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INTRODUCTION 

On December 18, 2003, the Director (Karl Dreher) of the Idaho Department of Water 

Resources ("Department" or "IDWR") issued his Order Re Motion for Stay. This order was 

issued over the objection of the Applicant, United Water Idaho Inc. ("United Water," "UWID," 

or the "Company"). The effect of the order was to stay the entire IMAP proceeding ( except for 

rulings on pending motions) pending resolution of United Water's claims in the Snake River 

Basin Adjudication ("SRBA"). On October 6, 2011, United Water petitioned the Department to 

lift the stay. Following a status conference on April 13, 2012, the then Interim Director (Gary 

Spackman) issued an order lifting the stay on June 6, 2012. The resumed IMAP proceeding is 

referred to informally as the IMAP "Relaunch." 

At the most recent status conference on July 24, 2012, the Director and Hearing Officer 

(Gary Spackman) requested United Water to provide an update report and explanation of 

changes to water rights included in the IMAP ( or otherwise bearing on the IMAP) since the stay 

was imposed in 2003. This statement is provided in compliance with that request. 

In addition to today's statement, United Water has provided three other background 

documents since the Relaunch commenced that are intended to assist the Department and the 

parties in understanding the current status of the IMAP: 

• Memorandum from Scott Rhead, Chris Meyer and Mike Lawrence to IDWR and 
IMAP parties (Apr. 13, 2012). This was distributed to those in attendance at the 
status conference on April 13, 2012 and was formally submitted for the record on 
July 25, 2012. 

• United Water's Statement of Issues for July 24 Status Conference (July 20, 2012). 

• Memorandum from Christopher H. Meyer to Parties (July 24, 2012). This was 
distributed to those in attendance at the status conference on July 24, 2012 and 
was formally submitted for the record on July 25, 2012. 
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As these documents have explained, the IMAP Relaunch is a straightforward 

continuation of the 2003 IMAP. The IMAP seeks no new water rights. The only changes sought 

by the IMAP are to secure alternate points of diversion ("APODs"), to establish consistent 

identification of place of use, nature of use, and season of use, and to make downward 

adjustments in diversion quantities based on the elimination of annual volume limits. In 

addition, the IMAP seeks to establish and quantify its reasonably anticipated future needs 

("RAFN") and thereby secure the protections of the Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996 ("1996 

Act") for its existing portfolio of rights. (The key provisions of the 1996 Act set out in Exhibit A 

hereto.) 

Today's update covers a lot of material because of the many water rights involved in 

United Water's portfolio. But there is nothing particularly complicated here. Instead, there is a 

great deal of detail describing how the rights were decreed by the Snake River Basin 

Adjudication Court, and documenting that neither the IMAP nor developments since 2003 

present any injury or enlargement issues to other water users. Indeed, the developments since 

the stay result in an IMAP Relaunch that is smaller and simpler than the 2003 IMAP. The 2003 

IMAP was not particularly complicated either, but it unfortunately was misunderstood by many. 

United Water is going the extra mile here to explain, in excruciating detail, that there is nothing 

hiding under the rug. 

For the convenience of the Department and the parties, the spreadsheets contained in 

Tabs J, K, L, M, and N of the 2003 IMAP (identifying water rights and AP0Ds) are reproduced 

in Exhibit B hereto. Revised spreadsheets (reflecting current circumstances and showing the 

changes to water right elements since 2003) are set out in Exhibit C (water rights) and Exhibit D 

(APODs). 
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DISCUSSION 

I. SUBMISSIONS CULMINATING IN THE 2003 IMAP. 

The original IMAP was filed with the Department on May 4, 2001. A replacement 

version was filed on March 20, 2002. Public notice was based on the March 20, 2002 version. 

On January 22, 2003, United withdrew four applications for amendment of permits 

(63-12424, 63-12463, 63-12506 and 63-12552) associated with non-contiguous system 

components that lie outside of the planning area (the Coventry Place, Carriage Hill, and Danskin 

Estates subdivisions). 1 On April 2, 2003 the Hearing Officer (Peter Anderson) ordered that the 

March 20, 2002 IMAP be interlineated to show the changes and other corrections. This was 

done on April 9, 2003, and the four permits withdrawn in 2003 are shown in strike-through on 

Tab K of the 2003 IMAP (reproduced in Exhibit B hereto). Corresponding adjustments were 

also made to the APOD list on Tab N of the 2003 IMAP (reproduced in Exhibit B hereto). 

Accordingly, the March 20, 2002 version of the IMAP with interlineations shown as of April 9, 

2003 was the version in effect when the IMAP was stayed in 2003. We refer to this as the "2003 

IMAP." 

II. UPDATED TALLY OF WATER RIGHTS IN THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

The 2003 IMAP included 91 licensed rights, two beneficial use statutory claims, and 15 

permits, for a total of 108 water rights. These are listed under Tabs J and K of the 2003 IMAP 

(reproduced in Exhibit B hereto). Of these 108 rights, 107 are ground water rights and one is a 

surface water permit (No. 63-12055, the Marden Boise River permit). 

The number of rights included in the IMAP Relaunch is 106. The SRBA Court split the 

Marden Ranney collector license (No. 63-2892) into four decrees (one based on the license and 

1 UW/D 's Notice of Withdrawal of Four Applications for Amendment of Permit from the IMAP and Motion 
to Amend the IMAP (dated Jan. 20, 2003, filed Jan. 22, 2003). 
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three based on beneficial use) thus adding three water right numbers (Nos. 63-31797, 63-31798, 

and 63-31879) to the list for the IMAP Relaunch (with no additional diversion rate). See 

discussion in section V .D( 4) at page 22. This gain of three was offset by the removal of another 

five rights (two withdrawn from the IMAP, one not claimed and effectively relinquished, one 

conveyed, and one lapsed). These are discussed in tum below. 

On March 17, 2010, United Water withdrew two rights (Nos. 63-7066 and 63-12363) 

from the IMAP so they could be involved in non-IMAP transfers while the stay was pending.2 

Right No. 63-7066 was claimed and decreed in the SRBA, while 63-12363 was not because it is 

a post-SRBA commencement license. These rights will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch 

because they were withdrawn, but the wells originally associated with them (the Goddard and 

Cassia #2 wells) will remain in the IMAP Relaunch APOD list. 

One licensed right (No. 63-7077) was not claimed in the SRBA because it was 

determined to be redundant with another right (No. 63-4015). This redundancy was recognized 

in Tab J of the 2003 IMAP, and, although No. 63-7077 was listed, its diversion rate was 

eliminated from the spreadsheet's total diversion rate calculation. The right now has been 

effectively relinquished and will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch. Because both rights 

have the same point of diversion (Boise Industrial Foundation, or "B.I.F.", well) which was 

included on the 2003 APOD list, there is no need to update the APOD list in the IMAP 

Relaunch. 

Another licensed right (No. 63-10533) is now in the process of being conveyed to another 

party (The Terteling Company, Inc.) pursuant to a settlement agreement and will no longer be 

2 Although a transfer was contemplated at the time of withdrawal, no transfer application was ever filed for 
No. 63-7066. A point of diversion was added to right No. 63-12363 through Transfer No. 72036 (approved 
September 17, 2010). The right originally was associated with the Cassia #2 well. Transfer No. 72036 authorized 
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owned by United Water. Accordingly, this right is not included in the IMAP Relaunch. The 

well associated with that right (the Cartwright well) was previously removed from the list of 

APODs in the 2003 IMAP, so there is no need to update the APOD list in the IMAP Relaunch. 

One of the permits (No. 63-12432) has now lapsed. Accordingly, it will be dropped from 

the IMAP Relaunch. It identifies the same points of diversion (Island Woods # 1 and #2) as the 

permit for Right No. 63-11467, which remains in the IMAP. Accordingly, there is no need to 

update the APOD list in the IMAP Relaunch. 

Six permits identified on Tab K of the 2003 IMAP (reproduced in Exhibit B hereto) have 

now gone to license. Thus, rather than seeking an amendment of permit, the IMAP Relaunch 

will seek a transfer of these licenses. They are otherwise unchanged from the 2003 IMAP, 

except for minor downward quantity adjustments that are discussed in section XIV at page 51. 

In sum, no new water rights or entitlements have been added to the IMAP Relaunch. The 

only increase in numbers ofrights results from a "split" of a single right that was included in the 

2003 IMAP. Overall, there has been a small net decline in rights now included in the IMAP. 

The spreadsheets in Exhibit C and Exhibit D provide updated information on each of the water 

rights and their associated APODs in the IMAP Relaunch. The changes in the tally of rights 

described above is summarized in the chart below: 

diversions under the right from the already-existing Fisk well. Both the Fisk and the Cassia #2 weJls were listed in 
the 2003 IMAP APOD list, and wiJl remain in the APOD list for the IMAP relaunch. 
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TABLE 1. Updated tally of all water rights included in IMAP 

Original basis of right>» Permits Licenses Beneficial Total 
Use 

Ground water rights included in 2003 IMAP +14 +91 +2* +107 

Surface water rights included in 2003 IMAP +1 +O +O +1 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL rights included in 2003 IMAP 15 91 2 108 
(based on 2003 permit/license status) 

Additional decreed rights resulting from SRBA +O +O +3 +3 
split of No. 63-2892 

Right in 2003 IMAP not claimed in SRBA and +O -1 +O -1 
relinquished (No. 63-7077) 

Right conveyed to Terteling +O -1 +O -1 
(No. 63-10533) 

Lapsed permit (No. 63-12432) -1 +O +O -1 

Rights withdrawn from IMAP in 2010 +O -2 +O -2 
(Nos. 63-7066 and 63-12363) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL rights in IMAP Relaunch 14 87 5 106 
(based on 2003 permit/license status) 

Permits in 2003 IMAP that have been licensed -6 +6 +O +O 
after2003 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL rights in IMAP Relaunch 8 93 5 106 
(based on 2012 permit/license status) 

* The 2003 IMAP included two rights based on beneficial use: Nos. 63-4395 and 63-19456. These were not 
called out specifically as beneficial use rights, but were included on Tab J of the 2003 IMAP which was labeled 
"UWID's Current Licensed and Statutory Ground Water Rights." The term "statutory" refers to statutory claims for 
beneficial use rights. 

III. UPDATED TALLY OF RIGHTS EXCLUDED FROM THE IMAP 

United Water also owns five ground water rights and has some surface water entitlements 

that are not included in the IMAP Relaunch. 

One ground water permit application (No. 63-31406 for Maple Hills #2) was excluded 

from the 2003 IMAP, and will remain excluded from the IMAP Relaunch even though it is now 

a permit. However, the well associated with this right was included in the 2003 IMAP's list of 
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APODs, and it will remain in the IMAP Relaunch's APOD list. See discussion in section XI.A 

at page 43. 

Four other ground water rights (Nos. 63-2915, 63-3239, 63-31856, and 63-31857) were 

unknown at the time of the 2003 IMAP but were later identified during the SRBA process. 

SRBA Claims were filed for these, resulting in four additional decreed rights. These four 

decreed rights will not be added to the IMAP Relaunch. See discussion in XI.Bat page 44. 

The 2003 IMAP disclosed six surface water entitlements that were not included in the 

2003 IMAP. See 2003 IMAP, Table 10, at 38. Since 2003, United Water has acquired 

additional surface water entitlements. In order to avoid complication, all of these will remain 

excluded from the IMAP Relaunch for transfer/amendment purposes. These excluded surface 

water entitlements are discussed in section XII at page 44. 

Despite the fact that these ground water rights and surface water entitlements are not 

included in the IMAP for transfer/amendment purposes, they are being fully disclosed for 

purposes of evaluating United Water's long term needs and available water rights. 

IV. TALLYOFSRBADECREES 

At the time of the stay, the water rights included in the IMAP substantially overlapped 

United Water's pending claims in the SRBA. Moreover, some of the fundamental issues then 

pending in the IMAP-notably allegations of forfeiture-were also before the Court in the 

SRBA. The stay was intended to avoid duplication of effort and potentially differing 

determinations by the Department and the SRBA Court. The stay allowed the Court to rule on 

United Water's claims with resulting res Judicata effect. This has now been completed. 

During the course of the SRBA proceeding, the Department and the SRBA Court 

evaluated each claimed right in United Water's portfolio. No forfeiture was found. By and 
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large, United Water's SRBA claims were approved as claimed, except for some downward 

adjustment in quantity discussed further in section XIV at page 51. 

Partial decrees were issued for 76 of the licensed rights identified in the 2003 IMAP. 3 

One of these (No. 63-10533) is in the process of being conveyed to the Terteling entities and is 

therefore not a part of the IMAP Relaunch. Another decreed right (No. 63-7066) was withdrawn 

from the IMAP in 2010 (along with 63-12363, which is a post-SRBA commencement license 

that was not claimed or decree in the SRBA). Three additional decrees (Nos. 63-31797, 63-

31798, and 63-31879) were issued based on beneficial use associated with the Marden Ranney 

collector wells. (The decreed diversion quantity for the licensed right associated with these 

collector wells, No. 63-2892, was reduced accordingly. See discussion in section V.D(4) at page 

22.) Partial decrees were not sought or obtained for 16 licensed rights with post-commencement 

priority dates, nor for licensed right No. 63-7077 which was determined to be redundant with 

another right (No. 63-4015) as described above on page 7. Likewise, none of the 15 permits 

included in Tab K of the 2003 IMAP (all of which were post-commencement rights) went 

through the SRBA process. In sum, of the 106 water rights remaining in the IMAP Relaunch, 77 

have partial decrees and 29 do not. 

This information is summarized in the charts below: 

3 Two of the decrees were for post-commencement rights (proof submitted after commencement) but with 
pre-commencement priority dates (Nos. 63-10405 and 63-10386). The rest of the decrees were for pre­
commencement licensed rights (proof submitted prior to commencement). 
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TABLE 2. SRBA status of 2003 IMAP rights 

Original basis of right»> Permits Licenses Beneficial Total 
Use 

2003 IMAP rights for which SRBA decrees were +O +74 +2 +76 
issued 

Right in 2003 IMAP not claimed in SRBA and +O +1 +O +1 
relinquished (No. 63-7077) (from Table 1) 

Post-commencement rights in 2003 IMAP not +15 +16 +O +31 
claimed in SRBA (based on 2003 permit/license 
status) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL rights included in 2003 IMAP (based on 2003 15 91 2 108 
permit/license status) 

TABLE 3. SRBA status of IMAP Relaunch rights 

Original basis of right »> Permits Licenses Beneficial Total 
Use 

2003 IMAP rights for which SRBA decrees were +O +74 +2 +76 
issued 

Additional decreed rights resulting from SRBA split of +O +O +3 +3 
No. 63-2892 (from Table 1) 

Decreed right being conveyed to Terteling +O -1 +O -1 
(No. 63-10533) (from Table 1) 

Decreed right withdrawn in 2010 (No. 63-7066) +O -1 +O -1 
(from Table 1) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SUBTOTAL of IMAP Relaunch rights for which SRBA 0 72 5 77 
decrees were issued 
(based on 2012 permit/license status) 

Post-commencement rights in 2003 IMAP not +15 +16 +O +31 
claimed in SRBA (based on 2003 permit/license 
status) (from Table 2) 

Permits in 2003 IMAP that have been licensed after -6 +6 +O +O 
2003 (from Table 1) 

Lapsed permit (No. 63-12432) (from Table 1) -1 +O +O -1 

Licensed right withdrawn from IMAP in 2010 +O -1 +O -1 
(Nos. 63-12363) (from Table 1) 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SUBTOTAL of Rights in IMAP Relaunch with no 8 21 
SRBA decrees 
(based on 2012 permit/license status) 

TOTAL rights in IMAP Relaunch 8 93 
(based on 2012 permit/license status) 
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V. APODs 

When first acquired, each of United Water's water rights identified, at most, four points 

of diversion. The authorized points of diversion for each right as of 2003 are displayed under 

Tab J of the 2003 IMAP (for licenses) and Tab K (for permits). These lists are reproduced in 

Exhibit B hereto. They also appear in the revised water right spreadsheet in Exhibit C. 

The IMAP sought to identify all of United Water's then-existing wells and make each of 

them an alternate point of diversion ("APOD") available to every ground water right. The 2003 

IMAP identified 89 APODs for ground water rights.4 These are listed in a spreadsheet under 

Tab N of the 2003 IMAP (reproduced in Exhibit B hereto). For reasons discussed below, the 

IMAP Relaunch will reduce the list of APODs to 81 wells. 

In the SRBA, United Water sought and received APODs for most of its ground water 

rights based on accomplished transfers (Idaho Code § 42-1425). Of the 77 partial decrees in the 

IMAP Relaunch, 67 were decreed with APODs. However, the list of APODs was fewer than the 

89 APODs sought in the IMAP. The simple reason is that the SRBA is limited to a "snapshot" 

of water rights in existence in 1987. Accordingly, the APODs approved in the partial decrees 

corresponded to United Water's more limited diversion and delivery system as it existed in 1987. 

The number of APODs is also fewer than the number of decreed rights with APODs because, in 

some cases, more than one right was associated with a single well. 

The 67 partial decrees that included APODs may be divided into three groups or 

categories. These groups and the ten rights with no system-wide APODs are discussed in turn 

below. 

4 This counts the three Marden Ranney collector wells (located within the same quarter-quarter) as one 
APOD. See footnote 9 at page 19. There would have been 91 AP0Ds ifthese were counted separately. This is 
academic, however, because the Ranney collectors are being removed from the APOD list for the IMAP Relaunch. 
See discussion in section V.D(4) at page 22. 
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A. Forty-eight rights with 42 AP0Ds 

The first and largest group of 48 partial decrees each included 42 APODs. 5 Each of these 

wells was owned by United Water and was in operation as of 1987 as part of United Water's 

integrated delivery system. With the exception of the 13th Street well ( discussed below), each of 

these 42 APODs is included on the list of 89 APO Os listed in the 2003 IMAP. Except for the 

13th Street and Joplin wells (which are being dropped from the Relaunch), all of the 42 APO Os 

are in the IMAP Relaunch's list of 81 APODs. Accordingly, the IMAP Relaunch will add no 

new APODs. 

The 48 decreed rights and their associated 42 APODs are listed in the tables below: 

TABLE4 TABLE 5 

48 water rights in 
IMAP Relaunch 

decreed with 
42 APODs - Locations and well names 

42 APODs 

1 63-02506 WELL NAME TWN RGE SEC TRACT 
2 63-02576 1 Bali Hai #1 3N 1E 3 SW,SE,NE 
3 63-02595 2 Maple Hills #1 3N 1E 14 SW,NE,NE 

4 63-02605 3 Cole 3N 1E 24 NE,NE,SE 

5 63-02668 4 Amity 3N 1E 36 NW,NW,NE 

6 63-02703 5 SunsetWest#1 3N 1E 36 SE,NE,SE 
7 63-02808 6 Central Park 3N 2E 2 NW,NE,NW 

8 63-02954 7 Idaho 3N 2E 4 NE,SW,SW 

9 63-02956 8 Bethel 3N 2E 7 NE,SW,SW 
10 63-02989 9 Arctic #1 3N 2E 8 NE,NE,NE 

11 63-03064 10 16th St. 3N 2E 9 SW,SE,NW 
12 63-03073 11 13th St. 3N 2E 10 NE,NW,NW 
13 63-03105 12 Longmeadow 3N 2E 13 NW,SW,NW 
14 63-03112 13 Beacon 3N 2E 14 NW,SE,NW 
15 63-03128 14 Cliffside 3N 2E 15 SW,NW,NW 
16 63-03164 15 Roosevelt #1 3N 2E 16 SW,NW,NW 
17 63-03172 16 Roosevelt #3 3N 2E 16 SW,NW,NW 
18 63-03202 17 Hilton 3N 2E 17 SE,NE,SW 

5 Forty-nine such decrees (with 42 APODs) were issued to United Water. We have not included one of 
them (No. 63-7066) in this group because it was withdrawn from the IMAP in 20 I 0. 
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19 63-03291 18 Franklin Park 3N 2E 18 SW,NW,NE 
20 63-03292 19 Hummel 3N 2E 18 SW,NE,SW 
21 63-03293 20 Kirkwood 3N 2E 19 SW,NE,NE 
22 63-03295 21 Overland #6 3N 2E 19 NW,NE,NW 
23 63-03411 22 Hillcrest 3N 2E 20 SE,SE,NE 
24 63-03448 23 Taggart #1 3N 2E 21 SW,NE,NE 
25 63-03494 24 Chamberlin #1 3N 2E 22 SE,NW,NE 
26 63-03562 25 Chamberlin #2 3N 2E 22 SE,NW,NE 
27 63-04015 26 Broadway 3N 2E 22 SE,SE,SE 
28 63-04414 27 Logger 3N 2E 24 NW,SW,NW 
29 63-04424 28 Centennial 3N 2E 25 NW,NW,SE 
30 63-04752 29 B.I.F. 3N 2E 27 SE,NW,SE 
31 63-07204 30 Vista 3N 2E 28 NE,NE,NE 
32 63-07282 31 Country Club 3N 2E 28 SE,NW,NW 
33 63-07348 32 Byrd 3N 2E 33 SW,NE,NW 
34 63-07479 33 Terteling 3N 2E 36 NE,SW,NE 
35 63-07577 34 Joplin 4N 1E 27 NW,NW,SW 
36 63-07589 35 Frontier 4N 1E 34 SE,NE,SW 
37 63-07658 36 Settlers 4N 1E 35 NW,NE,NW 
38 63-08059 37 Goddard 4N 1E 36 SW,NE,NW 
39 63-08236 38 Swift #1 3N 2E 30 SE,SW,SE 
40 63-08432 39 Westmoreland 4N 2E 31 NE,NW,SW 
41 63-08990 40 Willow Lane #1 4N 2E 32 NW,NW,NW 
42 63-09147 41 Willow Lane #2 4N 2E 32 NW,SW,NW 
43 63-09204 42 Willow Lane #3 4N 2E 32 NW,SW,NW 
44 63-09205 
45 63-09219 
46 63-09223 
47 63-09671 
48 63-09855 

Note that the 13th Street well was operational in 1987 and therefore was included as an 

APOD in the SRBA decrees. However, the well has not been operational since 1999 and was 

stricken from the APOD list in the 2003 IMAP. It will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch. 

