 20 13. 

4. The ESP AM 2.1 boundary was developed to simulate how ground water flows in 
the aquifer based on available data. Sometimes artificial boundaries were drawn because of the 
lack of scientific data for some tributary basins. A. Wylie, Model Boundary Revision 2 (May 8, 
2009). Given the artificial boundaries, the model boundary does not include all tributary ground 
water areas that supply water to a surface water source, nor does it include all areas where 
ground water "affects" the flow of surface water. USGS Professional Paper 1408-F, Hydrology 
and Digital Simulation of the Regional Aquifer System, Eastern Snake River Plain, Idaho, 
(1992); B. Sutter, Memorandum to the Idaho Committee on Hydrology (March 9, 1995); IWRRI 
Technical Completion Report 20 II 03 (March 2011)_2 Ground water diversions in tributary 
basins deplete the volume of recharge to the ESP A and reduce tributary stream flow and 
ultimately the flow in certain reaches of the Snake River. 

5. IDWR received verbal comments at public meetings and over 200 written 
comments in response to the proposed rule change. The parties that participated in the negotiated 
rulemaking have strongly held views with no material overlap between those who support and 

2 These documents are all on the Department's web page for the Petition. 
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those who oppose the petition. Those potentially subject to and those who would benefit from 
additional regulation both believe their approach is the only fair and reasonable one. 

6. The vast majority of the testimony and comments received oppose the change. 
The following is a broad overview of the comments received but it does not reflect each and 
every comment received: 

a. Comments in favor of the petition: 

• The current model boundary is a better representation of the ACGWS than what is 
identified in the current rule. 

• Failing to include all contributing areas within the ACGWS negatively impacts the 
rights of calling parties. 

b. Comments opposing the petition: 

• No change should be made because the ACGWS was defined on the basis of 
geology. The geology has not changed. 

• There is insufficient hydraulic connection between the areas being proposed for 
inclusion and the ESPA to justify a change. Ground water in specific areas does 
not intermingle with waters of the ESPA and are consequently not part of a 
"common" supply. The low transmissivity of certain areas should be considered. 

• The model does not adequately represent conditions in the areas proposed for 
inclusion in the ACGWS and should not be used for administration of those rights. 

• The model was not developed to establish the ACGWS and it is inappropriate to 
use it for that purpose. 

• Pumping in areas proposed for inclusion has a very small impact on the ESP A. 
Furthermore, ground water pumping impacts the diversions of calling parties long 
after the depletions of ground water occur. Some areas proposed for inclusion are 
outside the "trim line" and should not be included. 

• It is not fair to only include some tributary basins. Other areas that are not 
proposed for inclusion also impact the ESP A. The proposed rule change treats 
different areas disparately. 

7. Adoption of the ACGWS as proposed in the petition would result in treating 
similarly situated ground water rights disparately. For example, ground water depletions within 
the upper Big Wood River basin and in the Big Lost River basin below Mackay Dam both 
reduce tributary underflow and recharge to the ESP A. The area below Mackay Dam is within 
the ESP AM 2.1 model boundary, and the upper Big Wood River basin is not. In another 
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example, ground water use within the Big Lost River basin above Mackay Dam and outside the 
model boundary has essentially the same impact on recharge to the ESPA as ground water 
depletions associated with lands below the dam and within the boundary. 

8. Additionally, there is a disparity in the administration of surface water rights in 
the tributary basins outside the model boundary. Surface water rights within different tributary 
basins would not be administered by a change to the ACGWS. Surface water rights that 
authorize diversions from the Snake River and some of its tributaries are administered by Water 
District 01 ("WD01"). However, there are surface water rights outside WD01 that authorize 
diversions from tributaries of the Snake River and are junior to some of the rights held by 
members of the SWC.3 The depletions associated with junior priority surface water rights 
outside WD01 may have a more immediate impact on the water supply (reach gains and storage 
accumulation) of the Snake River than some ground water rights within the model boundary. 

9. Department staff recognized from the onset of negotiated rulemaking that the 
proposed change would result in disparate administration of similarly situated rights. The most 
prevalent comment in the recent round of public meetings was that ground water users would be 
willing or at least more willing to submit to regulation if all similarly situated lands were treated 
the same. 

