


The notice invited the juniors to participate in contested case proceedings and warned that if they
did not they “may still be legally bound by the results of the contested case proceedings.™ Id.

On June 25, 2015, Sun Valley moved the Director to dismiss the calls for their failure to
comply with applicable filing requirements. /d. at 382-402. Among other things, it argued that
Rule 30 of the CM Rules governs the calls and that the seniors did not satisfy the filing
requirements of that Rule. /d. In his Final Order, the Director denied Sun Valley’s Motion. Id.
at 888-898. He held the calls are governed by Rule 40 of the CM Rules and that the seniors’
letters meet the filing requirements of that Rule. /d. Sun Valley subsequently filed a Motion
asking the Director to review and revise his Final Order. Id. at 963-977. The Director denied
the Motion on October 16, 2015. Supp. R., pp.84-88.

Meanwhile, on August 19, 2015, Sun Valley filed a Petition for Judicial Review,
asserting that the Director’s Final Order is contrary to law. The case was reassigned by the clerk
of the court to this Court on August 28, 2015. On September 29, the Court entered an Order
permitting the Intervenors to appear as parties to this proceeding. Although the administrative
proceedings pertaining to the calls have not concluded, the Director entered an Order designating
the Final Order as final and subject to judicial review on October 15, 2015. Supp. R., pp.71-74.
This was done pursuant to the joint motion and stipulation of the parties. /d. at 9-13; 72. Sun
Valley subsequently filed an Amended and Second Amended Petition for Judicial Review. A
hearing on the Second Amended Petition was held before this Court on March 3, 2016. The
parties did not request the opportunity to submit additional briefing and the Court does not
require any. Therefore, this matter is deemed fully submitted for decision on the next business

day. or March 4, 2016.

IL
STANDARD OF REVIEW
Judicial review of a final decision of the director of IDWR is governed by the Idaho
Administrative Procedure Act (“"IDAPA™). Under IDAPA, the court reviews an appeal from an
agency decision based upon the record created before the agency. 1.C. § 67-5277. The court
shall not substitute its judgment for that of the agency as to the weight of the evidence on
questions of fact. I.C. § 67-5279(1). The court shall affirm the agency decision unless it finds

that the agency’s findings, inferences, conclusions, or decisions are: (a) in violation of
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