Accordingly no update is required to remove this well in the APOD list in the IMAP Relaunch. 

The Joplin well was included in the decreed 42 APOD list and the 2003 IMAP, but will not be in 

the IMAP Relaunch because the well has been decommissioned and the well lot sold. The effect 
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of the IMAP Relaunch will be to remove the 13th Street and Joplin wells from the decreed 

APODs. 

B. Post-commencement transfer: Four rights with 43 AP0Ds 

A second group of four partial decrees includes 43 APODs. This includes all 42 APODs 

discussed above, plus one more, the 27th Street well. 

The four rights decreed with 43 APODs were the subject of successful Transfer 

Application 4998 initiated by United Water on December 13, 1996 and approved on January 9, 

1998. The transfer integrated the three points of diversion previously associated with these four 

water rights and added a fourth point of diversion (the 27th Street well).6 When these rights were 

reviewed in the SRBA, the court recognized both the accomplished transfer (42 APODs) and the 

additional post-SRBA well (the 27th Street well) approved in the transfer, thus bringing the total 

to 43 AP0Ds. This worked only for the four rights in this formal transfer. Since the 27'h Street 

well was not in existence in 1987, it could not be added as an APOD to the other rights in the 

SRBA. 

The 27th Street well was previously included on the list of 89 APODs in the 2003 IMAP. 

Accordingly, no change to the IMAP Relaunch is necessary to add this well. 

The four rights with 43 APODs are listed in the table below: 

TABLE 6. Water rights decreed with 43 APODs 

Water Right Number APODs 

1 63-02500 42 APODs above plus 27m Street well 

2 63-02874 42 APODs above plus 2t" Street well 

3 63-07067 42 AP0Ds above plus 2t" Street well 

4 63-19456 42 APODs above plus 27m Street well 

6 Initially, the transfer sought a fifth point of diversion, but that new well was dropped before the transfer 
was approved. 
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C. Post-commencement acquisition: Fifteen rights with 12 AP0Ds 

Fifteen of the partial decrees were decreed with 12 APO Os. These are the South County 

Water System water rights and wells, which United Water acquired after the commencement of 

the SRBA making them ineligible to be APO Os serving the rest of United Water's water rights 

under the accomplished transfer statute, Idaho Code§ 42-1425. In other words, as of 1987, these 

rights were integrated with each other as part of the prior owner's water delivery system, and 

they were decreed that way. That prior owner's delivery system has now been acquired by 

United Water and integrated into its municipal water delivery system. 

These 12 APO Os are different from and do not overlap with the groups of 42 and 43 

APODs discussed above. However, each of them was included on the list of 89 APODs sought 

in the 2003 IMAP. Two of them (Five Mile Estates #2 and Lizaso) will not be included in the 

IMAP Relaunch because the wells have been decommissioned. 

These 15 decreed rights and their associated 12 APODs are listed in the tables below: 

TABLE 7 TABLE B 

Water rights decreed 
with 12 APODs 12 APODs - Locations and well names 

1 63-07641 WELL NAME TWN 
2 63-07896 1 Hidden Valley Estates #2 2N 
3 63-07979 2 Hidden Valley Estates #1 2N 
4 63-07998 3 Brookhollow No. 1 3N 
5 63-08011 4 Lizaso Well 3N 
6 63-08248 5 Paradise North 3N 
7 63-08265 6 Country Squire 3N 
8 63-08405 7 Countryman Estates 3N 
9 63-08635 8 Sherman Oaks 3N 
10 63-09087 9 Victory 3N 
11 63-09106 10 Five Mile Estates W. #2 3N 
12 63-09198 11 Five Mile West #12 3N 
13 63-09199 12 La Grange 3N 
14 63-09384 
15 63-10391 
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D. Ten rights decreed without system-wide AP0Ds 

Ten of the partial decrees did not include any system-wide APO Os. Instead, the decrees 

limited diversions under these rights to one or two specific points of diversion. These ten rights 

and their associated points of diversion are shown in the table below: 

TABLE 9. Decreed Water Rights Without System-wide APODs 

Water Right 
Well Name 

Point(s) of diversion 
Number TWN RGE SEC TRACT 

1 Marden (Ranney collector wells) 3N 2E 14 SE,NE 
63-2892 Veterans Park (Ranney collector well) - dropped in 3N 2E 05 SE,NE 

Relaunch 
2 63-31797 Marden (Ranney collector wells) 3N 2E 14 SE,NE 
3 63-31798 Marden (Ranney collector wells) 3N 2E 14 SE,NE 
4 63-31879 Marden (Ranney collector wells) 3N 2E 14 SE.NE 
5 63-3457 Warm Springs Mesa #2 / Warm Springs Mesa #3 7 3N 2E 24 SW,NE 
6 Barber Hills #1 3N 29 SE.NE 63-4395 3E 

7 Barber Hills #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE 
63-8385 

8 Barber Hills #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE 
63-10150 

Barber Hills #2 3N 3E 28 SW,NW 

9 63-10386 Marden (well) 3N 2E 14 SE.NE 
10 63-10405 River Run 3N 2E 24 SW.SE 

In each case, there is a simple explanation for why system-wide APO Os were 

inappropriate in the context of the SRBA decrees. These are discussed in turn below, and the 

relevant portion of the table is reproduced for each. 

(1) Additional post-commencement acquisitions: Two water 
systems (Warm Springs Mesa and Barber Hills) and four 
decreed rights (Nos. 63-3457, 63-4395, 63-6385, and 63-10150) 

In addition to the South County water system mentioned above, United Water acquired 

two additional water systems and four ultimately decreed rights after the SRBA commenced in 

7 The Warm Springs Mesa wells are sometimes referred to simply as the "Mesa" wells (as they were on 
Tab N of the 2003 IMAP) and at other times as the "Warm Springs" wells . 
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1987. (UWID acquired the Warm Springs Mesa water system and associated Water Right 

No. 63-3457 in 1998,8 and the Barber Hills water system and associated Water Right Nos. 63-

4395, 63-6385, and 63-10150 in 1999.) Accordingly, based on the "1987 snapshot," the four 

wells associated with these four water rights were not eligible to be included in the list of 

APODs for United Water's other SRBA claims. Nor were these rights entitled to any of the 42 

APODs included in other United Water decreed rights. However, these four wells were included 

in the list of 89 APO Os in the 2003 IMAP. Consequently, no update is required for the IMAP 

Relaunch. 

These water rights and associated points of diversion are shown in the table below: 

Water Right 
Number 

1 63-3457 
2 63-4395 
3 63-8385 

4 63-10150 

TABLE 10. Decreed Rights acquired Post-Commencement 

Well Name 
Point(s) of diversion 

TWN RGE SEC TRACT 

Warm Springs Mesa #2 / Warm Springs Mesa #3 3N 2E 24 SW,NE 
Barber Hills #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE 

Barber Hills #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE 

Barber Hills #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE 
Barber Hills #2 3N 3E 28 SW,NW 

(2) One post-commencement proof-well still in operation: River 
Run well (Water Right No. 63-10405) 

United Water sought and obtained a partial decree for the licensed water right associated 

with its River Run well, despite the fact that proof was not submitted until after commencement 

of the SRBA. The River Run well was not included in any of the APOD groupings for other 

decreed water rights, however, because it did not exist as of the SRBA's commencement (well 

8 The Warm Springs Mesa system also included associated water right No. 63-10945, which was a post­
SRBA commencement permit that was not claimed or decreed in the SRBA and therefore is not included in this 
discussion about decreed water rights. Right No. 63-10945 authorizes three points of diversion in the same quarter­
quarter as right No. 63-3457. One of the points of diversion (Warm Springs Mesa# I) has been decommissioned 
and is not included in the IMAP Relaunch. 
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construction commenced on Dec. 1, 1987, and finished on Mar. 21, 1988). For the same reason, 

the right did not receive APODs itself in its partial decree. 

This water right and associated point of diversion are shown in the table below: 

TABLE 11. Post-Commencement Proof-Well still in Operation 

Water Right Number Well Name 
Point(s) of diversion 

TWN I RGE I SEC I TRACT 

1 I 63-10405 River Run 3N I 2E I 24 I SW,SE 

(3) One post-commencement proof-well no longer in operation: 
Marden well (Water Right No. 63-10386) 

The Marden well was a traditional ground water well (not a Ranney collector well) 

located near the Marden Treatment Plant. Like the water right for the River Run well, United 

Water obtained a decree for this licensed right despite the fact that proof of beneficial use was 

not submitted until after the commencement of the SRBA. Accordingly, the SRBA Court 

decreed the right without APODs and did not include this well in the APOD list for the other 

decreed rights. 

Unlike the River Run well, however, the Marden well is no longer in use. Although 

United Water initially listed the Marden well among the APODs sought when the IMAP was 

first filed in 2001, the Marden well was stricken from the APOD list in the 2003 IMAP. It will 

stay that way in the IMAP Relaunch. In sum, the water right associated with the Marden well 

remains in United Water's portfolio and United Water is seeking APODs for this right as part of 

the IMAP Relaunch, but as in 2003 it is not seeking to include this well as one of the APODs for 

this or any other water right. 

This water right and associated point of diversion are shown in the table below: 
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TABLE 12. Post-Commencement Proof-Well No Longer In Operation 

Water Rights Number Well Name 
Point(s) of diversion 

TWN I RGE I SEC TRACT 

1 I 63-10386 Marden (well) 3N J 2E J 14 SE,NE 

(4) Special case: Marden Ranney collector wells (Water Right 
Nos. 63-2892, 63-31797, 63-31798, and 63-31879) 

A special case is presented by the four decreed rights associated with United Water's 

Marden Ranney collector wells.9 These three collector wells divert ground water from gravels at 

a site near the Boise River for use at the Marden Treatment Plant near the Warm Springs Golf 

Course. Although licensed and decreed as ground water rights, these rights are subject to special 

mitigation conditions because a fraction of the water diverted was deemed to derive from the 

Boise River. (See 2003 IMAP at 4, n. l .) Decreed water right No. 63-2892 also authorizes 

diversion from another Ranney collector well at Veterans Park. That well is no longer in use and 

will be dropped from the APOD list in the IMAP Relaunch. The decommissioned Veterans Park 

Ranney collector well should not be confused with the Veterans Park well (aka Veterans Park 

well), a traditional well associated with a post-SRBA permit (No. 63-12310). The Veterans Park 

well remains in use and is included on the APOD lists for both the 2003 IMAP and the IMAP 

Relaunch.) 

The Marden Ranney collector right was claimed in the SBRA and listed in the 2003 

IMAP as a single water right (No. 63-2892) based on the license. During the SRBA process, the 

9 A Ranney collector well is a patented type of radial well. The approved transfer of the licensed right 
(Transfer No. 2605, Right No. 63-2892) expressly calls out that there are three Ranney collector wells authorized 
within the single listed quarter-quarter. For some reason, the license and decrees for these rights do not expressly 
call this out. In any event, the IMAP Relaunch will clarify that all three Ranney collectors at the Marden site will 
remain as points of diversion for these four rights. This is consistent with the 2003 IMAP which identified "Marden 
Collectors" in the plural in the spreadsheet under Tab N (reproduced in Exhibit B hereto). As discussed in the main 
text, the IMAP Relaunch will not seek to make the Marden Ranney collectors APODs for other ground water rights, 
nor will it seek 81 APODs for the water rights associated with the Ranney collectors. 
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right was split into four water rights with different priority dates but the same total diversion rate 

of 15 cfs. Thus, in addition to the original license (No. 63-2892), three additional decrees (Nos. 

63-31797, 63-31798, and 63-31879) were issued based on beneficial use. All four decreed rights 

will be included in the IMAP Relaunch. 

Although United Water included the Marden Treatment Plant Ranney collector wells in 

the list of system-wide APODs for the 2003 IMAP, it is dropping the collectors wells for the 

APOD list for the IMAP Relaunch. Also, as noted above, United Water is no longer using the 

Ranney collector well associated with these rights at Veterans Park. Accordingly, the IMAP 

Relaunch is hereby updated to eliminate the request for APODs for the Ranney collector wells at 

both Marden and Veterans Park, and to request instead that the four points of diversion now 

decreed for Nos. 63-2892, 63-31797, 63-31798, and 63-31879 be reduced to just the three 

collector wells (within a single quarter-quarter) at the Marden Treatment Plant. Thus, under the 

IMAP Relaunch, the only water rights that may be pumped from the Marden Ranney collector 

wells are the four decreed rights (totaling 15 cfs) associated with that facility. 

These water rights and associated points of diversion are shown in the table below: 

TABLE 13. Ranney Collector Wells - IMAP Relaunch 

Water rights number Well Name 
Point(s) of diversion 

TWN 
1 63-2892 Marden Ranney collector wells 3N 
2 63-31797 Marden Ranney collector wells 3N 
3 63-31798 Marden Ranney collector wells 3N 
4 63-31879 Marden Ranney collector wells 3N 
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E. The one surface water right in the IMAP will not use ground water 
APODs. 

The 2003 IMAP included only one surface water right, a permit for the Marden Street 

Treatment Plant surface water intake from the Boise River (No. 63-12055). (This is distinct 

from the Marden Ranney collector wells and the Marden well, both of which are ground water 

rights .) This remains a permit in 2012 and remains the only surface water right included in the 

IMAP Relaunch for transfer/amendment purposes. As in the 2003 IMAP, United Water is 

seeking to add one additional point of diversion for this right at the Columbia Treatment Plant. 

(See note at bottom of page I of Tab M of the 2003 IMAP, reproduced in Exhibit B hereto.) 

This surface water point of diversion was not included on the list of APODs for ground 

water rights in the 2003 IMAP. (See 2003 IMAP, at 4 n.3 .) Nor will it be included in the APOD 

list for the IMAP Relaunch. 

F. No new wells 

No wells have been added to United Water's system that were not included in the 2003 

IMAP. Accordingly, no update is required to the IMAP Relaunch to add new APODs. 

G. Decommissioned wells 

As noted above, United Water has decommissioned the Marden well, the 13th Street well, 

the Joplin well, the Five Mile Estates #2 well, the Lizaso well, the Warm Springs Mesa #1 well, 

and the Veterans Ranney collector well. In addition, United Water has decommissioned and 

does not anticipated re-installing two other wells that were included on the list of 89 APODs in 

the 2003 IMAP: Empire well and Hope well. The Marden well and the 13th Street well, 

however, were previously removed from the list of AP0Ds in the 2003 IMAP, so no update to 

the IMAP Relaunch is required as to them. United Water hereby updates the IMAP Relaunch to 

remove the following decommissioned wells: the Empire well, the Five Mile Estates #2 well, 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

1530729 _ 49 / 30-147 Page 24 of 124 



the Hope well, the Joplin well, the Lizaso well, the Warm Springs Mesa #1 well, and the 

Veterans Ranney collector well from the list of APODs 

H. Conclusion regarding APOD updates 

In sum, the list of 89 AP ODs in the 200 3 IMAP has now been reduced to a list of 81 

APODs, composed of the prior APOD list (Tab N of the 2003 IMAP, reproduced in Exhibit B 

hereto) minus the Ranney collectors at Marden (still in use, but not on APOD list), the Veterans 

Park Ranney collectors ( decommissioned), and six other wells that have been decommissioned 

since the 2003 IMAP. 

The IMAP Relaunch will also have the effect of removing the 13th Street and Joplin wells 

as APODs for the 48 decreed rights with 42 APODs and the four decreed rights with 43 APODs. 

Changes in the APOD lists are summarized in the tables below: 

TABLE 14. ADODs in 2003 IMAP that will be dropped from the IMAP Relaunch APOD list 

Well Name Comment 

1. Marden Ranney collector wells The Marden Ranney collector wells will be 
excluded from system-wide APOD list in IMAP 
Relaunch. The four rights for the Marden 
collector wells will be the only rights authorized 
to divert from the Marden Ranney collector wells. 

2. Veterans Park Ranney collector well This well has been decommissioned and will be 
dropped from the list of APODs in the IMAP 
Relaunch. It will also be dropped as an 
additional point of diversion for the four rights 
associated with the Marden Ranney collector 
wells. 

3. Empire well Decommissioned. 

4. Five Mile Estates well #2 Decommissioned. 

5. Hope well Decommissioned 

6. Joplin well Decommissioned. 

7. Lisazo well Decommissioned. 

8. Warm Springs Mesa well #1 Decommissioned. 
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TABLE 15. APODs included in 52 SRBA decreed rights with 42 or 43 APODs 
that will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch APOD list 

Well Name Comment 

1. 13m Street well The 13m Street well will remain off the APOD list 
for the IMAP Relaunch. It will be removed as an 
APOD from 52 decreed rights. 

2. Joplin well The Joplin well is removed from the APOD list 
for the IMAP Relaunch. It will be removed as an 
APOD from 52 decreed rights 

TABLE 16. APODs included in 15 SRBA decreed rights with 12 APODs 
that will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch APOD list 

Well Name Comment 

1. Five Mile Estates #2 well The Five Mile Estates #2 well is removed from 
the APOD list for the IMAP Relaunch. It will be 
removed as an APOD from 15 decreed rights 

2. Lizaso well The Lizaso well is removed from the APOD list 
for the IMAP Relaunch. It will be removed as an 
APOD from 15 decreed rights 

The following table lists the AP0Ds that will be included in the IMAP Relaunch. 

TABLE 17. 81 AP0Ds included in IMAP Relaunch 

Well Name Twn Rge Sec 

1 Amity 3N 1E 36 NW,NW,NE 
2 Arctic #1 3N 2E 8 NE,NE,NE 
3 B.I.F. 3N 2E 27 SE,NW,SE 
4 Bali Hai #1 3N 1E 3 SW,SE,NE 
5 Barber #2 3N 3E 28 SW.NW 
6 Barber #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE 
7 Beacon 3N 2E 14 NW,SE,NW 
8 Bergeson 3N 2E 26 NW,NE,SE 
9 Bethel 3N 2E 7 NE,SW,SW 
10 Broadway 3N 2E 22 SE,SE,SE 
11 Brookhollow No. 1 3N 1E 15 SE.NE 
12 Byrd 3N 2E 33 SW,NE,NW 
13 Cassia 3N 2E 16 NE,NE,SE 
14 Cassia #2 3N 2E 16 NE,NE,SE 
15 Centennial 3N 2E 25 NW,NW,SE 
16 Central Park 3N 2E 2 NW,NE,NW 
17 Chamberlin #1 3N 2E 22 SE,NW,NE 
18 Chamberlin #2 3N 2E 22 SE,NW,NE 
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19 Cliffside 3N 2E 15 SW,NW,NW 
20 Clinton 3N 2E 8 SW,NE,SW 
21 Cole 3N 1E 24 NE,NE,SE 
22 Country Club 3N 2E 28 SE,NW,NW 
23 Country Squire 3N 1E 23 NW,NW 
24 Countryman Estates 3N 1E 23 SE,NW 
25 Edgeview 3N 1E 16 SE,NE 
26 Fisk 3N 2E 6 SW,SE,SE 
27 Five Mile West #12 3N 1E 27 NW,SW 
28 Floating Feather 4N 1E 5 SESW 
29 Foxtail 4N 1W 24 SE,SW,SE 
30 Franklin Park 3N 2E 18 SW,NW,NE 
31 Frontier 4N 1E 34 SE,NE,SW 
32 Goddard 4N 1E 36 SW,NE,NW 
33 H.P. 4N 1E 27 SW,SE,NE 
34 Hidden Valley Estates #1 2N 1E 3 SE,SE 
35 Hidden Valley Estates #2 2N 1E 3 NE,SW 
36 Hillcrest 3N 2E 20 SE,SE,NE 
37 Hilton 3N 2E 17 SE,NE,SW 
38 Hummel 3N 2E 18 SW,NE,SW 
39 Idaho 3N 2E 4 NE,SW,SW 
40 Island Woods #1 4N 1E 16 NE,NW,SW (lot 5) 
41 Island Woods #2 4N 1E 21 NW,NW,NW 
42 J .R. Flat 2N 2E 2 SW,NW,NW 
43 Kirkwood 3N 2E 19 SW,NE,NE 
44 La Grange 3N 1E 34 NE.SW 
45 Logger 3N 2E 24 NW,SW,NW 
46 Longmeadow 3N 2E 13 NW,SW,NW 
47 Mac 3N 2E 32 SW,NW,NW 
48 Maple Hills #1 3N 1E 14 SW,NE,NE 
49 Maple Hills #2 3N 1E 14 SE,NE,NE 
50 Market 3N 2E 35 NE,NE,NW 
51 McMillan 4N 1E 28 SE,SW,SW 
52 Warm Springs Mesa #2 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,NE 
53 Warm Springs Mesa #3 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,NE 
54 Overland #6 3N 2E 19 NW,NE,NW 
55 Paradise North 3N 1E 15 NE,SE 
56 Pioneer 2N 2E 22 NE,NW,NE 
57 Pleasant Valley 2N 2E 21 NW,NE,NW 
58 Raptor 2N 2E 17 NW,NW,NW 
59 Redwood Creek 4N 1E 7 SWNW (lot 2) 
60 River Run 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,SE 
61 Roosevelt #1 3N 2E 16 SW,NW,NW 
62 Roosevelt #3 3N 2E 16 SW,NW,NW 
63 Settlers 4N 1E 35 NW,NE,NW 
64 Sherman Oaks 3N 1E 23 SE, SE 
65 Sixteenth St. 3N 2E 9 SW,SE,NW 
66 Spurwing 4N 1W 23 NE,SW 
67 Sunset West #1 3N 1E 36 SE,NE,SE 
68 Swift #1 3N 2E 30 SE,SW,SE 
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69 Swift#2 4N 2E 31 SE,SW,SE 
70 Taggart #1 3N 2E 21 SW,NE,NE 
71 Taggart #2 3N 2E 21 SW,NE,NE 
72 Tenmile 2N 2E 17 NE,SE,NE 
73 Terteling 3N 2E 36 NE,SW,NE 
74 Twenty-seventh 3N 2E 4 SW.SW 
75 Veterans Park Ranney 4N 2E 32 SW,SE,SE 

collector 
76 Victory 3N 1E 27 NE,NE 
77 Vista 3N 2E 28 NE,NE,NE 
78 Westmoreland 4N 2E 31 NE,NW,SW 
79 Willow Lane #1 4N 2E 32 NW,NW,NW 
80 Willow Lane #2 4N 2E 32 NW,SW,NW 
81 Willow Lane #3 4N 2E 32 NW,SW,NW 

The SRBA has moved United Water part of the way toward recognition of the 81 APODs 

sought in the IMAP Relaunch. The basic principle of AP0Ds was approved by the SRBA Court 

and is now res judicata. However, the particular APODs listed in the decrees were locked in 

based on circumstances in 1987 and, in the case of four rights, a post-commencement transfer. 