10. The rationale for establishing a fixed boundary for the ESPA ACGWS is not 
stated in the rules. Through the development of the ESPA ground water model, additional and 
better information is available and technical tools have been developed since the Conjunctive 
Management Rules were promulgated in 1994. The Department can analyze contributing water 
supplies both inside and outside the current ACGWS. As the Director recognized in recent 
delivery calls, the ESPA model is the "best technical scientific tool currently available" to 
predict the effect of ground water pumping. Final Order Regarding Rangen, Inc.'s Petition for 

·Delivery Call; Curtailing Ground Water Rights Junior to July 13, 1962 at 22 (Jan. 29, 2014). 

11. Furthermore, in practice, the administrative proceedings for each water deli very 
call have identified a trim line, an area within which ground water rights have been determined 
to impact the rights of the calling party and are, therefore, subject to curtailment. In every case, 
areas within the ESPA ACGWS have been excluded from consideration by application of the 
trim line so that each call has a specific area subject to administration. The area determined to 
contribute to the supply of a water right holder making a delivery call can be determined on a 
case-by-case basis in each delivery call proceeding. Therefore, a fixed ACGWS for the entire 
ESPA is no longer necessary. 

12. The Director is able to administer a delivery call under the Conjunctive 
Management Rules without having a fixed ACGWS defined for the ESPA. Eliminating Rule 50 
addresses the disparate treatment concern discussed in Finding of Fact 7 above. The 
administrative hearings and deliberations associated with individual delivery calls is the proper 
venue to address which ground water rights should be subject to administration. 

3 The SWC has filed a delivery call under the CM Rules. 
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13. The issue of disparity in the administration of surface water and ground water 
rights in the tributary basins outside the model boundary discussed in Findings of Fact 7 and 8 
still remains and should be addressed. In recognition of these concerns, separate from this order, 
Department Staff will undertake the following: 

a. Complete a review of surface water rights in tributary basins adjacent to WD01 
that are not regulated to meet rights within WDO 1. 

b. Make recommendations to the Director regarding steps that should be taken to 

assure that water rights within tributary basins adjacent to WD01 are administered 
in a manner that protects senior water rights within WDO 1. 

c. With input from the Eastern Snake Hydrologic Modeling Committee, Department 
staff will develop model protocols or appropriate criteria and methods to 

administer ground water rights in the hydrologic basins where water is tributary to 
the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Director's decision to adopt rules governing water distribution is 
discretionary. See Idaho Code § 42-603 ("The director of the department of water resources is 
authorized to adopt rules ... as shall be necessary to carry out the laws in accordance with the 
priorities of the rights of the users thereof."). 

2. The Idaho legislature has granted the Director broad discretion in implementing 
his administrative responsibilities. In a recent case, the Idaho Supreme Court outlined the scope 
of the Director discretion: 

Idaho Code section 42-602 gives the Director broad powers to direct and control 
distribution of water from all natural water sources within water districts. That statute 
gives the Director a "clear legal duty" to distribute water. However, the details of the 
performance of the duty are left to the director's discretion. Therefore, from the statute's 
plain language, as long as the Director distributes water in accordance with prior 
appropriation, he meets his clear legal duty. Details are left to the Director. 

In re SRBA, 40974, 2014 WL 3810591 (Idaho Aug. 4, 2014)(citations and quotations omitted). 

3. The prior appropriation doctrine as established by Idaho law "is comprised of two 
bedrock principles-that the first appropriator in time is the first in right and that water must be 
placed to a beneficial use." In Matter of Distribution of Water to Various Water Rights Held By 
or For Benefit of A & B Irrigation Dist., 155 Idaho 640, 650, 315 P.3d 828, 838 (2013). These 
two bedrock principles typically are in tension in the context of resolving delivery calls under the 
Conjunctive Management Rules, and "the critical role of the Director in managing the water 
resource" in such proceedings is "to accommodate both the first in time and beneficial use 
aspects." !d. at 650-51,315 P.3d at 838-39. 
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3. An area having a common ground water supply is defined in IDAPA 
37.03.11.010.01 as: 

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. 