And many of United Water's rights have not been through the SRBA at all. So there is more to 

be completed in the IMAP Relaunch. The circumstances in effect in 1987 leading to the more 

limited recognition of APODs in the SRBA decrees on the basis of accomplished transfers as of 

that date do not constrain this formal transfer and amendment process. 

I. The APOD condition satisfies the no-injury requirement 

Changes to elements of water rights are subject to a no-injury determination. Idaho Code 

§ 42-222(1) (transfers of existing rights); Idaho Code§ 42-211 (amendments of permits). The 

IMAP seeks several types of changes to elements of water rights, the most significant of which is 

the addition of APODs. (See discussion above and in United Water's Statement of Issues for 

July 24 Status Conference dated July 20, 2012.) 

If APODs are approved unconditionally-which is not requested in the IMAP-the water 

right holder is allowed to pump any water right from any point of diversion without limitation. 
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This means that no other water user, junior or senior, may complain of well interference once the 

APODs are approved. If United Water were seeking unconditional APODs, it would face the 

challenging task of demonstrating that under no circumstance would pumping from any of the 

APODs cause injury to any existing water right. 

However, as United Water has made clear from the very outset--over a decade ago-this 

is not what it is seeking. This was explained in detail in the 2003 IMAP. That discussion 

provided, in part: 

UWID currently operates a system of wells that each feed 
into a pressurized and interconnected supply system. In addition to 
wells and supply lines, the system contains booster pumps, 
reservoirs and interties which all act to move water throughout the 
system to most efficiently meet the current localized demands. 
The current water right descriptions do not recognize this 
flexibility-which UWID has built into its system at considerable 
cost and with considerable benefits to its customers. 

For example, UWID uses its best and most efficient wells 
around the clock to meet the base demand of the system. As 
demand surges at different locations within the system, additional 
wells are electronically activated. The sequence in which the 
various wells are used to meet the increased demand is a function 
of each well ' s quality and its geographic location in relation to the 
increased demand. The system maximizes efficiency through a 
complex, integrated management system which automatically 
responds to fluctuations in demand, maximizes production of the 
best wells, stores water, utilizes stored water, and transports water 
to different service levels. 

By obtaining alternate points of diversion, UWID does not 
seek to reallocate water rights among its wells to the detriment of 
other aquifer pumpers. UWID simply seeks authorization to move 
licensed quantities around to the most efficient well where this can 
be done without injury. With this in mind, UWID expects that 
each existing well will retain the priority date associated with the 
well for purposes of well interference claims. 

2003 IMAP at 15-16 (footnotes omitted) ( emphasis supplied). 
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This, of course, is exactly what the Department recommended for each of United Water's 

SRBA claims that included APODs. The following language became the standard APOD 

language for accomplished transfers: 

To the extent necessary for administration between points of 
diversion for ground water, and between points of diversion for 
ground water and hydraulically connected surface sources, ground 
water was first diverted under this right at [name of well] located 
in [quarter-quarter description]. 

This precise language was approved by the Special Master, the SRBA Court, and the 

Idaho Supreme Court. In Re SRBA, Case No. 39576, Subcase Nos. 29-00271 et al. (Idaho, Fifth 

Judicial Dist., Nov. 9, 2009), denying motion to alter or amend, In Re SRBA, Case No. 39576, 

Subcase Nos. 29-00271 et al. (Idaho, Fifth Judicial Dist.April 12, 2010), aff'd, City of Pocatello 

v. Idaho, 152 Idaho 830, 275 P.3d 845 (2012) (upholding the position of amici curiae regarding 

alternate points of diversion). The first of these is reproduced as Exhibit D hereto. 

In the SRBA, this APOD language was employed in the context of accomplished 

transfers. In the IMAP it will be employed in the context of formal transfers and amendments. 

This makes no difference. The accomplished transfer statute contains a no-injury test identical to 

that mandated for formal transfers and amendments. 10 

In City of Pocatello, the Idaho Supreme Court expressly recognized that the APOD 

condition was necessary and sufficient to protect against injury: 

If Pocatello could have each well be an alternate point of diversion 
for each water right without the attached condition, as stated by 
IDWR in its supplemental Director's Report, "the City would be 
allowed to withdraw water under its most senior priority water 
right from any well location." Recognizing the transfers without 

10 Accomplished transfers are allowed only if"no other water rights existing on the date of the change were 
injured and the change did not result in an enlargement of the original right." Idaho Code§ 42-1425(2), see 
Fremont-Madison Irrigation Dist. v. Idaho Ground Water Appropriators, Inc., 129 Idaho 454, 457-58, 926 P.2d 
130 I, 1304-05 ( I 996) (upholding constitutionality of accomplished transfer statute only because it contains 
protections against injury). 
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the attached condition would injure junior water rights holders by 
diminishing their priorities. The district court did not err in 
upholding the attached condition. 

City of Pocatello, 152 Idaho at 851, 275 P .3d at 866. 

In so ruling, the Court expressly recognized that the condition effectively protected not 

only injury based on current conditions but injury based on future changes in APOD use that 

might affect existing rights. Quoting the SRBA Court, the Idaho Supreme Court explained: 

Specifically, injury to an existing water right is not limited 
to the circumstance where immediate physical interference occurs 
between water rights as of the date of the change. Injury also 
includes the diminished effect on the priority dates of existing 
water rights in anticipation of there being insufficient water to 
satisfy all rights on a source ( or in this case a discrete region of the 
aquifer) and priority administration is sought. Even though the 
priority administration may occur at some point in the future, 
injury to the priority date occurs at the time the accomplished 
transfer is approved. 

City of Pocatello, 152 Idaho at 850, 275 P.3d at 865. In so ruling, the court upheld the 

Department's position: "IDWR asserted that the condition was necessary to avoid injury to other 

water rights and to assist in the administration of water rights in times of shortage." Id. 

The condition language accomplishes this protection against injury very simply. It 

preserves the rights of all existing water right holders to challenge any subsequent use of the 

APODs based on well interference, even if that well interference does not occur for many years. 

The effect of the language is to require administration in such well interference cases to be based 

on the status quo ante, that is, without the APOD authorization. 11 

11 In the City of Pocatello litigation, United Water and other municipal providers appeared as amici curiae 
in support of the Department's imposition of the APOD condition. United Water provided a detailed brief 
explaining how that condition worked in each of three scenarios. That portion of the brief was quoted in full by 
Judge Melanson under the heading "The Scenarios provided by the Municipal Providers illustrate why the condition 
is necessary to protect existing rights. The Court concurs with the Provider's assessment of the application of the 
condition ." In Re SRBA, Case No. 39576, Subcase Nos. 29-00271 et al., at 16-18. (Idaho, Fifth Judicial Dist., Nov. 
9, 2009) (reproduced as Exhibit D hereto). 
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Judge Melanson of the SRBA Court explained this clearly and succinctly: 

The [APODJ condition eliminates the need to establish the highly 
complex facts that relate to the specific interrelationships or degree 
of connectivity between specific rights until such a time as priority 
administration becomes necessary. Pocatello correctly points out 
that such a determination it typically beyond the scope of the 
SRBA proceedings and is a determination more appropriately 
associated with delivery calls. See American Reservoir Dist. No. 2 
v. IDWR, 143 Idaho 862, 877, 154 P.3d 433,448 (2006) (partial 
decree need not contain information on how each water right on a 
source physically interacts or affects other rights on the same 
source.) However, if and when that determination is necessary the 
condition eliminates any injury to the priorities of existing rights. 

In Re SRBA, Case No. 39576, Subcase Nos. 29-00271 et al., at 15 (Idaho, Fifth Judicial Dist., 

Nov. 9, 2009) (emphasis supplied) (reproduced as Exhibit D hereto). 

Precisely the same can be said here. Because the applicant has agreed to the APOD 

condition, 12 it is unnecessary "to establish the highly complex facts that relate to the specific 

interrelationships or degree of connectivity between specific rights until such a time as priority 

administration becomes necessary." Id. That may be addressed "if and when that determination 

is necessary" in "a determination more appropriately associated with delivery calls." Id. 

In the City of Pocatello case, the city insisted, incorrectly, that other water users were 

required to come forward in the SRBA and object-or forever hold their peace: 

According to Pocatello, "[N]o injury analysis should even be 
triggered under § 42-1425 unless there has been a third party 
objection filed to a claim" and "Future injury is also not a proper 

12 On November 24, 2003, United Water entered into a proposed settlement with the Cities of Meridian and 
Caldwell. The settlement was conditioned upon IDWR approval of eight proposed water right conditions, and a 
separate agreement among the parties stated that the settlement was subject to IDWR approval of the conditions. As 
noted in the Memorandum from Scott Rhead, Chris Meyer and Mike Lawrence to IDWR and IMAP parties (April 
13, 2012) at 5, the required approval by IDWR has not occurred and the settlement, therefore, has not gone into 
effect. In any event, the conditions contemplated in 2003 have been overtaken by subsequent events, notably the 
Pocatello litigation and the Idaho Supreme Court's approval of the standard APOD language. Accordingly, United 
Water is withdrawing those proposed conditions. In lieu thereof, United Water agrees to the inclusion of the 
standard APOD condition (or other language accomplishing the same thing) on each of United Water's IMAP rights 
that include AP0Ds. 
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concern under the terms of§ 42-1425, as only injuries to the other 
water right holders on the date of the change could justify denial of 
a claim." 

City of Pocatello, 152 Idaho at 850, 27 5 P .3d at 865. The court made fast work of that argument: 

"Pocatello is wrong on both counts." Id. The same is true here. Just as with claimants and 

objectors in the SRBA, it is not necessary for protestants to make their case of injury in this 

IMAP proceeding, and it is equally unnecessary for the applicant to disprove hypothetical future 

injury when all existing rights are protected by the APOD condition. 

In sum, injury, including potential future injury, is a factor that must be addressed in any 

change case. No one, least of all United Water, disputes this. But where the alleged injury 

occurs as a result of the inclusion of APODs among the elements of a water right, injury is fully 

addressed by inclusion of the APOD condition developed by the Department. The Department 

clearly hit the nail on the head in developing this language. It was upheld consistently and 

unanimously by the Special Master, the SRBA Court, and the Idaho Supreme Court. Indeed, the 

issue was so straightforward that the Department sought attorney fees against the City of 

Pocatello-an almost unprecedented action. Clearly, now that the APOD condition has received 

the Supreme Court's blessing, there is no foundation for arguing that it does not fully protect 

other water users from injury. 

The Department and the parties are now entitled to rely on this language and this 

precedent. By agreeing to the APOD condition, the rights of other water users are fully protected 

and the injury test is satisfied. 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

1530729_49 / 30-147 Page 33 of 124 



VI. PLACE OF USE 

One of the objectives of the IMAP is to consistently describe the place of use for all of 

United Water's water rights as the United Water service area. 13 As the 2003 IMAP explained: 

For most ofUWID's rights, amending the place of use 
description is not a true change in place of use, but is simply a 
change in terminology. For example, many of UWID's rights have 
a place of use described as "City of Boise and vicinity" or some 
similar variation. Others include the phrase "Within Boise Water 
Corp. service area" which errs only by employing the former 
company name. Many water rights describe the place of use as 
"City of Boise" or "within the city limits of Boise" which 
contemplates an evolving service area as the city grows but does 
not explicitly recognize that UWID serves customers outside the 
city limits. 

Several rights, however, have a place of use limited to 
specified legal descriptions or designated subdivisions. The vast 
majority of these rights were rights originally obtained by smaller 
water delivery companies for servicing small and discrete areas. 
Subsequently, UWID acquired the delivery systems and the 
associated water rights and integrated the systems to UWID's large 
municipal delivery system. Rights with these limited place of use 
descriptions need to be changed to the larger service area place of 
use to reflect that water diverted pursuant to these rights is diverted 
into an integrated and interconnected delivery system. The 
following table identifies those rights that need to have the place of 
use element changed. 

2003 IMAP at 17. 

The 2003 IMAP identified 28 water rights in the table referenced in the quotation above 

(Table 2 in part D(3) at pages 17-18 of the 2003 IMAP). United Water has now obtained partial 

decrees for 25 of those rights. In each case, the place of use was changed to "the service area of 

13 The tenn "service area" is defined in the 1996 Act as "that area within which a municipal provider is or 
becomes entitled or obligated to provide water for municipal purpose." I. C. § 42-2028(9) (reproduced in full in 
Exhibit A). Idaho common law and the 1996 Act recognize that the service area of municipal providers is 
constantly changing and that changes therein do not constitute a change in the place of use requiring a transfer. In 
the case of United Water, its service area corresponds to its "certificated area" as detennined by the Idaho Public 
Utilities Commission . See discussion in XIII at 47. 
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United Water Idaho as provided for under Idaho law." Accordingly, the requested change has 

already been achieved for those 25 rights. 

The rights in the 2003 IMAP's Table 2 for which partial decrees were not obtained by 

United Water are discussed in tum below. 

One of the rights (No. 63-8357) had been conveyed to Garden City prior to the initiation 

of the IMAP and its partial decree was issued to the city. The right was not included among the 

rights subject to transfer in the 2003 IMAP nor was the associated well listed as an APOD. 

Indeed, its inclusion on Table 2 of the 2003 IMAP was probably an oversight. 

Another of the rights listed in Table 2 of the 2003 IMAP (No. 63-7077) was not claimed 

in the SRBA because it was determined to be redundant with another right (No. 63-4015). As 

discussed in section II at page 7, this right is being dropped from the IMAP Relaunch. 

The third licensed right listed on Table 2 for which United Water did not receive a partial 

decree is No. 63-11990. This is a post-commencement right for which no SRBA claim was filed 

and no partial decree was obtained. Accordingly, it is the only right listed in the 2003 IMAP's 

Table 2 for which United Water still seeks a change in place of use to reflect United Water's 

service area. 

Table 2 of the 2003 IMAP was limited to licensed rights. (This limitation was probably 

inadvertent.) In addition, two permits included in the 2003 IMAP (No. 63-10945 and 

No. 63-12362) required place of use changes because they were authorized for discrete places of 

use associated with the original applications filed by United Water's predecessors, who were 

subdivision developers. 14 These were not called out individually in the 2003 IMAP, and both 

14 Permit No. 63-10945's place of use is the Warm Springs Mesa subdivision; the permit was assigned to 
United Water in 1998 by the developer. Permit No. 63-12362's place of use is the Foxtail subdivision ; the permit 
was assigned to United Water in 1999 by the developer. 
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have since been licensed consistent with the permitted places of use. For purposes of clarity, the 

IMAP Relaunch calls these licenses out expressly as requiring changes in place of use. 

In sum, the IMAP Relaunch seeks a change in place of use for three licensed rights (Nos. 

63-11990, 63-10945 and 63-12362) to reflect United Water's service area. In addition, United 

Water continues to seek a ministerial correction of places of use identified incorrectly as "within 

city limits of Boise," "certificated area," "within the Boise Water Corp. service area," and the 

like, which should be conformed to read "the service area of United Water Idaho as provided for 

under Idaho law." 

VII. NATURE OF USE 

Another of the objectives of the IMAP is to establish a consistently described municipal 

nature of use for each of United Water's water rights. As the 2003 IMAP explained: 

The majority of UWID's water rights are licensed for a 
municipal purpose of use. Several rights in the portfolio, however, 
are licensed for domestic, fire protection and/or irrigation purposes 
of use. As with those water rights that need place of use 
adjustments, the majority ofrights needing nature of use changes 
were originally held by small delivery companies with more 
distinctly defined service obligations. Consequently, these rights 
were often licensed with two or three specific purposes of use 
rather than the general municipal designation. Nothing in the 
quantity element of the water rights, nor the context of their 
creation, indicates that any actual limitation was intended by the 
choice of language for describing nature of use. 

. . . Maintaining an accounting of each water right would 
serve no public purpose, while significantly increasing costs to 
UWID's customers. To accurately reflect the broad uses made of 
water from UWID's system, each of UWID's rights should list a 
municipal nature of use. 

2003 IMAP at 18. 

The 2003 IMAP identified 30 water rights in the table provided in conjunction with the 

quotation above (Table 3 in part D( 4) at page 19 of the 2003 IMAP). United Water has now 
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obtained partial decrees for 27 of those rights. In each case, the nature of use was changed to 

municipal. Accordingly, the requested change has already been achieved for those 27 rights. 

The rights in the 2003 IMAP's Table 3 for which partial decrees were not obtained by 

United Water are discussed in turn below. 

One of the rights (No. 63-8357) had been conveyed to Garden City prior to the initiation 

of the IMAP and its partial decree was issued to the city. The right was not included among the 

rights subject to transfer in the 2003 IMAP nor was the associated well listed as an APOD. 

Thus, its inclusion on Table 3 of the 2003 IMAP appears to be in error. 

Another of the rights listed in Table 3 of the 2003 IMAP (No. 63-7077) was not claimed 

in the SRBA because it was determined to be redundant with another right (No. 63-4015). And 

yet another (63-7066) was withdrawn from the IMAP in 2010. As discussed in section II at page 

7, these rights are being dropped from the IMAP Relaunch. 

The third licensed right listed on Table 3 for which United Water did not receive a partial 

decree is No. 63-11990. This is a post-commencement right for which no SRBA claim was filed 

and no partial decree was obtained. Accordingly, it is the only licensed right for which United 

Water still seeks a change in nature of use. 

Table 3 of the 2003 IMAP was limited to licensed rights. (This limitation was probably 

inadvertent.) In addition, two permits included in the 2003 IMAP required nature of use changes 

(No. 63-10945, authorized for irrigation, domestic, and fire protection, and No. 63-12362, 

authorized for fire protection15). These were not called out individually in the 2003 IMAP, and 

15 Current departmental policy provides: "A non-RAFN application for municipal use that includes 
additional [ diversion] rate justified for fire protection purposes should not be pennitted for that additional rate under 
a municipal use, particularly where the applicant has not sought water for RAFN and offered no evidence to support 
the future appropriation and use of additional water." Jeff Peppersack, Administrator's Memorandum -Application 
Processing No. I 8, Licensing No. I ("Peppersack Memo"), at 4 (Oct. 19, 2009); see also Peppersack Memo at 5, 6. 
Here, of course, United Water is seeking a RAFN right, so this guidance does not constrain the IMAP. 
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both have since been licensed consistent with their permitted nature of use. For purposes of 

clarity, the IMAP Relaunch calls these licenses out expressly as requiring changes in nature of 

use to municipal purposes. 

In sum, the IMAP Relaunch seeks a change in nature of use for three licenses (No. 63-

11990, 63-10945 and No. 63-12362) to reflect municipal purposes. 

VIII. SEASON OF USE 

Another of the objectives of the IMAP is to establish a consistent year-round season of 

use each of United Water's water rights. As the 2003 IMAP explained: 

Ten of UWID's water rights, typically those with an 
irrigation purpose of use, contain a season of use that limits use of 
the right to the irrigation season. 

UWID proposes that a year round season of use be added to 
all these rights for the sake of consistency. UWID seeks to amend 
these water rights to permit diversion of the right during any day of 
the year. UWID does not propose to divert additional volumes of 
water under these rights, but simply desires management discretion 
to decide when the quantity diverted under the right should be 
diverted. (The annual volume issue is addressed in Part D6 
below.) 

2003 IMAP at 19-20 (footnote omitted). 

United Water has now obtained partial decrees for all ten of the rights listed there (Table 

4 in part D(5) at page 20 of the 2003 IMAP). In each case the SRBA Court decreed a year-round 

season of use. Accordingly, this issue is eliminated from the IMAP Relaunch for those ten 

rights. 

Table 4 of the 2003 IMAP was limited to licensed rights. (This limitation was probably 

inadvertent.) In addition, one permit included in the 2003 IMAP required a season of use change 

(No. 63-10945, which authorized year-round for domestic and fire protection uses, but only 

March 15 through November 15 for irrigation). This was not called out individually in the 2003 

IMAP, and it has since been licensed consistent with the permitted seasons of use. For purposes 
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of clarity, the IMAP Relaunch calls this license out expressly as requiring a change in season of 

use to year-round. 

The change in water right No. 63-10945 's season of use from irrigation season to year­

round will not enlarge the use because the IMAP Relaunch proposes to reduce the right' s 

diversion rate to reflect the rate required to produce the licensed volume (239 acre-feet per 

annum ("afa") for irrigation; 154 afa for domestic) based on a year-round continuous flow. This 

reduction is described in more detail in the next section. 

In sum, the IMAP Relaunch seeks a change in season of use for one license (No. 

63-10945) to reflect year-round use. 

IX. VOLUME LIMITATIONS AND ADJUSTMENTS IN DIVERSION RATE 

Another of the objectives of the IMAP is to eliminate volume limitations from its water 

rights. In order to avoid injury or enlargement, this will be accomplished with corresponding 

reductions in diversion rate, as appropriate. As the 2003 IMAP explained: 

Sixteen of UWID's licen[s]ed water rights are limited by an 
annual diversion volume. Once again, the majority of these rights 
were obtained by UWID from other municipal providers that 
obtained domestic and irrigation rather than municipal water rights 
which typically not are limited by volume. Another was obtained 
from a private individual through a transfer. In other cases, it is 
not clear why the volume limitation was originally placed on the 
right. Table 5 below identifies each of the rights in UWID's 
portfolio which has a volume limitation. The last column shows 
the delivery system with which the right originally was associated. 

The few diversion volume limitations in UWID's portfolio 
add an unnecessary layer of complexity to the administration of 
UWID's system. If this IMAP is approved, and UWID is 
permitted to move water rights around freely among its various 
points of diversion (subject to the well interference conditions), the 
volume limitation would be nearly impossible to track. 

As a result, UWID proposes to eliminate the volume 
limitation from the 16 licensed rights and 3 permits listed in the 
following two tables. To prevent enlargement, UWID proposes to 
adjust the authorized diversion rates on each license downward to 
reflect the rate required to produce the licensed volume based on a 
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year-round continuous flow. Table 5 below shows this conversion. 
In making this conversion, UWID will lose 9.24 cfs from its 
portfolio of water rights. However, UWID believes this 
concession is worth the added flexibility the Company and its 
customers will be afforded by removal of the volume limitations. 

2003 IMAP at 20-21. 

Of the 16 licensed rights mentioned in the quotation above (Table 5 in part D(6) at page 

21 of the 2003 IMAP), United Water has now obtained partial decrees for 14 of these rights. Of 

these partial decrees, two rights (Nos. 63-3448 and 63-7896) were decreed without any annual 

volume limitations and without adjustment in diversion rate because continuous, year-round 

pumping at their authorized diversion rates would not exceed the annual volume limitation. 16 In 

other words, the annual volume limit was superfluous. One right (No. 63-3457) was decreed 

with a lower total annual volume limitation than had been in the license and that was listed in the 

2003 IMAP because the SRBA Court did not include the licensed fire protection component. 17 

The other 11 rights were decreed with the same annual volume limitations that had been in the 

licenses. 18 

The two licensed rights listed on Table 5 for which United Water did not receive partial 

decrees (Nos. 63-11090A and 63-11990) were post-commencement rights for which no SRBA 

claim was filed and no partial decree was obtained. Accordingly, they have the same annual 

volume limitations today as in the 2003 IMAP. 

16 Right No. 63-3448 was licensed and decreed for 4.90 cfs, which would not exceed the licensed volume 
limitation of 3,540 afa if pumped continuously year-round. Right No. 63-7896 was licensed and decreed for 0.25 
cfs, which would not exceed the licensed volume limitation of 181 afa if pumped continuously year-round. 

17 Right No. 63-3457 was listed in the 2003 IMAP as having a 1,209 afa volume limitation. This 
corresponded to the total volume limitation in the license, which included irrigation, domestic, and fire protection 
purposes. However, the SRBA Court decreed the right for municipal purposes and eliminated the fire protection 
volume. As a result, the only annual volume limit was 168 afa for the irrigation and domestic purposes. The IMAP 
Relaunch proposes to eliminate the 168 afa decreed volume limitation as described in the main text. 

18 One of the 11 rights decreed with the same volume limitation as contained in the license (No. 63-8248) 
was incorrectly listed in the 2003 IMAP with a 843.0 afa volume limitation; it should have said 843.3 afa. 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

1530729_49 I 30-147 Page 40 of 124 



No decrees were sought or obtained for the three permits listed in Table 6 in part D(6) at 

page 22 of the 2003 IMAP. Two of these permits (Nos. 63-11467 and 63-12334) have been 

licensed since 2003 with the same annual volume limitations listed in the 2003 IMAP. The other 

(No. 63-11878) still is a permit with the same annual volume limitation as in the 2003 IMAP. 

In addition to the three permits listed in Table 6 of the 2003 IMAP, another permit (No. 

63-10945) has been licensed with an annual volume limitation of 393 afa (239 afa for irrigation, 

and 154 afa for domestic), whereas the permit contained no volume limitations. 

Accordingly, the IMAP Relaunch proposes to reduce the authorized diversion rates for 

the rights shown in the following table to reflect the rate required to produce the authorized 

annual volume based on a year-round continuous flow. 
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TABLE 18. Elimination of Annual Volume Limitations -- IMAP Relaunch 

Licensed Licensed Adjusted 
Reduction 

Right Priority in 
Number Date 

Quantity Volume Quantity 
Quantity 

(cfs) (AFA) (cfs) 
(cfs) 

63-03411 6/17/1964 1.50 178.00 0.25 1.25 

63-03457 7/14/1965 1.67 168.00 0.23 1.44 

63-07979 5/13/1974 2.00 1268.00 1.75 0.25 

63-07998 6/25/1974 1.27 658.00 0.91 0.36 

63-08011 7/18/1974 3.00 276.00 0.38 2.62 

63-08248 1/2/1976 1.57 843.30 1.16 0.41 

63-08385 11/6/1977 0.49 182.40 0.25 0.24 

63-08405 1/12/1977 2.00 1320.00 1.82 0.18 

63-08635 8/17/1983 0.89 106.20 0.15 0.74 

63-09384 5/27/1980 1.00 420.00 0.58 0.42 

63-10150 7/1/1983 0.48 56.10 0.08 0.40 

63-10391 11/14/1986 0.30 62.40 0.09 0.21 

63-11090A 1/21/1990 1.73 376.40 0.52 1.21 

63-11990 1/27/1993 1.80 624.00 0.86 0.94 

63-11467 2/21/1991 2.27 520.00 0.72 1.55 

63-11878 6/15/1992 0.99 190.50 0.26 0.73 

63-12334 3/8/1995 0.38 42.00 0.06 0.32 

63-10945 10/29/1989 1.72 393.00 0.54 1.18 

X. FIVE GROUND WATER RIGHTS SERVING NON-CONTIGUOUS SERVICE AREAS WERE 

EXCLUDED FROM THE 2003 IMAP AND REMAIN EXCLUDED. 

As noted in section I at page 7, four ground water permits (63-12424, 63-12463, 

63-12506 and 63-12552) serving non-contiguous areas were withdrawn from the IMAP in 2003. 

These remain outside of United Water's planning area in 2012. These rights and associated 

wells have been conveyed to other municipal providers (the cities of Nampa and Kuna) since 

2003. Accordingly, they will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch. Nor are they part of 

United Water's available supply for purposes of RAFN. 

Another water right permit (No. 63-31243 for the Belmont Heights subdivision) was held 

by United Water at the time of the 2003 IMAP and was also later conveyed to the City of 
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Nampa. It is unclear why it was not referenced in the 2003 IMAP, but, in any event, it is no 

longer owned by United Water and will not be included in the IMAP Relaunch. 

XI. SEVEN GROUND WATER RIGHTS SERVING UNITED WATER'S INTEGRATED 

DELIVERY SYSTEM ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE IMAP 

Seven ground water rights serving United Water's integrated delivery system (as opposed 

to non-contiguous areas) were excluded from the 2003 IMAP for transfer/amendment purposes. 

See discussion in III at page 10. One was only a permit application at the time; four were not 

discovered until later. As discussed above, two of these seven water rights (Nos. 63-7066 and 

63-12363) were withdrawn from the IMAP in 2010. None will be added to the IMAP Relaunch. 

Of course, each is being fully disclosed for purposes of evaluating future needs and available 

water rights. These rights (not including Nos. 63-7066 and 63-12363) are discussed below. 

A. Maple Hills #2 (No. 63-31406) 

One ground water permit application (No. 63-31406 associated with the Maple Hills #2 

well) was excluded from the 2003 IMAP because, at the time, no permit had yet issued. 19 It has 

a January 18, 2002 priority date, and the permit was issued on April 15, 2004. Being a post­

commencement right, United Water did not seek or obtain a partial decree for this permit. 

Although the right itself is not included in the IMAP, United Water anticipated that this 

permit would be issued (which it was) and therefore the Maple Hills #2 well was included in the 

2003 IMAP as an APOD for the other water rights. This is the reason that this APOD is listed on 

page 2 of Tab N of the 2003 IMAP (reproduced in Exhibit B hereto). 

19 Of course, United Water could have included this permit application in the 2003 IMAP (in a third 
category of change: "amendments to permit applications"). However, at the time, this was a contested case and 
United Water elected not to complicate the IMAP by including it. It is unclear why this right was not mentioned in 
the 2003 IMAP. In any event, it was well known to the Department and the parties and would have been considered 
as the IMAP progressed for purposes of evaluating long term needs and available water rights. 
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The IMAP Relaunch makes no change in this regard. Thus, Water Right No. 63-31406 is 

not included in the IMAP Relaunch for transfer/amendment purposes but its associated well 

remains included on the list of APODS for those rights that are included. 

B. Four water rights discovered after the 2003 IMAP (Nos. 63-2915, 
63-3239, 63-31856, and 63-31857) 

After the IMAP was stayed in 2003 and United Water turned its attention to the SRBA, it 

discovered four overlooked water rights. It filed SRBA claims for these and received partial 

decrees for each. In each case, the partial decrees were issued for the same 42 APODs discussed 

in section V.A at page 15. Accordingly, there is no need to update the APOD list in IMAP 

Relaunch. In order to avoid added complexity, United Water will not modify IMAP Relaunch to 

include these four decreed rights for transfer/amendment purposes. As with all other excluded 

rights, they are being fully disclosed for purposes of evaluation of future needs and available 

water rights. 

XII. MOST SURFACE WATER ENTITLEMENTS SERVING UNITED WATER'S 

INTEGRATED DELIVERY SYSTEM ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE IMAP. 

As noted above, the 2003 IMAP included all of United Water's ground water rights and 

permits ( except the five discussed in the preceding section), and one of its surface water permits 

(the Marden Boise River permit). In addition, in 2003 United Water held six other surface water 

entitlements. For several reasons (e.g., the rights were held in other entities' names), the latter 

were not included in the 2003 IMAP. See 2003 IMAP, Part E(7), at 38. Nor will they be 

included in the IMAP Relaunch. 

Subsequent to the 2003 IMAP, United Water acquired additional surface water rights and 

entitlements. The IMAP Relaunch will not be modified to add these for transfer/amendment 

purposes. All of the rights not included in the IMAP, however, are disclosed for purposes of 
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evaluating United Water's long term needs and available water rights. See 2003 IMAP, Part 

E(7), at 38. 

The excluded surface water entitlements are discussed in turn below. 

A. Six surface rights were excluded from the 2003 IMAP and remain 
excluded. 

The 2003 IMAP identified six surface water entitlements. See 2003 IMAP, Table I 0, at 

38 and 2003 IMAP at 4, n.l (discussing Anderson Ranch storage entitlement). Each of these 

entitlements remain in United Water's portfolio today. 

United Water's entitlement to Anderson Ranch storage water is used in part for 

mitigation of its Marden Ranney collector water rights. 20 Thus, part of this right facilitates use of 

another right and does not add additional diversion capacity contributing to United Water's 

available water supply. The portion of this right that is not used for mitigation is available to be 

diverted through the Marden Treatment Plant's surface water intake.21 

The other five surface water rights and entitlements identified in, but expressly excluded 

from, the 2003 IMAP contribute directly to United Water's water supply. Four of these rights 

were not held in United Water's name in 2003. See 2003 IMAP, Part E(7), at 38. Three of the 

four have since been decreed to United Water.22 All of these rights will remain excluded from 

the IMAP Relaunch for transfer/amendment purposes, but are disclosed for purposes of 

20 As discussed above, the single, 15 cfs Marden Ranney collector right included in the 2003 IMAP (No. 
63-2892) was split into four rights totaling 15 cfs through the SRBA process (Nos. 63-2892, 63-31797, 63-31798, 
and 63-31879). 

21 The watermaster makes an after-the-fact calculation to determine how much of the Anderson Ranch 
water was used for mitigation based on the total volume pumped from the Ranney collectors in a year. 

22 As of the 2003 IMAP, one surface water right was owned by Thurman Mill Ditch Company (No. 
63-00J69F) and two were owned by the South Boise Mutual Canal Company (63-00243E and 63-00243H). In the 
SRBA, they were decreed to UWID for municipal purposes. Thus, the reason for excluding them from the 2003 
IMAP (they were not held in United Water's name) is no longer operative. Nevertheless, in order to avoid 
complicating the IMAP Relaunch, they will remain excluded. The Boise City Canal Company water right (No. 63-
J 65L) remains in that entity's ownership. 
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evaluating United Water's long term needs and available water rights. United Water held an 

exchange right out of the Snake River. 

They are summarized in the following table: 

TABLE 19. Entitlements to Use of Surface Water Disclosed in 2003 IMAP 
(Based on decreed rights, owned shares, or long-term contracts) 

Name/Description 
Water right Quantity 

Season available 
number (cfs) 

Boise City Canal Company 63-00165L 0.68 Irrigation season 

Thurman Mill Ditch Company 63-00169F 0.81 Irrigation season 
South Boise Mutual Canal Company 63-00243E 3.30 Irrigation season 
South Boise Mutual Canal Company 63-00243H 0.93 Irrigation season 
Wilson Exchange (Snake River right diverted 02-02339 11.00 Salmon flow 
from Boise River) augmentation 
Anderson Ranch Reservoir (storage) 1,000 afa Year-round 

B. The new surface water entitlements acquired since 2003 will not be 
included in the IMAP Relaunch 

Since the 2003 stay, United Water has acquired additional surface water entitlements 

( and has expanded its ownership of one of the prior entitlements). These new rights will not be 

added to the IMAP Relaunch for transfer/amendment purposes, though they, too, are being 

disclosed. These rights are summarized in the following table: 

TABLE 20. Post-2003 Entitlements to Use of Surface Water 

Name/Description 
Water right 

Quantity 
number 

Recurring rentals n/a 2,500 afa 

Spot market rentals n/a As needed 

Leased shares (short term) n/a As needed 

Luckv Peak Reservoir n/a 1,100 afa 
Columbia Treatment Plant (Boise 63-31409 20.00 cfs 
River) 
Initial Butte Exchange (Snake River 63-31871 35.21 cfs 
right diverted from Boise River) 2-02341 

2-02358 
2-02420 
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Note that most of United Water's surface right entitlements are available only for discrete 

and, to some extent, non-overlapping times. Accordingly, their contribution to available supply 

is not strictly cumulative. For example, the two Snake River exchanges are available only when 

flow augmentation water is released from Lucky Peak Reservoir by the Bureau of Reclamation 

for salmon recovery. The Marden and Columbia Treatment Plant right (No. 63-31409), on the 

other hand, is available only when water is being released for flood control purposes, which does 

not overlap with the salmon flow augmentation water. Thus, their net contribution to United 

Water's available water supply, particularly during times of peak demand, is less than the 

arithmetic sum of their diversion rates. 

XIII. PLANNING AREA BOUNDARY 

In Idaho, every water right has an associated place of use. This is an element of the water 

right and may only be changed by a transfer proceeding (or accomplished transfer). In the case 

of a municipal water provider, the place of use is referred to as its service area. Idaho common 

law and the 1996 Act recognize that the service area of municipal providers is constantly 

changing and that changes therein do not constitute a change in the place of use requiring a 

transfer. In the case of United Water, its service area corresponds to its "certificated area" as 

determined by the Idaho Public Utilities Commission. 

The term "planning area" is used to describe the anticipated service area of a municipal 

water provider at the end of the planning horizon. Areas may be excluded from the planning 

area if there is uncertainty about whether the municipal provider will serve that area in the future. 

Unlike a service area, a planning area is not an element of a water right. It is simply a planning 

tool employed in quantifying RAFN. Defining the bounds of the planning area and determining 

the duration of the planning horizon are essential first steps to the quantification of RAFN. 
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Designation of a planning area does not constitute an entitlement for the municipal 

provider to serve that area. The Idaho Public Utilities Commission ultimately will determine 

what areas United Water will serve. United Water has drawn its planning area boundary 

conservatively. It may end up serving areas outside the planning area. Likewise, it is possible 

that it will not serve every area included within the boundary. The planning area is simply 

United Water's best estimate, and a conservative one, of what areas it will be serving fifty years 

from now. 

During the course of the IMAP proceedings prior to the stay, United Water provided a 

map showing its planning area. This is known as the "2002 Pink Line Map" because the 

planning area is marked in a pink line. This formed the basis of the RAFN projections calculated 

by its economist, Dr. John Church. 

Subsequent to the stay, a number of events have occurred that have clarified where 

United Water is likely to be serving in the future. Accordingly, United Water is submitting a 

revised "2012 Pink Line Map" depicting its revised planning area for the IMAP Relaunch. This 

map also shows the 2002 Pink Line for comparison. In addition, the 2012 Pink Line Map also 

shows the locations of quarter sections containing United Water's existing wells (i.e. the APODs 

requested in the IMAP Relaunch). 23 A copy of the current 2012 Pink Line Map is set out as 0. 

The 2012 Pink Line Map shows how United Water's planning area boundary for the 

IMAP Relaunch largely corresponds with its existing certificated service area, particularly when 

compared to the 2002 Pink Line Map. Annexations by the Cities of Meridian, Eagle, and Kuna 

over the past decade have created a more defined common boundary between those 

23 At the request of certain protestants, United Water has included the well locations on the 2012 Pink Line 
Map .. For security reasons, precise well locations cannot tbe disseminated without each recipient first signing a 
confidentiality and nondisclosure agreement. 
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municipalities and United Water's service area. As a result, United Water does not expect much 

change in its certificated service area in these areas over the next fifty years. The bulk of United 

Water's expected expansion outside of its existing certificated area will occur in north Ada 

County and south of Boise. 

A. Meridian and Eagle areas. 

In the Meridian and Eagle vicinity, the western boundary of the 2012 Pink Line precisely 

matches United Water's existing certificated boundary. Compared to the 2002 Pink Line Map, 

the biggest change in this area is the planning area extension north of Chinden Boulevard, which 

was not included within the 2002 Pink Line boundary. 

Near Eagle, United Water's current certificated service area includes two "islands" where 

service has expanded into since 2002. One island area is bordered by Eagle Road, Lanewood, 

Floating Feather, and Beacon Light. The other island is north of Homer Lane and east of Eagle 

Road. The 2012 Pink Line Map shows that United Water's planning boundary for the IMAP 

Relaunch does not stray from these already certificated boundaries. 

B. North Ada and Avimor areas 

Since 2002, United Water extended its certificated service area to include the A vimor 

development in north Ada County. United Water's planning area boundary for the IMAP 

Relaunch extends roughly a mile northwest of the current certificated boundary near A vimor, 

along the Ada County border. It then travels due south until it reaches State Highway 55 near 

Shadow Valley Golf Course, after which it follows Highway 55 to the south for about a mile 

until it reaches the City of Eagle's Area of City Impact. The planning area boundary then 

follows the Area of City Impact boundary south until it intersects United Water's current 

certificated area boundary at Hill Road. United Water expects to serve the proposed Dry Creek 
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Master Planned Community located east of Highway 55 between the Highway and Hidden 

Springs. 

C. Garden City area 

The proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area boundary follows the existing United Water 

certificated area boundary and the Garden City area of impact. 

D. Eastern boundary along foothills 

Going southeast from the A vim or area, the proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area 

boundary follows United Water's current certificated service area boundary until it intersects the 

City of Boise's Area of City Impact boundary near the Hidden Springs community. To capture 

Boise City's future potential growth, it then follows the Area of City Impact boundary southeast 

along the foothills all the way until it reaches Columbia Road south of the Boise River in 

southeast Boise. This section of the proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area boundary is 

identical to the 2002 Pink Line Map. 

E. Area south of Boise 

At Columbia Road in southeast Boise, the proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area 

boundary turns east for one mile, then heads due south for four miles, turns east again for a mile 

then south for another two miles until it heads west to form the southern boundary of the 

proposed planning area. This section of the proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area boundary is 

identical to the 2002 Pink Line Map, the southern boundary being three miles south of United 

Water's existing certificated service area to capture expected growth in this area over the next 50 

years. 

F. City of Kuna and western boundary area 

Where the southern boundary of the proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area approaches 

the City of Kuna, it turns north one mile further east than the 2002 Pink Line Map to avoid the 
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City's annexations since 2002. After traveling three miles north, the planning area boundary 

intersects United Water's current certificated service area western boundary all the way through 

and around the Cities of Meridian, Eagle, and Garden City, as described above. In other words, 

aside from the area extending three miles south of its existing certificated service area east of 

Kuna, United Water's proposed IMAP Relaunch planning area is identical to its current 

certificated service area along its western boundary. 