4. IDAPA 37.03.11.031lists the criteria the Director may consider in establishing an 
ACGWS: 

01. Director to Consider Information. The Director will consider all available data and 
information that describes the relationship between ground water and surface water in 
making a finding of an area of common ground water supply. 

02. Kinds of Information. The information considered may include, but is not limited to, 
any or all of the following: 

a. Water level measurements, studies, reports, computer simulations, pumping 
tests, hydro graphs of stream flow and ground water levels and other such data; 
and 

b. The testimony and opinion of expert witnesses at a hearing on a petition for 
expansion of a water district or organization of a new water district or designation 
of a ground water management area. 

03. Criteria for Findings. A ground water source will be determined to be an area 
having a common ground water supply if: 

a. The ground water source supplies water to or receives water from a surface 
water source; or 

b. Diversion and use of water from the ground water source will cause water to 
move from the surface water source to the ground water source. 

c. Diversion and use of water from the ground water source has an impact upon 
the ground water supply available to other persons who divert and use water from 
the same ground water source. 

5. The Director is able to administer a delivery call under the Conjunctive 
Management Rules without having a fixed ACGWS defined for the ESPA. The above general 
definition and the case law developed in previous delivery call proceedings provide the 
appropriate framework for consideration of ground water impacts. The Director concludes that 
Rule 50 should be repealed because the administrative hearings and deliberations associated with 
individual delivery calls is the proper venue to address which ground water rights should be 
subject to administration under a delivery call. As a result, Clear Spring's request to amend Rule 
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50 by including reference to the Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model Final Report dated July 
2006, Idaho Water Resources Research Institute Technical Report 06-002 should be granted in 
part and denied in part. The Director agrees with Clear Springs that CM Rule 50 must be 
changed because the current rule "is nearly 20 years old and is not based upon the most recent 
data information regarding the proper hydrologic boundary of the ESPA." Petition at 1. 
However, instead of amending the rule, the rule should be repealed. 

ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Clear Springs's request to amend Rule 50 is granted in 
part and denied in part. The Petition to enter rulemaking is GRANTED, but the request to 
include a reference to the Enhanced Snake Plain Aquifer Model Final Report dated July 2006, 
Idaho Water Resources Research Institute Technical Report 06-002 is DENIED. The 
Department will take atbinistrative steps to repeal CM Rule 50. 

Dated this~ day of August, 2014. 

~~~/ 
Director 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the .11~ay of August, 2014, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document, postage pre-paid, to the following: 

JOHN K SIMPSON 
TRAVIS THOMPSON 
BARKER ROSHOLT SIMPSON 
195 RIVER VISTA PL STE 204 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301-3029 

KENT FLETCHER 
FLETCHER LAW OFFICE 
PO BOX248 
BURLEY ID 83318 

DAVID OEHLERT 
US DEPT OF JUSTICE 
NATLRESOURCESSEC 
999 18m ST SO TERRACE 
STE 370 
DENVER CO 80202 

MICHAEL CREAMER 
JEFFERY FER EDA Y 
GIVENS PURSLEY 
PO BOX2720 
BOISE ID 83701-2720 

SARAH KLAHN 
MITRA PEMBERTON 
WHITE JANKOWSKI 
511 SIXTEENTH ST STE 500 
DENVER CO 80202 

BRYCE CONTOR 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN 
ENVIRONMENTAL AS SOC 
482 CONSTITUTION WAY STE 303 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83402 

GREG SULLIVAN 
KAREN WOGSLAND 
SPRONK WATER ENGINEERS 
I 000 LOGAN STREET 
DENVER CO 80203-3011 

SCOTT ALLEN 
3901 LITTLE LOST HWY 
HOWE ID 83244 

TOM EGERTON 
POBOX 5I I 
MACKAY ID 83251-0511 

DON 0 CALLISTER 
1496 W3700 N 
HOWE ID 83244 

BRIAN HIGGS 
WATER WELL CONSULTANTS 
6330 WEST 33RJ) SOUTH 
IDAHO FALLS 83402-5641 
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S BRYCE FARRIS 
DANIEL STEENSON 
SAWTOOTH LAW OFFICES 
1101 W RIVER ST STE 110 
BOISE ID 83707 

JERRY RIGBY 
RIGBY ANDRUS & RIGBY 
POBOX250 
REXBURG ID 83440-0250 

MATT HOWARD 
US BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
1150 N CURTIS ROAD 
BOISE ID 83706-1234 

RANDY BUDGE 
THOMAS J BUDGE 
RACINE OLSON 
PO BOX 1391 
POCATELLO ID 83204-1391 

A DEAN TRANMER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
PO BOX 4169 
POCATELLO ID 83205 

SOUTHERN REGIONAL OFFICE 
ID DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES 
650 ADDISON AVE W STE 500 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301-5858 

ROBERT E WILLIAMS 
WILLIAMS MESERVY 
PO BOX 168 
JEROME ID 83338-0168 

RICK PANCHERI 
PO BOX46 
HOWE ID 83244 

HOLLY SEEFRIED 
4399 HOUSTON ROAD 
MACKAY ID 83251 

DAVID R CALLISTER 
1454 W3700N 
HOWE ID 83244 

SCOTT STALEY 
1443 WEST 3700 NORTH 
HOWE ID 83244 

CHARLES L HONSINGER 
HONSINGER LAW PLLC 
PO BOX 517 
BOISE 1D 83701 

WILLIAM PARSONS 
PARSONS SMITH STONE 
PO BOX 910 
BURLEY ID 83318 

KATHLEEN MARION CARR 
US BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
1150 N CURTIS ROAD 
BOISE ID 83706-1234 

CANDICE MCHUGH 
CHRIS BROMLEY 
MCHUGH BROMLEY 
380 SOUTH 4m ST STE I 03 
BOISE 1D 83702 

J JUSTIN MAY 
MAY BROWNING & MAY 
1419 W WASHINGTON 
BOISE ID 83702 

EASTERN REGIONAL OFFICE 
ID DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES 
900 NORTH SKYLINE DR STE A 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83402-1718 

ROD PANCHERI 
1460 HWY 33 
HOWE ID 83244 

MARX HINTZE 
4372 W HOUSTON ROAD 
MACKAY ID 83251 

JENNIE MARIE SMITH 
3897 W 3700 N 
MOORE ID 83255-8738 

STAN CLARK 
EASTERN IDAHO WATER RIGHTS 
COALITION 