XIV. OOWNW ARD ADJUSTMENTS IN AUTHORIZED DIVERSION QUANTITY 

The diversion rates for three rights listed in the 2003 IMAP have been reduced through 

the SRBA process and through licensing. 24 In addition, there are combined flow limitations on 

several sets ofrights that reduce the aggregate authorized diversion rate below the sum total of 

the rates listed on the face of the rights. Both of these types ofreductions are addressed below. 

A. Three rights with reduced diversion rates through the SRBA and 
licensing. 

Only one of the licensed water rights listed in the 2003 IMAP (No. 63-4395) was decreed 

by the SRBA Court with a different (i.e. lower) diversion rate than was listed in the 2003 IMAP. 

This right was licensed for 0.75 cfs for irrigation purposes from April 15 to October 10, and 

year-round domestic use. The SRBA Court decreed the right for year-round municipal purposes 

at a lower diversion rate (0.56 cfs) to avoid enlargement of the irrigation component. 

Two of the permits listed in the 2003 IMAP (Nos. 63-10945 and 63-12139) were licensed 

while the IMAP stay was pending for lower diversion rates than permitted. Right No. 63-10945 

was licensed for 1.72 cfs instead of the permitted 2.00 cfs, and No. 63-12139 was licensed for 

3.2 cfs instead of the permitted 4.90 cfs. 

24 This does not include right No. 63-2892, the right whose diversion rate was "reduced" when the SRBA 
Court split the right among itself and three beneficial use rights (63-31797, 63-31798, and 63-31879), resulting in no 
net reduction. See discussion in V.D(4) at page 22. 
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B. Reductions to the aggregate diversion rate caused by combined flow 
limitations. 

The 2003 IMAP reduced the total diversion rate for the then-licensed rights (Tab J) by 

1.05 cfs to "reflect combined flow limitations for rights 63-7641 and 63-8405; and 63-8385 and 

63-10150." On their faces, right Nos. 63-7641 and 63-8405 were authorized for a total of 4.00 

cfs (2.00 cfs each), but a combined diversion rate limitation authorized a total of 3.12 cfs from 

the two rights. Similarly, right Nos. 63-8385 and 63-10150 on their faces were authorized for a 

total of 0.97 cfs, but a combined diversion rate limitation authorized a total of 0.80 cfs from the 

two rights. The total 1.05 cfs reduction in the 2003 IMAP's Tab J is comprised of the 0.88 cfs 

reduction produced by the former pair's combined flow limitation and the 0.17 cfs reduction 

produced by the latter pair's. 

Since the 2003 stay, the 63-8385 / 63-10150 limitation has changed (so now decreed right 

No. 63-4395 is included in the 0.80 cfs combined flow limitation), several new combined flow 

limitations have been imposed through the SRBA, licensing, and a transfer process. The IMAP 

Relaunch incorporates the reduced decreed and licensed diversion rates in these rights. The 

reduced diversion rate based on combined flow limitations for the IMAP Relaunch are 

summarized in the following table: 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

1530729_49 I 30-147 Page 52 of 124 



TABLE 21: Adjustments to Diversion Rate - IMAP Relaunch 

Water Right cfs 
Combined Flow 

Reduced Flow 
Limitation 

63-7641 2.00 
3.12 -0.88 

63-8405 2.00 

63-8385 0.49 

63-10150 0.48 0.80 -0.73 

63-4395 0.56 

63-3457 1.67 
3.10 -0.29 

63-10945 1.72 

63-11558 2.67 
5.50 -1.67 

63-12363 4.50 

XV. DURATION OF PLANNING HORIZON 

As in the 2003 IMAP, the IMAP relaunch seeks a 50-year planning horizon. United 

Water is undertaking a revised calculation of its needs based on that 50-year planning horizon for 

the years 2012 through 2062. See discussion in Memorandum from Scott Rhead, Chris Meyer 

and Mike Lawrence to IDWR and IMAP parties (Apr. 13, 2012) and United Water's Statement 

of Issues/or July 24 Status Conference (July 20, 2012). These documents explain the role of 

reopener conditions and the Department's authority to impose them. 

XVI. DOWNWARD ADJUSTMENT IN FUTURE NEEDS PROJECTION 

One of the significant objectives of United Water is to bring its portfolio of municipal 

water rights under the protection of the 1996 Act. Although United Water's existing municipal 

water rights are protected from forfeiture by the Growing Communities Doctrine and, for those 

rights with partial decrees, by res judicata, the 1996 Act provides more explicit statutory 

protection. Idaho Code § 42-223(2). This express statutory protection is provided only to those 

municipal providers who undertake the substantial planning exercise to establish a long term 

planning horizon and to quantify their reasonably anticipated future needs ("RAFN") during that 
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time frame. It bears emphasis that going through this RAFN exercise does not create any new 

water rights or increase United Water's authority to divert under its existing water rights. 

United Water is now undertaking a re-calculation of its future need projections based on 

current circumstances. This is not yet completed. As noted in United Water's Statement of 

Issues for July 24 Status Conference dated July 20, 2012, however, preliminary work indicates 

that the population and water demands projected for United Water's service area at the end of the 

fifty-year planning horizon have moved downward. At this point we anticipate that United 

Water's RAFN over a 50-year planning horizon beginning in the year 2012 will be fairly close to 

its current portfolio of water rights. In other words, the principle established by RAFN 

quantification in the IMAP is unlikely to be that United Water needs to obtain substantial 

additional water rights. To the contrary, the IMAP will likely establish facts that will preclude 

United Water from obtaining substantial ( or perhaps any) additional water rights with additional 

net diversion authority-until such time as the planning horizon is extended and/or RAFN is 

revised in the decades ahead. Precedents established by the IMAP, however, will enable other 

municipal providers to quantify their own RAFN and, to the extent shown necessary, acquire 

water rights to meet that long term need. 

CONCLUSION 

Events occurring in the SRBA and elsewhere have, if anything, narrowed the scope of 

issues presented by the IMAP and simplified the process going forward. Notably, the SRBA 

Court and the Idaho Supreme Court have confirmed that the APOD condition included in United 

Water's SRBA decrees (and agreed to by United Water for all water rights subject to the IMAP 

Relaunch) address and resolve the injury analysis required in any transfer or permit application. 
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Respectfully submitted this 14th day of August, 2012. 

GIVENS PURSLEY LLP 

By 
Christopher H. Meyer 

By 
Michael P. Lawrence 
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gordon@cityofkuna.com ~ IDWR Website 

E. Gail McGarry D U.S. Mail 
Water Rights & Acquisitions (PN-3100) D Hand Delivered 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation D Overnight Mail 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office D Facsimile 
1150 N. Curtis Road ~ E-mail 
Boise, ID 83 706-1234 ~ IDWR Website 
emcgarry@pn.usbr.gov 
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Richard T. Roats 
Roats Law Office, PLLC 
Plantation Business Center 
6126 W. State Street, Ste. 203 
Boise, ID 83 703 
rtr@roatslaw.com 

D 
D 
D 
D 
~ 
~ 

U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivered 
Overnight Mail 
Facsimile 
E-mail 
IDWR Website 
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Exhibit A MUNICIPAL WATER RIGHTS ACT OF 1996 

In 1996, the Idaho Legislature codified the growing communities doctrine and established 
specific procedures and limitations governing a municipality's ability to acquire water rights (by 
appropriation or transfer) for long-term growth. Municipal Water Rights Act of 1996 ("1996 Act" or the 
"Act").25 Because the text of the Act is important, we set it out here in full for reference: 

Idaho Code § 42-202(2) An application proposing an appropriation of water by a municipal 
provider for reasonably anticipated future needs shall be accompanied by 
sufficient information and documentation to establish that the applicant 
qualifies as a municipal provider and that the reasonably anticipated future 
needs, the service area and the planning horizon are consistent with the 
definitions and requirements specified in this chapter. The service area need 
not be described by legal description nor by description of every intended use 
in detail, but the area must be described with sufficient information to identify 
the general location where the water under the water right is to be used and the 
types and quantity of uses that generally wi II be made. 

Idaho Code § 42- Provided further, that water rights held by municipal providers prior to 
202(11) July 1, 1996, shall not be limited thereby. 
Idaho Code § 42- "Municipality" means a city incorporated under section 50-102, Idaho 
202B(4) Code, a county, or the state of Idaho acting through a department or 

institution. 
Idaho Code § 42- "Municipal provider" means: 
202B(5) (a) A municipality that provides water for municipal purposes to its 

residents and other users within its service area; 
(b) Any corporation or association holding a franchise to supply water 

for municipal purposes, or a political subdivision of the state of Idaho 
authorized to supply water for municipal purposes, and which does supply 
water, for municipal purposes to users within its service area; or 

(c) A corporation or association which supplies water for municipal 
purposes through a water system regulated by the state of Idaho as a "public 
water supply" as described in section 39-103( 12), Idaho Code. 

Idaho Code § 42- "Municipal purposes" refers to water for residential, commercial, 
202B(6) industrial, irrigation of parks and open space, and related purposes, excluding 

use of water from geothermal sources for heating, which a municipal provider 
is entitled or obligated to supply to all those users within a service area, 
including those located outside the boundaries of a municipality served by a 
municipal provider. 

Idaho Code § 42- "Planning horizon" refers to the length of time that the department 
202B(7) determines is reasonable for a municipal provider to hold water rights to meet 

reasonably anticipated future needs. The length of the planning horizon may 
vary according to the needs of the particular municipal provider. 

25 1996 Idaho Sess. Laws ch. 297 (codified as amended at Idaho Code §§ 42-202(2), 42-202(11 ), 42-2028, 
42-217, 42-219(1 ), 42-219(2), 42-222(1 ), 42-223(2)). This list of codified sections excludes some minor "clean up" 
to other sections of the Water Code that were included in the 1996 Act. References to municipal providers are also 
found in Idaho Code §§ 43-335 and 43-338, dealing with the right of irrigation districts to lease water to municipal 
providers. These references were not part of the 1996 Act but came a year later. 
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Idaho Code § 42- "Reasonably anticipated future needs" refers to future uses of water by 
202B(8) a municipal provider for municipal purposes within a service area which, on 

the basis of population and other planning data, are reasonably expected to be 
required within the planning horizon of each municipality within the service 
area not inconsistent with comprehensive land use plans approved by each 
municipality. Reasonably anticipated future needs shall not include uses of 
water within areas overlapped by conflicting comprehensive land use plans. 

Idaho Code§ 42- "Service area" means that area within which a municipal provider is or 
202B(9) becomes entitled or obligated to provide water for municipal purposes. For a 

municipality, the service area shall correspond to its corporate limits, or other 
recognized boundaries, including changes therein after the permit or license is 
issued. The service area for a municipality may also include areas outside its 
corporate limits, or other recognized boundaries, that are within the 
municipality's established planning area if the constructed delivery system for 
the area shares a common water distribution system with lands located with in 
the corporate limits. For a municipal provider that is not a municipality, the 
service area shall correspond to the area that it is authorized or obligated to 
serve, including changes therein after the permit or license is issued. 

Idaho Code § 42-217 On or before the date set for the beneficial use of waters appropriated 
under the provisions of this chapter, the permit holder shall submit a statement 
that he has used such water for the beneficial purpose allowed by the permit. 
The statement shall include: 

... 
4. In the case of a municipal provider, a revised estimate of the 

reasonably anticipated future needs, a revised description of the service area, 
and a revised planning horizon, together with appropriate supporting 
documentation . 

. . . 
Idaho Code § 42-219( 1) . . . A license may be issued to a municipal provider for an amount up 

to the full capacity of the system constructed or used in accordance with the 
original permit provided that the director determines that the amount is 
reasonably necessary to provide for the existing uses and reasonably 
anticipated future needs within the service area and otherwise satisfies the 
definitions and requirements specified in this chapter for such use. The 
director shall condition the license to prohibit any transfer of the place of use 
outside the service area, as defined in section 42-202B, Idaho Code, or to a 
new nature of use of amounts held for reasonably anticipated future needs 
together with such other conditions as the director may deem appropriate . 

Idaho Code § 42-219(2) . . . If the use is for municipal purposes, the license shall describe the 
service area and shall state the planning horizon for that portion of the right, if 
any, to be used for reasonably anticipated future needs. 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

1530729_49/30-147 Page 62 of 124 



Idaho Code§ 42-222(1) 
When the nature of use of the water right is to be changed to 

municipal purposes and some or all of the right will be held by a municipal 
provider to serve reasonably anticipated future needs, the municipal provider 
shall provide to the department sufficient information and documentation to 
establish that the applicant qualifies as a municipal provider and that the 
reasonably anticipated future needs, the service area and the planning horizon 
are consistent with the definitions and requirements specified in this chapter. 
The service area need not be described by legal description or by description 
of every intended use in detail, but the area must be described with sufficient 
infonnation to identify the general location where the water under the water 
right is to be used and the types and quantity of uses that generally will be 
made. 

When a water right or a portion thereof to be changed is held by a 
municipal provider for municipal purposes, as defined in section 42-202B, 
Idaho Code, that portion of the right held for reasonably anticipated future 
needs at the time of the change shall not be changed to a place of use outside 
the service area, as defined in section 42-202B, Idaho Code, or to a new nature 
of use. 

The director of the department of water resources shall examine all the 
evidence and available information and shall approve the change in whole, or 
in part, or upon conditions, provided no other water rights are injured thereby, 
the change does not constitute an enlargement in use of the original right, the 
change is consistent with the conservation of water resources within the state 
of Idaho and is in the local public interest as defined in section 42-202B, Idaho 
Code, the change will not adversely affect the local economy of the watershed 
or local area within which the source of water for the proposed use originates, 
in the case where the place of use is outside of the watershed or local area 
where the source of water originates, and the new use is a beneficial use, 
which in the case of a municipal provider shall be satisfied if the water right is 
necessary to serve reasonably anticipated future needs as provided in this 
chapter. 

Idaho Code § 42-223(2) A water right held by a municipal provider to meet reasonably 
anticipated future needs shall be deemed to constitute beneficial use, and such 
rights shall not be lost or forfeited for nonuse unless the planning horizon 
specified in the license has expired and the quantity of water authorized for 
use under the license is no longer needed to meet reasonably anticipated future 
needs. 
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Exhibit B TABS J, K, L, M, AND N OF 2003 IMAP 
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J. SPREADSHEET 1: SUMMARY m· PRE-CHANGE LICENSES 
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UWID's Current Licensed and Statutory Ground Water Rights 

RIGHT . TRANSFER! SOVRCEi. PRIORITY 1. 

NUMBER 
63-025()() ~ 4998 

PURPOSE OF TAMOUNT; AMOUNT !po1mr QL .!IDL: TRACT PLACE OFUSE 
USE , (CFS) \ (AFA} . TWN \RGE! SEC' 

GW 8/30/1934 Muriicii,a-,---···o.ao 3N 2E 4 ·sw:sw-·wlttlin ihe City of Boise and surrouncfingse,;,;;;;;-aree 

3N 2E 9 NE,NW 
3N 
3N 

2E 
2E 

9 SE,NW 
10 NW,NW 

GW 615/1935 
-------------········· I 63-02506 Municipal 1 .66 3N City of Boise 

J 63-02576 Munlcipal . 1 .90 3N Wtthln ci1y Rmits of Boise 

2E 14 NE.NE 

GW 4126/1938 2E 14 NE,NE 

PERIOD OF I 
I USE 
111-12131 

GW 8/31/1966 i 63-02595 Municipal 1 .34 3N·--=---~~-cc---Wtt-. hin. city timils of Boise & VlCtll-. -. -city----········ .. ·----··----,-,1--1-213_1_ 

I 63-02605 Domestic 0.90 3N Within city limits of Boise & adjacent 1erritory 

2E 16 t-Nv,NW 
GW .... 7/211943 2E 4 NE,NW 

GW 7115/1947 i 63-02668 Municipal 2.14 · -3N----~~=---w-ilh-in city limits of Boise & adjacent territory ------------· 2E 8 NE.NE 

GW 6123/1948 i 63-02703 Municipal 5.00 3N Within ci!yfimits of Boise & vicinity 2E 15 t-Nv,NW 

GW 41311950 
GW 8118/1951 

ti;i-02808 Municipal 3.1 o -- 3N Wtthm city limfts of Boise_&_v!,.cinity,..._ c------<-"·----------·----·--· l 63-02874--4-998---------·-M-un_,c....;ipa_l _ .. _400-----!~ ~: ~ !t:: Wilhin the City of Boise and surrounding service area --11-1--1-213_1_ ..... 

I 3N 2E 9 SE.NW 

2E 13 SW,NW 

3N 2E 10 NW.NW 

GW 2/711952 Municipal 15.00 3N 2E 5 SE,NE 
3N 2E 14 SE,NE 

;.,_63-02954 0.90 3N 2E 18 SW.SE 1-63-02956 ____ ----------------0-.56--
, 63-02989 1.00 ··-·-·--3N 1E ·-;---sE,SE 

GW 8127/1953 Domestic 

GW 8/27/1953 Domestic 

GW 1l/2/1954 Municipal, 

3N 2E 18 SE.SE 

Domestie 

Within city limits of Boise 

T3N, R2E, S17 NWSW, SWSW; S19 NENE 

Wrthin city limits of Boise & vicinity 

.. _ ...... ___ ....... i(rlgation-, ---,-.22--·-·---......... -4N"C'C'.......,2CCE-.,....31 NW-.s-w--wilhin city limits of Boise & vicinity GW 10/3111955 
Domestic, Fire 

i Protection I 63-03073 -----------Mun-lc-ipa-1 __ 2_00 ______ 3N-·2E 28 NW.NW -·-iiviihlii_c_tty_li;;is.;-fs-olse_&_vlc! __ n_ity ______ _ 
GW 114/1956 

I 63-03105 Municipal 2.00 · 3N 2E ts NW.NE T3N, R2E, s1s NWNE. SWNE GW 12/1911956 

i 63-03112 Irrigation, 1.44 3N 2E 19 NE,NE---T3-N, R2E, S17 N\/1/SW, SWSW; S18 SW1/4, SE114; S19 NENE 
--··-·--·-····-··-

GW 911111957 
Domestic 

GW 4124/1958 ( 63-03128 Municipal 4.44 . 3N 2E 21 NE.NE Wfthin city limits ofBolse & vicinity 

GW 81511959 

__ j 
; 63-03164 --~Dom--estic-.,----1.cc-73-----3-N- 2E 27 NE,SW T3N. R2E, S27 SWNE, NW1/4:-NE""SccW,-,---
' ----------: 63-03172 GW 10/14/1959 Municipal 222 3N 2E ll'I NE.SW Within the boundary of Overland Water Co. 

; 63-03202 GW 6/811960 Municipal 289 3N 2E 22 !NJ.NE W~hlncitylimitsofBoise&vicini!y 
I 63-03291 GW 5/2111962 Municipal 2.40 4N 2E 32 NW.NW ........ Wil-hln_city __ .. limits.of Boise & vicinity 

I 63-03292 GW 5121/1962 Municipal 2.26 3N 2E 22 NW,NE Wllhln city hrruts of Botse & vl-ci-nily ____ _ 
f'63-03293 GW 5121/1962 Municlpa-1 --3-.56------3-N-2E 16 NW.NW Within city limits of lloise_&_vic_!nfty. -----

[ 
63-03295 GW 51241~ ... Municipal 3.24 3N 2E-2B NE,NE Wrthin r:ily limits or··aoise& vicinity----·-· 

, 63-03411 GW 6/17/1964 Municipal .. 1.50 178.00 4N 2E32 SW.NW Wilhincitylimi!sofBoise&vlcinity 1/1-12131 ---------------~ 
. ~ -· GW __ .. _ 4127/1965 Municipal ... 4.90 __ 3540 __ .oo __ 3_N __ 2_E_1_4_S_E_,_N_W_ ... _ .... _, .. _W_llh_in_c_ily Hmits of Bo;;&-IIICI-. -.n-ity-..... -.. ~==-··---··----··--· 1/1-12131 ! 

IMAPTallJ 
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UWID's Current licensed and ~tatutory Ground Water Rights 

i N~::::R 1TRANSfER,S0URCE! PRIORITY i PUR~~~e·o11~-:1 A~= 1~;R~=1· TRACT····· PLACEOFUS~- PE~:Ofl 
l 63-03457"··-· GW 7/14/1005 .. lrrigalion:·-·-I67 1209.00 3N 2E 24 SW,NE ""'r3i:CR3E,S19SWNE8,SENW7,NESW5,NWSE10;30acres 1/1-12/31&' 

Domestic, Fire total, place of use for domestic and fire protection is !he same. 3115-11115 1 
Protection 

-------------·-······---, 
-W-ilh-in_c_rty_limits-. ··;;i· Bolse&°vicinily----_-_-::::::==--.. -... -... -.. 1/1-12131 .J :.fil-03494 . GW 31811966 __ Municipa_l,_.. 6.44 3N 2E 17 NE,SW 

63-03562 GW 11/711966, Municipal __ 1_4_7 _____ 3N _2_E __ 1_9 NE)Jvr· 
63-04015' GW 10/17/1960 Domestic~ Fire 2.00 3N 2E Tl NW,SE 

WllhtncityllmilsofBoise&viclnlty l/1-12131 ~ 
Wl!hin city limits of Boise -----------111:12131 

I ~04395--- GW 6/111950 ~;:::~ 
Domestic 

0.75 3N 3E S29 SE,NE T3N R3E S28SENE 18, SWNW02; S29 NESES, 25-~tolal; 4115-10/10, 
S29 NENE, SENE, NWNW, SWNW, NESE domesttc 1/1-12/30 

, t33-044f4 ..... --Gw····· 7/1/1943 Municipal 1.11 3N 2E '' 32 NE,NE Within the cilylimiiso! Boise and for GDW1iln Field Airport . 1/1-12131 

~24 GW 7/1/1943 Municipal---,-.3-3 _____ 3N-· 2E 33 NE.NW Within the city limits of Boise and !or Gowen Field Airport 111-1213~ 
~752-----..,Gc-W,......-1-/1/1947·cc---cM-cu-n-ict-.pal U 1 ·--3N--2,.,E,---2--N-=E...,,N-::-W:-c- Wtlhin city limits of Boise ---------1-/1~12131-· ~ 

63-07066 GW 2/2811968- Domestic ___ 5_.B0 ______ 4N __ 1_E __ 36 __ N_E_.N_W_ WithincityofBoise______ 1/1-12!.31--] 

63-07067 4998 Gw· WB/1968 __ Mu_ruc_· i-pa_l __ 2.84 3N 2E 4 SW,SW--WHhincityofBoiseandsurrou-rn:1"'1ng_&eMC8_:-. ----------.,.1/1-12131 I 
3N 2E 9 NE,NW 
3N 2E 9 SE.NW i 

Domestic, Fire ·1.1_1_____ !~ : ~~ ::~: T3N, R2E,si'iNWSE ············· .. --·-· 1/1-12131 -1 
Prolection 

, 63-07077" GW 3/15/1968 

~---
63-07204 GW 3/1311969 -Municipal 1.62 3N 2E 8 NE,NE Wit'C'hln-cltyc--cli-m""its-ol""B,-o:-ise--c&-vlc~in-;city------ ....... ----1-/1--12/31....l 

i 63-07282 --- GW 12/2/1969 Municipal ... ~ ... -···---3-N--2E--20-S_E_,-NE Within city limits of Boise & vicinity ·-·-.. ---·-·-·---,-1,""1""'-1cc213~1 --!i 
j~7346.. ----GW·---7/_1_4/_1-97_0 __ M'unlcipal .... _~_60 _____ ==3_N ___ 2E ___ 7-S-W-,S-W---W-tth-in_c_lty_limits of B-ol_se_&-vi_clnily__________ ..... _ 111-12131 .J 
I 63-07479 GW 8/20/1971 Municipal 7.00 3N 2E 22 SE.SE City of Boise and vlcini!y 1/1-12/31 ' 
r 63-07577 GW 41611972 Munk:!pal 201 ---3N--2-E-36--S-W-,N-E ___ W_ilhin __ -. citykmltsofBoise .. - ······-----w-~··""-----·-·-· 1/1-12/31 

63-07589 GW 4/20/1972 Municipal 4.40 3N 1 E 3 SE.NE Within city limits of Boise---·-·----·---·-·--------:-::·-::~=:--

1
63-07641 GW 8/17i1-9-72 ___ 0omesj ___ ic ___ 2_,00_____ 2N --1E 3 SE,SE T2N, R1 E, S3 s_w_s_E_,_s_E_S_E _____ _ 

63-07658 GW 118/1973 Municipal -~. .. 3N ··· 1E 3 SE,NE WithlncitylimitsofBoise _______ 1/1-12131 
I 63-07896 GW 11/13/1973 ·Domestic 0.25 181.00 3N ,-E--27--N-W-,S-E---T~3-N-,-R-1-.cE,-s-2=1""N~W-sE·- · · ·---~:12i:ii1-· 

63-07-97_9 _____ GW_,_,_5/1-3/-19_7_4 ___ Irrigation, 2.00 \268,00 2N 1E 3 NESW T2N, R01E, S2S\/l/1/4,SWSE, S3 NENW, SENW, NEsvV:'"'""~::j'2131~ 

GW 6/25/1974 

63-0801_1_ GW 7/18/1974 

.;;;;-;;;:·--· ' 

63-08059 GW 11112/1974 

Domestic, Fire NWSW, SESW, SE114; S10 NENE, SENE; S11 NWNE, NW1/4 4/1-10/31 , 
Protection 

Irrigation, 
Domestic, Fire 

Protection 

Domestic, Fire 
Protection 
Munlclpal 

1.27 658.00 ,, 3N ... 'iEv-· sE,NE T3N, R1 E, S27 SWNE, SENE,NESE, NWSE-..... ---· 

3.00 276.00 3N 1E 23 SE.NW T3N,R1E, S23 NW1/4 

0.57 --~32 SW.NW 

111-12/31, 
4/1-10/31 

111-12/31 

63-08236 .... -._,_G_W_ ... ff/2-6/1_9_75 ___ i;;,-un_ic_ipa_l __ 3_.63_____ 3N 2E 25 NW.SE 
--------------
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UWID's Current Licensed and ~tatutory Ground Water Rights 

r R-IG_HT __ 'TRANSFERTsooiicE1PRic:iRITY- PURPUOSSEEoF·:IAM( .. COUF .. SN)T' AMO\J(.eANTI rTW)INJN 'RQL!GE'S!ELE···ci TRACT I . PLACE OF USE ·----iPERIUSODEOF 
I_IIIYMBER_j__ ' I ~ 
: 63-08248 GW 1/211976 Irrigation, 1.57 643.00 3N 1E 27 °NE,NE T3N,R1E,S22SWSE20,SESE20;S27NENE32,SWNE32, 111-12131: 

Domes!lc,Fire SENE32,NESE32,NWSE32,200acrestotal 411-10/31 i 

GW 

- 63-06385 GW 

Protection ~--- ·-··-----·····---_J 
. 212311976 Domestic 2.37 3N 1E 15 SE.NE T3N, R1E, S15, NWNE. SWNE, SENE 111-12/31 

1116/1977 Domestic · 0.49 182.40 3N 3E S29 SE,~ . T3N, R3E, S28 SWNW: ~N\/SW; S29 SENE, NE.SE (152 homes) 1/1-12/30 ... J 
1 fSS.08405-------cG7Wcc·· 1/12/197l lnigaiion, . 2.00 1320.00 .. 2N-1E 3 SE.SE T2N, R!E, S2NWNW7, SWNW7. NESW7, WNSW7, SWSW7, 111-12/31, 

SESW 7; T2N, R1E, S3 NENW 7, SWl-fl/V 7, SE.NW 2, NESW 7. 311-10131 
NWSW 2, SE.SW 4, SWSE 7, SESE 7; T2N. R1 E, S10 NENE 3; 

Domestic, Fire 
Prntectlon 

T2N, R1E. S11 NENW 5, NWNW 7,100 acres total. place of use 

I ----~=cc---c-===- ---=-----~- same for domestic and fire protection 
83-0843:? GW 2/10/1977 Municipal 1.78 3N 1E 36 NE.SE T3N,R1E,S31 NE1l4;S35NW1l4 .. 111-12/31 ~=-- ... GW·- 6117/l983 o~'!;:2::_ __ :_:__~0620. · 3N 1E-=--~~-~E T3N, R1E, SEC. Zl swsE s. SESE a. 14ac<esto!al ~;~~~~5 -" 

1-~ ··---:: 11::;19J:r---~::::: ;: --- . -:~ ·::--~t ~!~!w .. ~~~~~~~;,:~~~;: .. ·------- . .. ~;::::: II 
63-09106 . GW 1/23/1978... Domestic, Fire . 1 12 3N 1E 15 ... NE~SE _____ .. T3N, RlE .. S15 NESE. NWSE---........... ·--- ·-·---- 1/1-12131 

Protection 
63..()9147 ,,.,,,,_ ...... _ ...... ., .. . 

. GW . 6/611978 Municipal 4.00 ··· .. 3N 2E 30 SW,SE City of Boise a!ld adjacent area 
·-" ,,,,_, ______ ,,-·-----.----------·--\ 

111-12/31 I 
' 63-09198 GW ·1,'211979 Municipal, Fire 

1/3/1979 

Pro!ecllon 

Municipal, ·Flre 
Prolectlon 

1,1.1=1 I 2.45 3N 1E 'Z7 1-fi/V,SW T3N,R1E,S22SWSE,SE-S~E-,-S-27-N~E"N~E,SWNE,SENE,NESW, 
1-fi/VSW, NESE, NWSE 

3.12 3N 1E 34 NE.SW T3N. R1E, S2 NENW, SENW, SW1/4; S3 NENW, SEWN, NESW, 1/1-12131 . 

, 63-09204 . GW 119/1979 Municipal 4.00 
J 63-09205 .. ·-- ..... "G""Wc-c--,.,-/9/=1cc97=cgc----Mc-,-un-cicipal --4.00 ___ ......... _ .. 

SE 114; S34 NESW -------:-;,-= j 
4N 1E 27 1-fi/V,SW--Wii"hin Boise Wat.er Corp. se,vice ar"aa 111-12131 

~1 
! 63--09855 . 

! 63-10150 
i 
! .63-10386 

[63..10391 

! 

IMAPTabJ 

GW 3120/1979 Municipal 2.23 
4N~5 NE.NW . Wllhin Boise Water Cofp. service area 111-12131 ..... ~ 
3N 2E 24 SW.NW Wtthin the limits of the Boise Waier Corp Service Area 111-12/31 

GW---413/--19_7_9 ___ M_u_n .. ic-lpal 4.23 · · 3N 1E 36 NW.NE Wllhin the limits. of the Boise Wais<' eorp:ServlciA7.,..-
Irrigation, 

Domesuc, Fire 
Prolaction 

1..00 420.00 3N 1"'E~-1~50---"C's"'E"',s-w~-........,T=3-:N"7' .. "'R"'1-:E"',"'sccc1s NESW 20, SESW 20, 40 acres Iola!, .. place of use for 1/1-12131, 
domestic and fire protection same as for irrigation 411-1 0/31 

~: ,2:1:1 :=.,.::-c-:---c!-c:~-:-·-·_-_ .. --- i :: t ~!:~- ::: : :: :~ ::: ---~!:! ---~ 
GW 711/1983 lrrigat1on ~48- 56 .. 10 -3j,j'-3E S28 SW.NW T3N, R3E, S28 NWNW, SWNW, S29 NENE,SENE, place 3115-11/15 

Domestic 3N 3E S29 SE.NE domestic is same as for imgation 111-12/31 

. GW. 9/1911986 Municipal {11 3N 2E 14 SE,NE(lol7) Withineity6mi1sofBo1se ·--------- 111-12/3, . 
GW 11114/1966. "1n1gaiioo, 0 .. 30 62 .. 40 3N 1E is SW.SW T3N,R1E,S1S,SWSW BAcrestotal,placeoiuseforirrigaoonand 1/1-12131, 

GW 3/17/1987 
G-W--9-/-9/1987 

Domestic, Fire domestic is same as fo< irrigation 3115-11/15 

-{,f~;=-· ·1.56 3N. 2E 24 SW.SE ___ W_lth_in_cily ____ llm_ils_o!_B_OISli! __ 

Municipal 0.52---~---4-N--2-E 27 NW,SE Wtthin city limilsof Boise 111-12/31 

Page 3 
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UWID's Current Licensed and Statutory Ground Water Rights 

' RIGHT TRANSFER SOURCE PRIORITY I PURPOSE OF \AfllOUNT 

, NUMBER l --~--~---~-- USE (CFS) 
63-10569, GW 215/1988 Municipal 1.78 

L--·---····- ,,-·----~--.-
63-10688 GW 8115/1988 Municipal 2.00 

~-2---··· GW 7118/1989 Municipal 1.44 
63-11034 GW 10/2211989 .,,_M_un_lcipa __ ·r 274 , 

~:,,~7T :~R~ ~: _ TRACT __ j ,, _ PLACE Of USE ,____ , PE':~~ 

2N 2E 2 NW.NW WithincttylimitsofBoise ______ , 1/1-12i31 1 
4N 2E 30 SW.SE Wllhin the city Omits of Boise and the surrounding service area 111:12131 1 
3N 2E 26 NV'/,NE,SE., Wilhinlhecityllmitsofs,,is;;andthesurroundingservicearea 111:121.31 1 
3N 2E 32 NW.NW WitluntheBoiseWaterCorp,servicearea 111-12/31 

, 63-11068 GW -1-11-1=71_1_989 ____ _ Municipal 279 
[ 63-11090_A____ GW 112111990 

3N 2E a' NE,SW WtihinlheBoiseWaterCorp.sarviceilrea ____ 1/1-12/31'] 
--3~7-6_,4_0_4N~ 1E "5" SE.SW Wlilhin United Water Idaho's municipal service area ' 1 /1-12/31 I Munlctpal 1.73 

t i,j:.1111a "~w 211,1990 Municipal 2]8 3N 2E 16 NE,SE Within the city limits of Boisa and the surrounc!lng area serveift,y 1/1-12/31 ; 

63-11232 
r-~1384 

Boiff Water Corp, ____ ··--• 
GW 2/12/1990 3N 1E 9 SE.NE , Wi!htncilylimitsofBoise_______ 1/1-12/31 ; 
GW 8/7/1990 Munlcipiil 3, 12 4N ~ .. SE.NE··- --W~llmils of Boise and the surrounding service area 1 /1 -12131 , '. 

Municipal 2.83 

i 63-113!!5_~=:___ 

I 63-11~,,.,,_., 

GW 8/711990 Munlclpa-1--2'"'.""58 __ , · 3N 2E 35 NE.NW ·· WithintheBoiseWalNCorp.servicearea ,., . .,_. ______ 111-=-i'i~;--1 
-G-W--6/_2_4/_1_99_1 ___ M_uruc1_'_'pal 2.67 3N 2E 6 SE,SE WittllnthecitylimllsofBoiseaoothesurrouodingservicearea 1/1-12/31 

63-11950 --=G:cw-,--=1:-:o".C;1"'41"'1-=-w•2--Municipal 2,30 3~i 2E 21 NE.NE Within the city llmits of Boise and the surrounding 5"!'Vice area of •••· 1 i1-12/31- 1 
Untted Water Idaho 

63-11951 GW 10/14l1992 Municipal 0.65 3N 2E 19 NE.NW Wrthin the city llmils of Boise and the surrounding service area of 111-12/31 , 
United Water Idaho 

, fl3.11990·· - GW 1/27/1993 Domestic, Fire 
Protection 

1.BO 624.00 3N 1E 16 SE.NE T3N, RH:. S15 NW1/4; S16 NEl/4 111-12/31 
I 

63-12043 GW 7/2311993 Municipal 4,46 2N 
2N 
2N 
2N 

2E 
2E 
2E 
2E 

17 SE.NE 
17 NW.NW 
21 NE.NW 
22 NW.NE 

,_ 'wrtfun the city limits of Boise and the surrounding area 

served by United Water Idaho. 

·- 1/1-12131"1 

! 63-1Zl63 GW 9/9/1996 Municipal 4.50 

1.60 

3N 2E 16 NE.SE c«y umtts-oraotse· and SUirou'ndtn9 service. area 111-12/31 . 1 
[ 63:19456 4998 GW 3131/1953 Municl!)1lll 3N 2E 4 SW,SW Within the City~ Boise and surrounding se_M_c_e_ar_ea _____ _ a-·~---·, 

111-12/31 ! 

l 3N 2E 9 NE.NW 
3N 2E 9 SE,NW 
3N 2E 10 NW,NW 

Tola! CFS ···23f35 {reduced by1:05clstore(lectcomb1ned-fio_w_umitation~.---s~l~or-righls 63,7641 and 63-8405; and 63-5385and 63-10150) 

• Waler rights 63-04015 and 63-07077 overlap the same use of water, Water right 63-401 Sis lhe statu!OI)' claim for the water right out of !he B.LF. wen while 63-07077 is an after-acquired license 
for the use. The total above excludes the 1.11 cfs licensed under fight 63-07077 

•• Water right 63-11990 currently contain the "moraforium condition" that limits !he volume and irrigation acreage p..- household. This condition is not appropriate for muncipal providers, and UWID 
requesls that IDWR remove the condition In the transfer process. 

UWID also holds contract entitlements for delivery of surface water from the Boise River and a waler right from !he Snake River diverted using water from the Boise River through an exchange, 
These rights are identified on page 65 ol this application. These rights are not being transferred but should be taken into account in quantifying UWID's total portfolio, 

lMAPTabJ 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAllNCH 
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K. SPREADSHEET 2: SUMMARY OF PRE-CHANGE PERMITS 

UWID'S IMAP 
!l\{'!Urtt1CD\711JMAPl200l-03·2Q !WP· FlfUM Offltliil Amt1lo'.lnll V{)l)iun,wt,.! 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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UWIO's Current· er Right Permits 
I IUGliT i SOURCE PRIORITY I PURPOSE OF USE ' AMOIJIIIT AMOUNT-~ .Qf...i my_ TRACT I PLACE OF USE .. PERIOD Oft 

NUMBER I , ! __; (CFS! (AFAJ . TWN 1RGE,sEcj _____ ____ 1 USE , 

~--·cw 1012911989 lrrgation, Domestic, '--2.-00----~ 3N... 2E 24 NE,SW,NE .. _T3N, R3E, 519 NWNE, SWSE, SENE. NENVf SWNW~ 121:f1-; ... :ii15l 
, ______ Fire Protection . ...<!.~. 2) :3PODs SENW, NESW, ~WSW, 67 acres total ~-.-.... J 

.. Municipai 227 520.00 4N 1E 16 NW.SW (lot 5) Wtthln the service area of United Wal!!f Idaho 1/1-12/31 63-11467 
--- ·-~--···-·· 

GW 2/2111991 

63-11876 GW 6/1511992 Municipal 

63-12055' St:4eRryer 9/811993 Mumclpal 

63-12138 GW 8/19/1994 

4N 1E 
0.99·--1-90-.-50--4N-..... 1 E 

21 NW.NW (lot4) 

7 SW,NW{lot2) WithintheserviceareaofUnltedWaterldaho ·-····· 1/1-12/31--1 

4N 1E 8 SE,NW 

24.80 3N 2E 14 SE,NE(lol7) CitylimitsofBoiseandtheareaofcertiflClllion 1/1-12/3{··-i 
..... ___ 2N __ 2_E __ 1_7 _S_E_,_N_E Within the city limits of Boise and lhe surrounding a-,ea----1-/1--1-2131 .. , 

2N 2E 17 NW ,lf<N served by United Water Idaho. 

2N 2E 21 NE,NW 

, 2N 2E 22 NW,NE ' ...... __ __I 
i··-.. ------·-·--··--·-·------

63-12139 GW 8/1911994 Municipal 4.90 2N 2E 17 SE.NE 
17 NW.NW 

..... Within the city limits of Boise. and !he surrounding area 

served by United Water Idaho. 
111.1m1 I 

63-12140 

1-53:12192 
GW 

GW 

10/19/1994 Municipal 

3/31/1995 Municipal 

I~ 63-1231 .. 0 GW 11191_~~ Municipal 
, 63-12334 GW 3/B/1995 Municipal 

3.50 

5.00 

2N 2E 
2N 2E 21 NE,NW 

2N 2E 22 NW.NE 

· --·· .. ·----·-4N ·;E 28 SW.SW Within 1he city limits of Boise and the surrounding sarvice area 1/1-12131 

-----4N--,-E-·5- SE,SW-- Within the City limils of Boise and file surrounding area 1/1-12/31 

4N 1E 7 SW,NW (lot 2) Certiflcaled Area 

Certificated Area _______ .. :;::::±=j 
GW . .. 9/30/1996 

-0-38 ...... _,42.00 .. 4N 1W 23 NE.SW Wilhinthe service area of United Water Idaho 1/1-12131 ·1 

·------ 4N lW 24 SW,SE .. -----.... -------· .-.. , 
Fire Prolection 2.22 4N 1W 24 SW.SE T4N, R1W, S24 SWSE 1/1-12131 

-ssaa-+i-2'~44"!!'~4-·--ee·..,nr' --liri:i1:iiiOif'11f59>S9'77--.iDlo.llocr,esl)c, j::;-,,.---3 so .. - ........... ---2-~-1 --2'~-• ' , -1f'J-Place Sobdiv-. -is-lan_L(_P, ..... -::_-~_-:::.-=.-=.-=.-=.::..-=..-=.::..=+11,'ct=l-t2/31 
~ 

; 53 .. 12432 GW 1/30/1998 Municipal 4 .. 50 ... 1E-16 NW,SW (lot 5) ··-Within the service area ol Unijed Water Idaho 1/1-12131 

L 
63-12452 GW 

i .. -.. 
------·-----
4/15/1998 Municipal 

4N 
4N 
4N 
4N 

~ ! ~ ~~~-'-(l_ot_4.,_) _Wi_ith_in_lhe __ city .. llmlts of Boise and lhe surrounding_ar_ea---,-,1--1-2131 1. 