PO BOX 50125 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83405-0125 

MICHAEL TELFORD 
TELFORD LANDS LLC 
1450 WEST HWY 24 
PAUL ID 83347 



TOMARKOOSH LYNN TOMINAGA BRYAN REITER 
ARKOOSH LAW OFFICES IDAHO WATER POLICY GROUP CITY ENGINEER 
802 W BANNOCK STE 900 II 09 W MAIN ST STE 300 CITY OF BURLEY 
BOISE ID 83702 PO BOX 2624 PO BOX 1090 

BOISE ID 83701 BURLEY ID 83318 

WALT MULLINS DON FPICKETT JACKHILBY 
MILNER IRRIGATION DISTRICT WATER DISTRICT 140 5414 CANTERBURY ST 
5294 E3610N 1659 s 600 w POCATELLO ID 83202 
MURTAUGH ID 83344 OAKLEY ID 83346 

NOLAND CRITCHFIELD DEAN STEVENSON CRAIG SEARLE 
500 N COLLEGE 575W600N 522 E600 S 
OAKLEY ID 83346 PAUL ID 83347 BURLEY ID 83318 

KEN JOHN MIKE SEIBERT BRETT CASPERSON 
WILLIAMS LAKE WATER & SEWER 1665 POCATELLO CREEK ROAD 8893 E MAUGHAN ROAD 
17 LAKEVIEW ROAD POCATELLO ID 83201 LAY A HOT SPRINGS ID 83245 
SALMON ID 83467 

JUSTIN PATTEN DENNIS BROWER MAX BINGHAM 
275 TIERRA VISTA DR IDAHO FARM BUREAU 3861 NHIGHWAY93 
PO BOX 4848 PO BOX4848 MOORE ID 83255 
POCATELLO ID 83205-4848 POCATELLO ID 83205-4848 

GARY AND LENA WRIGHT JIM RINDFLEISCH JEFF RAYBOULD 
3798 W 4050 N 3258 N 3350 W 301 N 1500 E 
MOORE ID 83255 MOORE ID 83255 ST ANTHONY ID 83445 

BEY AN JEPPESEN DAVID WOOD RANDY HOSKINSON 
1282 s 2ND E SETH WOOD FARMS INC 260 SHOSHONE AVE 
REXBURG ID 83440 280 SHOSHONE AVENUE REXBURG ID 83440 

REXBURG ID 83440 

SHAWN WEBSTER JASON WEBSTER GARTH SUTTON 
PO BOX 457 PO BOX 32 1295 E 10000 S 
REXBURG ID 83440 REXBURG ID 83440-0321 REXBURG ID 83440 

BERT SUMMERS SHANE WEBSTER LEEHSUTTON 
1500 S 3000 E 1370 s 2ND E 1577 3 10000 s 
SUGAR CITY ID 83448 REXBURG ID 83440 REXBURG ID 83440 

RHETT SUMMERS DANNY FERGUSON DALE SWENSEN 
27 N 3000 E FERGUSON VALLEY FARMS POBOX 15 
SUGAR CITY ID 83448 4271 E COUNTY LINE ROAD ST ANTHONY ID 83445 

RIGBY ID 83442 

BRETT JEPPESEN TERRY MONSON BRUCE BLACKMER 
1295 E 10000 S 3626 W 4050 N 3264 W2900N 
REXBURG ID 83440 MOORE ID 83255-8744 MOORE ID 83255 

LOY PEHRSON SCOT PARKINSON JOEL ANDERSEN 
3624 W 3700 N 2195 N 3000 W 2791 N 3375 W 
DARLINGTON ID 83255 ARCO ID 83213 ARCO ID 83213 

SETHBEAL MIKE TELFORD LIN HINTZE 
2827 N 3375 W 1450 W HIGHWAY 24 4270 N US HIGHWAY 93 
ARCO ID 83213 PAUL ID 83347-8666 MACKAY ID 83251-4504 

BRIAN HARRELL J C STEVENSON ROBERT MOSS 
1665 W 3900 N DUANE STEVENSON 3490 W 3600 N 
HOWE ID 83244-8712 3473 W 3450 N MOORE ID 83255 

MOORE, ID 83255-8732 
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CURRENT RESIDENT KEITH W ADDOUPS HARRY CRAWFORD 
3663 W ANTELOPE ROAD 2778 N 3520 W 3384 W 3800N 
MOORE ID 83255 MOORE ID 83255 MOORE ID 83255 

CURRENT RESIDENT SHAWN ANDERSON PRESTON BILL 
3350N 3230 W 3650 N 3650 W 3607 N 3650 W 
MOORE ID 83255 MOORE ID 83255-8749 MOORE ID 83255 

LARRY QUIST MARK TELFORD TODDPERKES 
2272 N2900 W 314 RENA 2790 N 3325 W 
ARCO ID 83213 ARCO ID 83213 MOORE ID 83225 

MARK & PAM KELLY VERNON ROCHE RUSSELL BABCOCK 
3668 W 3550 N 5411 OLD CHILLY ROAD 3428 W3120N 