I &-1:468 

: 63-12516 

c·,rv Mooieipal ~ . 314 
1E 7 S\1V,NWJ~t2) C•rlificatedArea 
2.V Sl SE.NE 'A'ilAIR Iha lien/ice areaofl lnjterj Will,« lgah,;--· .. 11)-17@1 

3/l ~ '31 NE.GE 
3M 2\ill 31 .NW,Slii 

Municipal 0.30 ···-·--...... -3N 3E S28 SW,NW ____ Wlthin the Service Area of the Barber Watar Corp. 111-12131 

CW 1/15/1399 Mtll\lc!pal 350 
3N 3E S29 SE,N_._Ec-----
2~~-10 U\\•.SE I o~~rithin the service area-"Oft:iWici~\nc 

GW 4/1311999 Municipal 4.00 4N 1W 23 NE.SW Within the service area of Untted Water Idaho 
4N 1W 24 sw.~,S_E __ _ 

I i,18/ISS~ 3.00 21d IW 11 ~Mf NW Tbe place o' ~,Q ~ kwatad near Lo<tma ucith1n the Dail:... 
_____ <ili_e11_1'~1§_.ioWG Slil'<ee ;11ea sf YAilaa.wa:er lliiiilla _ ......... __ 

Total CFS: ~ <.i,r... z.,;. 
·-­··----· ""1"/o) 

"Water fighf:l(!JJ.12055 "'id: iiJ 11,~ currently contain, the "moratorium condition" that limits the volume and irrigation acrsage per user. UWID reqUesls !hat IDWR r,,move file condition in the transfer 

process. .3, .... ji. <1jt/rfJ ;,~/ 01 

llvlAPTAB K 
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L. SPREADSHEET 3: SUMMARY OF Posr-CIIANGE WATER RIGHTS 

UWID's IMAP 
3 \Cnwt1Utl\)1\IMAJ>W01 n:i..1011-W'. Fma! OIOC\IINTIOtlC""1 \/tr~M,wtl(l 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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Description of UWID's Ground Water Rights After Transfer 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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Description of UWID's Ground Water Rights After Transfer 

Total cr:s: 222.46 (reduced by O 70 cfs lo reflect combined now llmitaUon for 
rights 63,7641 and 63,8405) 

Place or us• for all ri9hts: Within the Service Area or United Water Idaho 

Nature or use for all rights: Municipal 

• Water right GJ,04015 is a statutory claim that overlaps Urn license for 63,07077, Waler right 63,07077 has beeh omitted 
from this list on the assumption that th" Department will recognize water right 63,04015. If the Department does not, then 
water right 63,07077 will be added back to this list 

SUPPORT DATA 

IMAP Tab L IN FILE #fo :1:, - ~ 5'c D Page2 
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M. SPREADSHEET 4: SUMMARY OF POST-CHANGE PERMITS 

UWJD'S IMAP 
1l \t.~tl<IMJU0\71\JI.AANOQ,.Q1.zu IMAfl , fllll'l Offit.U.I N11c:>tlt'ld Va™l>fl wpJ 
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Description of U.WID's Permits After Application for Amendment 

RIGHT NUMBER SOURCE PRIORITY l PURPOSE AMOUNT i AMOUNT I PERIOD OF l 
I OF USE (CFS) . (AFA) '··.· USE I I 

63-10945 Ground water 10/29/1989 i Municipal 2.00 · · · · I 111-12131 
0 eo a•, 

63-11467 Ground water 2/21/1991 Municipal 6.72. ; 11/1-12/31 : 
63-11878 Ground water, 6/151'1992 • Municipal 0.26 J1/1-12/3·1 
63-12055 Boise River i 9/8/1993 Municipal :z,j sci 11/1-12/31 
63-12'138 f Ground water; 8/19/1994 Municipal 3.90 1/1-12/31 
63~12139 Ground water 8/19/1994 Mu-nicipa1 ··;i:eo·· ·:1i1:12131 

63-12140 1 Ground-water- 1011s11994 Municipal 3.50 1/1-12/31 
I 

3i:fr11995 1/1-12/31 63-12192 Ground water Municipal 5.00 
63-·12310 ·Ground water 1/19/1996 Municipai :i:o·o 1/1-12/31 
63-12:334 :Ground water· 3/8/1995 Municipal o:oe 1/1-12/31 
63-12362 1Ground water s·/30/1996 Municipal 2.22 1/1-12/31 
63-12432 Ground water 1/30/1998 Municipal 4,50 1/1-12/31 

-6,J.124£4 G.:ouAg ,,.,.aterl 12f31199'i' Mm1icipal 9.87 1~/M2,31 
63-12452 . Ground water I 4/15/1998 · Municipal 4.50 j 1/1-12/31 
63 HMaJ 

63-12464 

Place of use for all permltJJ: ''Within the Service Area of UWID" 

Point of diversion for all pennits: Please see list behind Tab "N", except right 63-12055 for which tho point of 
diversion wlil be Township 3N, Range 2E, Section 14 SENE (lot 7) (existing Marden Troatmont Plant Intake), and 
Township 2N, Range 3E, Socllon 4 NWNE (existing pipeline intake for proposed Columbia Treatment Plant). 

IMAP Tob M 

SUPPORT DATA 

INFILi:# (p3-d-?(JO 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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N. SPREADSHEET 5: SUMMARY OF Posr~CHANGE POINTS OF DIVERSION 

llWlll'S IMAP 
8.\Clttlrnu\:l-0\111tMPl.2002·0l,20 11MP, Fillf! Orlicial l\rt\nrn,hld Vt:ni~lt ti¢ 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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UWID AL TERNA TE POINTS OF DIVERSION 

CURRENT r-
WELL NAME TWN RGE SEC TRACT I ASSOCIATED I INTERFERENCE INTERFERENCE 

WATER RIGHT1PRIORITY DATE QUANTITY 

Amity 
Arcllc#1 

·----

Barber #1 

)Barber #2 

Beacon 

Berge~~n 

Bethel 

3N 

3N 

3N 

3N 

3N 

1E 

2E 

2E 

3E 

3E 

36 NW,NW,NE 

27 

29 

28 

SE.NW.SE 

SE.NF 

SW,NW 

SE,SE,SE 

SE,NE 

SW,NE,NW 

···-··' NUMBEfils) I __ 
o3:0tJ?23 _ 41311970 I 4.23 

63-02668 7/16/1947 214 

63-04015 10/1711960 200 

63-07077 3/15/1968 1,11 ··---
63-04395 6/1/1950 0 75 
63-08385 11/6/1977 0.49 

63-10150 7/1/1983 0.48 
63°12464 7/13/1998 0.30 
63-10150 711/-1983 0 48 

63-12464 7113/1998 0 30 

l"">tffitff&+flfif--------i·~--=;~~---·--t--61:r-t:~3--\--!lf2fif'l-£198--l---400.... 
~W---51-t~----t---00-1£,4fro-t-~,!6/-1~o-+-

i. . .. .. 3~.......;!W .--am+--,NW;-15E--:-:: __ 
1 

~3-i:14#-
'C~t------ N 2E '27 ~ . .Sli - . eJjo§ 
Cassia" " 3N 2E 16 NE,NE,SE --·' 63-11118 

Cassia #2 ·---, 3N --2E ·16 NE,NE,SE ···' 63-12363 
2/1/1990 

9/9/1996 
Centenr,ial -r··:.iN·-·2e 25 NV\1."NW,SE ---·r- 63-08236 11/28/1975-. 

Centml Park 3N -2E -·2 NW,NE,NW • lj 63-04752 · 1/1/1947 

6/8/1960 ichamberlln 3N 2E 22 .. lsE,NW,NE ·-63-03202 

!Chamberlin #2 3N 2E 22 !SE,NW,NE 1· 63-03292 · · 5/21/1~- -· 
lciTitside 3N ""TE"""'15 SW,NW,NW ""rii::02703 - 6/23/1948 

;us 
4.50 ___ _ 

3.63 

111 

2 26 

5.00 

lc11~-- 3N -2f""""il :sw}JE,SW I 63-11068 11/17/1989 --2.79 
lcole 3N .i"i;; 24- NE,NE,SE 7/19/1977 4 00 
i Coventrrf'f~ ··----- -"2N-ZW-11J W.~r-~p" 1'zl3/1997 -

2,00 

3.40 

3.00 
·3·0(r-

·iM.,...-----+-f!l-r-+v'>l--tt-~l'W:M'tlt-----+_;----:-~..a-_-i;_:~.;61l-+-·ffit811W9+·~00-. 
ffi1119gy ·1·· 1 ao"" 

Emp~"_ __ _ 
Fisk 

8/27/1953 0. 90 

6(24/1991_-J.- 267 
""':JN" 2E 18 NE,SW,SE 

L 3N __ . 2E 6 SW,SE,SE 

63-02954 

IMAP Tot> N ff;/~JuJ Page 1 
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UWID AL TERNA TE POINTS OF DIVERSION 

'F1vo Mile W-est #12 

Floating Feather 

Foxtail 

,--···"-"··-"• 
Franklin Park 

Frontier 

rt-::~;·~~~:~ 
j 4N 1F 5 SESW 

I 
I ,;;-,w_" [ss swse .. 

3N 2E 18~SW NW.NE 

4N .. ·1E 34 [sE:N1:..sw 

:~ ~~-~iii::~i'.~t. 
2N 1 E 3 SE,SE 

·-----· --· 

1· -- ·-

li~'.:~,u.,~,,,,,;;, .~ 
IH,oden Valley -~state~#2 

IHillcrest 

HIiton 

':'.''Ee_ 
Hummel 

Idaho 
·-,,·-~-
Island Woods #1 

Island Woods #2 

J.R. Flat 

Joplin 

Mesa 111 
! 
!-- ·--.. --·---·~"-
!Mesa #2 

Mesa #3 

2N 1E 3 NE.SW 

3N 2E 24 NE.SW.NE 

.-.. --..., ~ 
_!33-07998_ ··r- 6/2~974- , -, 27 

63-09198 1/?/1979 

_ 63-1109011 r~-1/21/1990 -
1 

1 73 
63·12192 3/31/1995 5 00 
63-12452 _ _ 4/15/1990 1- 4 50 
63-12334 3/8/1995 ' 0 38 

63-12362 9/30/1996 ~t 22 
63•12516 I 4/13/1999 4 00 -1 03.0310s-_l 12m/19se · _ 2 oo -
o3-o9ass 1 1212311ga1 3 34 - -"-- -- - .. --- - --

' 63-07066 2/28/1968 5 80 
·1· 6i°i'1384 - 8/7/1990 --3:12 

-·1 ''ifa-07641 8/17/1972 

i .. 63:0.§405 .. __ :1.!.1_~19!! J· 
' ·;J3.()7970 6/13/1074 

63-10945 8/31/1989 2.00 
63-10945 .. . 8/31/1989 2 00 

·-- -··--
M,ol.ultail+R .;JV,1,Gim~~i......----Mli't"----'l!t ~>11,,----+--6&~:ie&-f--61€;f'f·flil5--'" -----t;tIB 

Overland #8 
P·ara,Ji,;e N-orth 

IMAP TabN 

3N 2E 

3N 1E 

19 NW,NE,NW 
15 NE,SE .. 

-63-03562 
63-09106 

11/7/1966 
... 1/23/1978 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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Pleasant 

Raptor 

Redwood Creek 

River Run 

Roosevelt #1 

Roosevelt #3 

Setti;;rs 

Sherman Oaks 

Sixteenth St 

Spurwlng 

Sunset West #·I 

sw,tt#1 
sw,ft#2 

[Ta~ga!_t-11_1 __ _ 

~~ganf!!-
Tenmile 

Terteling 

Veterans 

IMAP Tab N 

UWID ALTERNATE POINTS OF DIVERSION 

2N 2E 22 rE,NW,NE 

2N 2E 21l°NW~NE,NW 

-~-;:-~ I::,:::~, 
1--­
; 3N 2§_~ _NE,S'vV,SE 

63-12043 
63-12138 
63-12139 
63-12043 
63-12138 
63-12139 
63-12043 
63-12138 
63-12139 -- -

7/23/1993 -~ . - 4.46 . 
8/19/1994 3.90 
8/19/1994 4 90 

7/23/1993 4.46 
, 8/191'1994 3 90 
! 8/19/1994 4 90 

7/23/1993. r-·- 44Ei° 
8/19/1994 
8/19/1994 

3.90 
4.90 ----

63-11878 6/15/1992 0.99 
63-12192 3/31/1995 5.00 

4.50 
1.56 

-l 3N + 3N 
__ 

1
4N 

2E 16 SW,N~cN\N 
2E 16 SW.NW.NW 

1E 35 NW,NE,NW 

1
- !~J~:ci~-=- J1~~;~:~-

63-02595 8/31/1960 -"---·-·-" "--·1 63,03?.93 5/21/1962 
-- ---63-09205 .• 1/9/1979 

r 
1.34 

3 ii6 .T 4.00 

3N 

3N 

4N 

4N 

1E 23 SE, SE 

2E -~-~W,SE'.NW . 
1W 23 1NE,SW 

' 

2E 4 SW,SW 

2E ·-3'z SW,SE,SE 

½1'1 21: :12. hi.....,, Nv-11HV...J 

1',.\\.NI '.)v-J, N'-M 

i'i\/J, ,;,,, 'N"' 
"IN 2£ >1:. 

'"IN 2'G 3-Z 

i 63-08635 8/17/1983 

I- 63-02874 _, 8/18/1951 

63-12334 3/8/1995 
63-12516 4/13/1999 ---··· .. 

2/10/1977 

6/6/1978 

0 89 

4.00 

0 38 
4 00 

3 

us 
4 00 63-09147 

63-10688 

63-03128 

8/15/1988 2.00 

4/24/1958 4 44 ·----
63-11950 

63-12043 
63-12138 
63-12139 
63-07577 

10/14/1002 --1--·2.30 -··--, 
7/23/1993 4.46 

8/19/1994 · 3 90 
8/19/1994 4.90 

. 4/6/1972 2.01 

63~1-9456 - ! 
- 53.\2310- I , __ 

v3. o:!.OC.4 

t.3 · O}i!"\I 

C.,~ •(:,3"\ I I 

C,;, ·OlloS"I 

3/31/1953 

1/19/1996 

Zin/ l'ISi 

\ l•l 1"11, 

lc.1JI I 1<>,9;5 

S' I ?1/1'1vl 

(, / 11 I 1"1<..,; 

\\{ l'l./ \ '17'"1 

tl~(l 
1.60 

3.00 

\>l 

3. l"\ 

1.n 

Page 3 
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Exhibit C REVISED SPREADSHEET OF WATER RIGHTS 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 
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Right 
Number 

Source Priority Purpose of Use as 
as of 2012 of 2003 

{in bra c kats if 
differ.ant than {for J MAP rights) 

2003) 

Purposo of 
Un asof 

2012 

Purposa of usa 
sought in IMAP 

Rolnunch 

CFS 

: as of 2003 

{for IMAP 
I rights} 

CFS CFS AFA 
as of saught In ns of 2003 
2012 !MAP 

Reiaunch; {for lMAP 
rights) 

AFA .... 
2012 

AFA 
sought In 

IMAP 
Relaurieh 

Original well or 
diversion namo 

(for IMAP rights) 

UWID's Water Rights (excluding water bank rentals and short term leases) 

Origmal POD(s) 

(for water rights wlth systam­
wlcie APOD conditions) 

POO(s) as. of 2012 PODs so11ght in 

IMAP Relaunch 
Original Place of Use 

{for IMAP rights.) 

Pince of Use tis of 2012 Placo of Uso sought in Original 
IMAP Relaunch Period of 

U<0 

!for IMAP 
rights) 

Poriod of Poriod of Current basis 
Uao .na of UH sought (or basia prior 

2012 in IMAP to decroo, if 
Relaunch any) 

SRBA stntus Included In ' Included in 

2003 IMAP? : IMAP 
J:aliconsos Rolnuneh? 
K=Permits 

!n UWID 
portfolio In 

20127 

Foot­
notes I 

' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ·-~-~-· ! 

· E3--025DO GW 8130/1934 Municit1,:i1 Mun1c1pal Murnc1pal 0.60 0,80 0,60 Thirteenth T3N. R2E, S.10. t-iW.NW 43 APODs 81 APODs Within theCitJ of 60,se an-ct surrou;ldir,g service area lJWiD Ser·meArca l.!WID Service Arna 111.-12131 111-12/31 111-12/31 L1c6"Se Partial Decree TabJ Yes Y&s 13 · 
T3N. R;2:C:, S.: SW.S'.'J 

6~s0s 
si~s1s 
63-02595 
sirc605 

; 63-02668 
'- 6i027o3 •e 

f- ~~~:~: 

53-02692 

63-02954 

63-J.'956 

63-02989 

£3-03064 

E3~03073 

fi3.,_"J105 
,, 63-03112_,_, 

63.Qa12s 
63:~164···-

63-03172 

63-~202 

63-0l291 

63-~3292 

s3-c,J293 
63-03295-

63-GJ411 
63-o':9448 

63-cJ457 

63··'.1·1414 
.. 6~424-

53.;,>-1152 
63-07066,, 

63-~7067 

63-072CJ4 

63-:1282 
6J.-0134a·--
53.::4Jg 
63,07577 

63 '.:i589 

GW 

GW 
01.'V 

GW 

G,N 

GW 

GW 

GW 

GW 
C'','J 

GW 

G,N 

GW 
::O·N 

GW 

e151193s 
4/i~193ii~--­
B/31/1M6 

7i7'1943 

7/10/1947 

4/3,1950 

8119'195-f''-

2/7/1952 

8121/1953- -

8/::7 1953 

'61211954-

10,a1n955 

1/4/1956 

M,.micip.ai 

''l-.1uni?pa1 

Mun'.,::'Dtli 

Municipal 

-~1un'i?:'"l-&i 

Donic:;tic 

Municipoi 
Domc:;tic 
irrigation 

Dnmss!ic Fire 
Ptotc::t,on 

Municipu' 

12, 1 :;1195f, l\1Un:; oSI 
9t11/1957- Irrigation, Domestic 

4/24/1958 
e-T"l950--

10,1411959 

6'2'1960 

5!:21t1962 

5/71 1196/ 

5"r;wi962 
5!?~'196? 

6i1111964 
4{?711965 

7n41196:i 

3(!'.196!L_ 
1~ ":',196C 

1011711000 

iJunicipnl 

borr~tic 
M~niclpa: 

.,. ~Aur:'.~ioal 
MJnic1pa; 

Mun~pal 

Muntc1pal 
--Muri'8P81 

Munn;,pa\ 
Muri"0'pa, 
irrigal.on 

Domestic, Fire 

Mur~pol 

~1:1.n·c o_a_l 
Domestic, Fire 

Protec!ion 

Mun,cipal 
fimici;:;;;· 

Municipal 

FmieiPn7 
Mur.ieipai 

~unici;;• 

Municif,181 

Mun·c1pal 

Muri1c1pal: 

1:,cJnicip,1 

"MUn~::ipel. 

Mun:cipal 

Mun:c1pal 
',\_HliCip.J, 

-Mun:c1pal 

~Untc(~ 

l.'c1rncir;;:; 

Mun;Clpal 

~rnci~­

Mun:c!pai 
Ll~rnci;;> 

Mun;ipal 

rJ~niciPi· 
-~nic1.~_1 
f.~'JnlciD3! 

:~.inic'ipa! 

~~.n:c!f'!.! 
'-',.mici11-" 
Mu~;cipal 

6,:.1950 irr,~tron. Qom~t,~ ;.~uf'icil)ili 

7; 1948 

7/1f194j' 
1,1 194'; 

212B/1968--
2/;:;J:196<' 

3/13/1969 

1::: _,119iE, 

iii4f1gi()­
a,,:::i1971 

4/61197£'"" 
4;::,:,-197? 

__ Mur.:_?81 

MJnicipa1 

Mur.: pal 

Domestic 

Mur.:.pal 

'6omei"fiC Fire-­
Proh:,::1,011 

-·-Mu~pai 

Mur.: pa! 

t,luniciii.:il 

r,iur. ~ oat 

Munieip;il 

Mun~ na! 

r,1untci}';:;I 

"Mur,·cipal 

r.1c.1nlcl;;;o! 

-.:..Unicipel 

Municipal 
'!.mic;p' 

"Murncij)&i" 
':.m1C·~.i1 

Mun:cipel' 
'.'cHUcrp· 

Munic:pe1 

i:T".~1icii;"' 
Muni~iP81 
r7:;.,1c~PY 
Municipal 

r:;;'l1c1p~";­

·Municipa1 
f•-un1e11);> 

Municipal, 

Municipal 
r.~:miCip,, 

Mun1c1P8;I 

Muni:ipa1 

MUn1c1p&I 
:.'.micip:i1 

Mun:c1P8I 

~tici~ 

u~nic1p,:i 

MunicipaJ 

IT:niciPT 
Muni-:ipal 

r.1~ntcipi;1 

Mun":ciP81 
r!:m1e1p::i' 

;~~-1.m.it:"i~~ 
~.bntcip::i' 
M,.mdpa; 

[u,_nic1e!l 
l.':.m~ipJ 

Munic'ipaJ 

1 .. 1 ... nidpa, 

l,Lrncip:::, 

Mun:c1p!!li 
:,:,micip 

"Mun,c1pal 
t.'Jnicira 
'Mun1c1pai° 
r.'.miCip.i 

Muri:cipal 
- r'un.icii:: 

1.66 

rqo 
2.14 

500 
3.10 

15.oo 

1.22 

.2.00 

::: ori 
1.44 

4.44 

· 73 

2.22 

089 
2.40 
:,.26 
3.56 
?24 
1 50 
ioo 
i.G7 

~4 
• 47 

2.00 

c.is 

111 

1.33 
111 

5.80 

'..'. 94 

• 11 

1 .. 

1 34 
0 g:, 
2 14 

3 10 

618 

1 55 

464 

090 

'22 

2 00 
2 
144 
.444 

i7J 

2 22 
2 Bf."" 
2 40 

27£ 
356 
3 :,.e 

1.50 
4® 
1.6/ 

1.66 
··~ 90 

1 34 
(190 

2.14 

6.18 

'.?63 

·4_54 

0 90 

,; 56 
1.00 

1.22 

2.oo 
00 

'1.44 

fi.~ !44_ .. 
1,:7 

2 00 

0 56 

1 47 
200 

G 56 

1 I ~ 11 

1.33 1 33 

i ~ 1 1 11 
5,80 5 80 _,, 

-2 [;..i ,'. 84 

182 
4 12 

680 
7 

201 
4 .: 

Exhibit Clo United Water's Statement Updating and Explaining the IMAP Relaunch (Aug. 14, 2012) 

1/8 00 

351'!0 00 

1ia900 

178.00 

168.60 

Arctic #1 
C!ffsi® .. 