MOORE ID 83225 MACKAY ID 83251 MOORE ID 83255 

RANDY PURSER HARVEY WALKER DOUG SCHUREMAN 
3539 W 3600 N 2338 N 2930 W 3059 W 2230 N 
MOORE ID 83255 ARCO ID 83213 ARCO ID 83213 

SENATOR JIM PATRICK REP MAXINE BELL REP CLARK KAUFMANN 
DISTRICT 25 TWIN FALLS DISTRICT 25 JEROME DISTRICT 25 FILER 
2231 E 3200 N 194 S 300 E 3791N2100E 
TWIN FALLS ID 83301 JEROME ID 83338 FILER ID 83328 

SEN MICHELL STENNETT REP STEVEN MILLER REP DONNA PENCE 
DISTRICT 26 KETCHUM DISTRICT 26 FAIRFIELD DISTRICT 26 GOODING 
PO BOX475 1208 E200 N 1960 US HWY 26 
KETCHUM ID 83340 FAIRFIELD ID 83327 GOODING ID 83330 

SENATOR DEAN CAMERON REP SCOTT BEDKE REP FRED WOOD 
DISTRICT 27 RUPERT DISTRICT 27 OAKLEY DISTRICT 27 BURLEY 
1101 RUBY DR PO BOX 89 PO BOX 1207 
RUPERT ID 83350 OAKLEY ID 83346 BURLEY ID 83318-0828 

SENATOR JIM GUTHRIE REP KEN ANDRUS REP KELLEY PACKER 
DISTRICT 28 MCCAMMON DISTRICT 28 LAVA HOT SPRINGS DISTRICT 28 MCCAMMON 
425 W GOODENOUGH RD 6948 E OLD OREGON PO BOX 147 
MCCAMMON ID 83250 TRAILRD MCCAMMON ID 83250 

LAVA HOT SPRINGS ID 83246 
SENATOR ROY LACEY REP CAROLYN MELINE REP ELAINE SMITH 
DISTRICT 29 POCATELLO DISTRICT 29 POCATELLO DISTRICT 29 POCATELLO 
13774 W TRAIL CREEK ROAD 655 S !Om 3759 HERON A VENUE 
POCATELLO ID 83204 POCATELLO ID 83201 POCATELLO ID 83201 

SENATOR DEAN MORTIMER REP JEFF THOMPSON REP WENDY HORMAN 
DISTRICT 30 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 30 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 30 IDAHO FALLS 
7403 s 15

T E 1739 PEGGYS LANE 1860 HEATHER CIRCLE 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83404 IDAHO FALLS ID 83402 IDAHO FALLS 1D 83406 

SENATOR STEVE BAIR REP NEAL ANDERSON REP JULIE VAN ORDEN 
DISTRICT 31 BLACKFOOT DISTRICT 31 BLACKFOOT DISTRICT 31 PINGREE 
947 w 200 s 71S700W 425 S IIOOW 
BLACKFOOT ID 83221 BLACKFOOT ID 83221 PINGREE ID 83262 

SENATOR JOHN TIPPETS REP MARC GIBBS REP THOMAS LOERTSCHER 
DISTRICT 32 MONTPELIER DISTRICT 32 GRACE DISTRICT 32 IONA 
610 RED CANYON ROAD 632 HIGHWAY 34 1357 BONE ROAD 
MONTPELIER ID 83254 GRACE ID 83241 IONA ID 83427 

SENATOR BART DAVIS REP JANET TRUJILLO REP LINDEN BATEMAN 
DISTRICT 33 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 33 IDAHO FALLS DISTRICT 33 IDAHO FALLS 
2638 BELLIN CIRCLE 3144 DISNEY DR 170E23RDST 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83402 IDAHO FALLS ID 83404 IDAHO FALLS ID 83404 

SENATOR BRENT HILL REP DOUGLAS HANCEY REP DELL RAYBOULD 
DISTRICT 34 REXBURG DISTRICT 34 REXBURG DISTRICT 34 REXBURG 
1010 s 2ND E 378 YALE AVE 3215 N2000 W 
REXBURG ID 83440 REXBURG ID 83440 REXBURG ID 83440 
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SENATOR JEFFSIDDOWAY 
DISTRICT 35 TERRETON 
1764 E 1200 N 
TERRETON 1D 83450 

DEAN SCHWENDIMAN 
DEAN SCHWENDIMAN & SONS INC. 
1454 W3700N 
HOWE ID 83244 
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REP JOAN WOOD 
DISTRICT 35 RIGBY 
3778 E500 N 
RIGBY ID 83442 

Kimi White 

REP PAUL ROMRELL 
DISTRICT 35 ST ANTHONY 
512 PARKST 
ST ANTHONY ID 83445 