Longmoodow 
Sixt~·;'lthSi°'. 

Mtlrdon ColltK:tOlrs 

Vete,ans Coliectors - - ·-
rJaroer- Cooe::fnrs 

Marden Co:,eck>rs 

T3N R2E., S,9, NE,NW 
-JN, KE, S S SE.N/, 

T~N- R2f. S.14, N2,NE 
~N, R5E", s ·1-::· Ni.~ 
13~· R2{ S.1s, -Nw,NW 
T3N R2S, S 4'Je,N=::; 
T3N R2E S 8, NE NE 

T3r-.. R~. s '15 Ni/;:,'W 
T3N 'FU:E. S, 13, SW.NW 

"'T3N, R2!=. s 9SE.~f,i 
13N N.i::.. SA. SW ,SW 
T3N R2E, S.9, NE, NW 

-3N. i:::.:::::, S "::: NW '~W 

.:2 APC8s 

42 APoOs 

42APOOs 

42APXls 
42AP0Ds 
·~3AP0Ds 

Mmden Coiieclors 
,)PQ:Jc,) 

\!arder C01le-c:~;rs 

\JPOC:.) 

iiarder° Cone::!brs 
;3 PO;:;:~) 
Marden-conSCiors 

JP0=:.3) 

Em"p1re faN R2E, S.18, sw,SE ·42 AP0Ds 

B,"JQS '3N, F\:2,;:, 5 sE_ !:_;i! ..J2 APcns-
42 APOD:; -wcr.Uer1;:i"A.cre~ TON 'RTE, s.i;"-SE SE 

Westmoreland I4N R2E S,31, NW.SW 42 APODs 

Cca,mlfy ctib 
Fra11k':n P,1:k 

Ki~od~~--

Tag!Drt #1 

E . .nrise 
Hummel 

Cham:ierlit1 #1 

Wi'lowl a1e#1 

Charnbenm i:!2 

Rooseve'l 1"J 
;:,:sta 

W!!!ow Ume ii-2. 
e;;ncon. 

VJarM Springs 1~1esa 
#1 end #2 

Hilton 

-.J'1ker 

Byrd 

Cer,:·,il Pn:K 

Goddard 

1aho 

Arctic #2 

H: .:rest 

8eltiel 

Elrc:::dl.'lll,. 
Terlo1,·1g--~ 

Bi:i Yal#I 

·-rsN R2E:, S28. NW~w 
'3N~ R2:::, S 15, NW ·,E 

T3N RiE, s.ia NE.NE 

T3N R2E, -S.21 NE,NE -- -· ·- -, 
73N, i:z::;, S ;:_-;-, NE S'N 

i3N !=ti~ S, 18 NE,SW 

:;::-3N K~E. s :2. ·Nw NE 
r4N. R2E S.32 Nw.Nvi 

42 APOOs 

-12 AP::.JJs 

42AP0Ds 

42 APOOs 

.:2 AFC'Ds 

42 APOOs 
42Ar0:>s 
42 APOOs 

·,:3N, 'R?E, s'~2. Ni1r"~E ·12 APO:ls 
T3N R2E S.16 NW.NW 42 APODs 

'"T3N R2E, S ~. NE'. .• N~ -·4:z AP?Sbs 
r4N R2E S.a2, SW.NW 42· APoci!; 

,:-3N, 'R2E. S iii", sEN'N 42 APCOs 

T~iN' n.2E ·s . ..t.4, SW,1~E"{2 i--0Ds i3N ""E S,24, SW.NE (2 
in Q.Q\ PoDs in Q·O) 

_!3N ~ S.:!Z_, NE~ 
-3N, F::E. S 'J, NE 'NJ 

TiN R2E. S.21. Nw.sF-

<3N. RJE S 29-. SE.J.,E 

T3N R;:E S,J,2, NE}~2 
T3t'<, R2t, s 33, NE~v 

T3N R2E, S:;: NE/<,'J 

T4N. R1e: S:ii, NE-:r;i"w 
T3N~ R:E, S -~ SW:: .'V 

T3N R2t S.9, NE.NW 
T3N, S::'E, S ~ SE,/\.,V 

T"3N R2E, S.10, NW,NW 
Y3N. 'TIE, s·n, N~-'TSE 

T3N, R2E, $ 8, NE}JE 
-SN. ,c:;;2E., s ::2-, SE r~E 

··,=3N, R2E S 7. s'>'i."Sw 
-SN, "'.::E·: S .:2 SE. SE 

TJN R2E S.36. SW.NE 

-3f~i, R'ffS J SE.t,E 

-~:z AP_Q._Cls 
'·2AFT:Js 
42 APODs-

13N. RJE. S . .0:3, sV'~.NW 
T3N, R3E S.29, SE.NE 

42AP:.i;)s 

· 4.zAPObs 
-l2AP0Js 

·42APObs 
J3AP'.":.Ds 

--42APDDs 
. :2 APC<)s 

··42Aiio'Ds 

~2AHJ:Js 

42AP00s 
,.,:2.AF:::JJs 

a, APODs 

81 APOO~ 

81 APo-Ds 

81 ;.r>QOs 

s1 AP6Ds 
a1'1.Poci;'··· 

W '.'1m cit) 1:mitr. cf Bok:r. 

~:v~(n-ci~t~~-~:!$ ~-Sal~ ~-v1~~tY 
w··.·,in ci11 ,imlt~ o' $ob: & ac:;2.~ent tc,,fltory 

Within city Hmitsof Soi-se & adJSCent territory 
w;J;in ci~i-"?(!0 Boi·~.';;'""& vk-;-:"tt ·-·-
'fll1th!n cay nmits of Boise & vic1mty 

V\~in H1-;-City cfBmse·nno sui:;und7r'J ser~c am:: 

uvv1D service Aron 

1W!D Sorvic:r; Area 

UV, ID Ser,;ice At~a 

--_::;w10 Service, A.rea 

UWiD Service Area 
UW!D ~crv1c~-i\rea 

uv\,-!D Service Area 

M.afdEJn Collectors Within c1t·y lirrnt$ of Boise UV~1DSer,1c8>lcu ., 
(3 P20s) 

Mi;Jon c·;,-;~tot::­
{3 i"°O-Ds} 

Me~er, C;;i"eclor;-· 
13 :90s1 
Marden eoiiectorS~· 
(3 ~-ODs} 

s1-Af"o0S-
a1 :..::>oos 

a1 APoDS 

81 APODs 

81 APODS 

81 M?OOs 

81 APDDs 

81 AP6Ds 
81 A:-JOO~ 

81 APODs 
a1-7;6oo'; -
81 APODs 

a1TPoD;-·-· 
S1 APODs 
a1·:e:ooo~-·· 
81 APODs 
81 /\OQ()~··· 

81 A?OD.s. 

B1f.J'?Di 
~1 t.PQDc 
81 APOOs 

81 APOOs 

81 APOD:; 
s1-·APoci· 
81,:'..PODs 

si APociS~­
a1 ;.POD: . 

e1-APoDS 
8i ,\POD~ 

sfAro6S-
81 ,:,pQo:, 

T3N. R2E. s,,NWsw:-Sws"W; s19NE:NE 
. - - --- - -- - -
T'.3'< R2E 317 i, .vsw sws·;: S16 ',ENE 

Within city Ii rn:ts of Boise & vicinity 

W1lhm city!1mits of Boise& vicm1ty 

UV'110$8n1c8Area 
,JWID Servic,, Area 

UvmiServ1c8 Arna 

UWiD Service Aaua 

wilhir cilY"iirn:tS'"Or' Boise & v1Cinity 'Uvv10 Se1,1CS Area 

L', R2t S18 ~~."1NE SWNE UWIC• Service, Area 

r·:ii. R2lfS11 'NWsw:"is'wsW. s1aSW1ii,"SE114;··s1g NE.NE ... Uw1rj"Ser,1C8"io,1ea 

w¥~n ~~-~im,1t~ Bo!~~- vi~!!!:Y _ 
T3~i R2E S27 S 1NNE tJNi/.t !'JES\\' 

Within the boundary of Ovcrinnd Water Co 
v-.~cin i.1·-;~imit;·-;-r ao;;:; & vi~i>~:ty -

Within city Ii mils of Boil.e & vicinity 

wl~in ci½-iimit~·;f ~o:Z~ & v!~~,!ty 

U\l\;I D Ser~·ice A;cn 
UWID Service Area 

U\N!O Service Arna 

JWlD Sctvic:<:: Area 

U\NID Ser,ice Arca 

"";JW1D-Sarvi~Z:.\roo 

W1tnin city limit$ of Boise & vi<:U'Uiy UV/ID Service Area 

WT~in cit~·iim1t;-~1 Bo;~iO'& vi~~ity 1Jw1o~orvi;,;-A,rea 
W1tnfn city iirr.ils of 8o;se & vicinity 1.ANID Service Area 
w~~ln citY!imifr-·cr BD";~l) & vi;;;ity Tiw1o·sorviCri-A.rea .... 
i"3N, R3-c, S19 5vVNE' 8, sEN,v 7 Nt:sW's, NWSE 16· 30 acres JV/10 Service Area 
total, piace of use for domcst1c ana fire protec::tro.i is the same 

~tt,;n c~i}jm1tiif Boiii & v~flity 
W :·,in c1:·/ ilmitc; :::f 80.:ci & vk ·11ly 
Withi~·dly lir~is of Boise --· · -

·~,~\1\~~rv(C_!_Ar~u •. 

: IWI~ 5L:>ryi<:c ti.tea 

UW!D Ser11ioa Area 

i'J.'-. R3!:;. 528 SC.NE 16, s'wr...,·. 02: S29 NE.SE 5. L5 a~tas 101ii UW!C 5ervfc& ArM 
S29NENE, SENE. NWNW SWNW. NESE:doniesitc 

lfi J.:-1in It:~ ;;ity lm,.ts of 5o-ise ur.d for C.owen ~ 1eld A.rµort 

with:n theC1ty li"1it~ oiBo:~e \Ind 1or Gowef1F1e1d Aif?C,t 
V',,:ninc,11 ;1mits cJfBo·~e 

Wii'i,:1n citYOr BoiH 
VI' :hin c,ty of fk·,);Q enc i:urrourv:J1ng cc:rv1ce u:oa 

wilh:1; citVi1m1ls-Ot Boise f;. viCil1i\J' 

Vv :·-,inc,:y:imits ::,f8o:,:;e &vi~ '1:IY 
Within cityl1m1tS0f Boise & vidllfty 

C1:, of 8.:, ,:;ean.J Jicin t1 

Within city l!m1l$ of Boise 

If.' l'1inc1:1 eimit:; uff3o 

'JWJD Sorvic.u Area 

··uv110 Service Area 

JWID Sarvk:L Area 

UWID Serv1CB-Area 

JWID Sarvicl Area 

"Uw10Serv1ce"-Aroa 

JW!D Setvl::.r., Area 

-'i:i"v11DServ1ce'Aroa""' 
1JWIC Sorvit::(; Area 

·uw1D'Ser,1C8.Area 
·JW10 Scrvicr., Area 

UNID Service An:ia 

uw1C Serv-:-c Are7: 

UW!r'J Serv::c Are,, 

UWIO Service Area 

Uwrfi" Servf~ Are:1 

U\ViD Se~v1ce .Area 
.,. uwrS Seiv~o Ate7:' 

UWIO Service Aroe 

-·- Uwio Service ArOII 

UW1J Serv,:0 Are:i 

_, iJwlO Servlce Aro& 

llw10 Service Area 

UWID Service Are&· 

UW ~· Ser1;,~,o Are;:i 

UWIO Sentice Araa 

Uw10 S~rvice Aroa 

UW!J Serv :o AreJ 

UWIO SElrVic8 Aroa 

UW,D Serv :c Are;:; 

Li\'V1D Ser11ice Aroe 
uwlri Serv;;;~ Are,1 

LWID ServlCEI Araa 

uwio Sen~e Are;:i 

UW10 Service Area 
·uw~ ServT~e Are·; 

UW 1LJ Service Are.a 

-· UW!Q Ser~e Ar~ 
l!'w'.'J D ~rv :·u Ar1tc1 
UWIO Service Araa 

1/1--17131 

1/1•12/31 

1H2/J1 

111-~2/31 

11"-12/31 
1/1-12131 
e;:'.i'-121'ii" 

1/1-12/31 

1 ·1-121::1 

111:12131 

1/1-12/31 

111-12~1· 
i 1-12131 

1i1~12/31 

1,n.12131 
1 ~ -121:: 1 

111-12131 

1,1.12131 

11·-12,21 

111-12/31 

11-12/s· 
1/1.12131 

1/1~12131 
~ 1-12/~1 

111-12131' 

1,1:i2!31 - 111-12,31 -

1 1-12131 1 1-12/~~ 

1/1-12/31 111-i:?/31 

111-12/31 1 1-12/31 

1,1~12131 1,1.12131 

-;";"1"-12i31 71-12131 
1/1-12131 1/1-12131 

111-12/31 :i:-;·.12/31 
,,~-12,31 1i1-12i31 1,1-12/31 

·t11-1:'31 1i"1-12/31 1,1·-1w1 
t/~-12,31 & 1;1.12,31 111-~2131 
3/~5-11115 

~t.-J~1, Id:.~~~ !!\·_:~!~ 
1!1-1~ 11 __ 1/1::_~2,31 H 1-_!2L31 

1/1-1?)31 1/1-12/31 111-12/31 

4/15-iG110. ·;,1.12..11 "i.1-12/31 
1/1-12/30 

UW.DServ1~0AtE;C. 111-1,31 :,1-12,,::1 1.1··12/:!1 

uwio·Ser~e Ar8a -11~-12,~1 1/1-12.ii-i ffl-12131 
UWDSer\,:eArc:i "./1-1; 31 111-12,Jl 11-12/:J; 

·· 1,1-12131 11·1.12/31" 

UW JSen1:::cArco 1/1-12.31 111-12,31 i 1-12/~i 

uwlD Ser'lfe NOit 
UW,DSer~·,wArtl,., 

uw!D ·service Are& 

UW•D Ser~1~0 Art.:, 

uwID Service ArOO 

Uw D Sen ,u:i Arc, 

--1,1.12/31 
1.11-1231 

1/1.12/31 
111-1.:::31 

-~1i1-12/3"1 
111-:..1:., 31 

1/1-12131' 
111;,·2,31 

111-12/31' 
1'1-12.31 

171-12/31 
1/1-12 J1 

111·.12131 
1 H2/31 

111·-12131 
1 1-12/31 

1/1.12131" 

1 1-12/:31 

L1conse 

Liconse 

License 

license 

Liconse 

Licanse 

ucanse 
UCE.'1$0 

License 

Liconse 

licE:rso 

L1canse 

licerso 

License 

LiCE'":30 

License 

l1cc·1sa 

Ucanse 
uce'>se 
Ucanse 

~~:~~ 
~ic~·:s[!_ 
Licoose 

LicE.:1~e 

License 

Lictr'se 

Lteense 

License 

license 

dct.-r:se 

LteenSE:: 

Uct.nsa 

Lrcense 

Licc.:1:;a 

Pattie: Decrt!c 

P1:Ytial Dc:ioo 

p;;1ra1oz;~ 
Pariia; Decree 

P8itif¾1 Decree -

PcJr!1a! D,.: rOO 
r&rtiol o9C:rL'C 

Partin' Decree 

Pa'1ia! Decree 
P,;:.·t1al Decree 

P8riio1 Decree 

- Partla~ Dectl'.l; 
Pzrt1al Dcc:,ree 

Partial Decrea 

PJ·tial 0[:ree 

Partia> Decree 

P7'i"ial c"Zcree 

Parti,a! DKree 
p;r!'ia! o-;~:"ree 
Parti.::il Decr09 
p;rtiai D~a:roo 

Patt1ai Decree 

~~La_1,q~r~ 
_f:lcd1!IC•::sr_~ 

Perti.'.li Decrc-e 

Fa.11a! Decree 

P.::rttal Daicree 

P8fii.i! Decree 
P,:i:!1a! D+.:.crae 

Partial !Jecree 

P,;:i;t1al C:8:ree 

Pa"rtio1 Deeree 
F-mt(flj Or.;:ree 

P'i;tw1Decr€-e 
Po~tia! ·oc:::ree 

P8ri.iai Decree 
P.:irtia! Lv~ree 

':::DJ 

lab J 

TanJ 

TabJ 
;:;bJ 
TabJ 

f8bJ 

TabJ 

"abJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

l;:ibJ 

TabJ 

Teb.J 
-ubJ 

Tab J 

TabJ 

Tab J 
T;:ibJ 

Tab j 
T;bJ 
IabJ 
T:i-bJ 

labJ 

TabJ 

Tl'lbJ 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ye-; 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

1·8$ 
Yes 

Yes 

·ves 

Ye-; 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
---yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

ves 
···yes 

Yes 

No 

-·-ves·· 
Yes 

\-es 
Yes 

--vcs 
Yes 

Y~s 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Y~s 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ves 

··-Yos 

Yes 

·Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
v.;s 
Yes 
Yes 

---Yes 

Yes 
--·-Yes .. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

• No 

Y,s 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yos 

Yes 

1 
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Right 
Number 

63-07641 

63-07658 

63-07896 

63-07979 

63-07998 

63-08011 

63-08059 

63-08236 

63-08248 

SJ.08265 

63-08385 

63-08405 

63-08432 
63-08635 

63-08990 

63.09087 

63-09106 

63-09147 

63-09198 

63-09199 

63-09204 

63-09205 

63-09219 

63-09223 

63-09384 

63-09671 

63-09855 

63-10150 

SJ.10386 

63-10391 

63-10405 

63-10533 

63-10569 

63-10688 

63-10862 

63-11034 

63-11068 

6J.11090A 

63-11118 

63-11232 

63-11384 

63-11385 

Source 

GW 
GW 
GW 
GW 

GW 

GW 

GW 
GW 
GW 

GW 
GW 

GW 

GW 
GW 

GW 
GW 
GW 

GW 
GW 

GW 

GW 
GW 
GW 
GW 
GW 

GW 
G\",J 

GW 

GW 
GW 

GW 
GW 
GW 
GW 

GW 

GW 
GW 
GW 
GW 

GW 

GW 

GW 

Priority Purpose of Use as 
as of 2012 of 2003 

(in brackets if 
different than (for IMAP rights) 

2003) 

8/17/1972 

1/811973 

11/1311973 

5/13/1974 

6/25/1974 

7/18/1974 

11/12/1974 

11/28/1975 

1/2/1976 

2123/1976 

11/6/1977 

1/12/1977 

2/10/1977 
8/17/1983 

7/19/1977 

11/25/1977 

1/23/1978 

6/611978 

112/1979 

1/3/1979 

1/9/1979 

1/9/1979 

3/20/1979 

4/3/1979 

5/27/1980 

2/25/1981 

12/23/1981 

7/1/1983 

9/19/1986 

11/14/1986 

3/17/1987 

9/9/1987 

2/5i1988 

8115/1988 

7/18/1989 

10/22/1989 

1111711989 

112111990 

21111996 

2/1211990 

8m199o 

Domestic 

Municipal 

Domestic 

Irrigation, 
Domestic, Fire 

Protection 

Irrigation, 
Domestic, Fire 

Protection 

Domestic Fite 
Protection 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Irrigation, 
Domestic, Fire 

Protection 

Domestic 

Domestic 

Irrigation, 
Domestic, Fire 

Protection 

Municipal 
Irrigation. 

Domestic. Fire 
Protection 
Municipal 

Municipal 

Domestic, Fire 
Protection 

t~unicipal 

Municipal, Fire 
Protection 

Municipal, Fire 
Protection 

J\1unicipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Irrigation 
Domestic, Fire 

Protection 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Irrigation 

Municipal 

Irrigation, 
Domestic, Fire 

Pro!ection 
Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Purpose of 
Use as of 

2012 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 
Municipal 

Municipal 

Municlpal 

Munfcipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

.~1-unic)pa) 

Municipal 

Municipal 

J\1unicipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Purpose of Use 
sought in IMAP 

Relaunch 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Munidpal 

Municipal 

Mumcipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 
Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

~iunicil')SI 

Municipal 

Municipal 

Municipal 

CFS 
as of 2003 

(for IMAP 
rights) 

2 00 

1 06 

0 25 

2 00 

1 27 

3.00 

057 

363 

1 57 

2 37 

049 

2 OD 

1 78 
0 89 

4 00 

340 

1 12 

4 00 

2.45 

312 

4 00 

4 00 

2 23 

4 23 

1 00 

2 12 

3.34 

0 48 

111 

0 30 

1 56 

0 52 

1 78 

2 00 

1 44 

2 74 

2 79 

1.73 

2 78 

2 83 

3,12 

2 58 

CFS CFS AFA 
as of sought in as of 2003 
2012 IMAP 

Relaunch (for IMAP 
rights) 

181 00 

AFA 
as of 
2012 

2 00 

1 06 

0 25 

2.00 

2 00 

1 06 

025 

1 75 1268 00 1268.00 

1 27 

300 

0 57 

363 

1 57 

2 37 

049 

2 00 

1 78 
0 89 

4 00 

340 

112 

4 00 

2 45 

312 

4 00 

4 DO 

2 23 

4 23 

1 00 

212 

3 34 

0 48 

111 

0 30 

1 56 

0 52 

1 78 

2.00 

1 44 

2 74 

2 79 

1 73 

2 78 

2.83 

312 

2 58 

0 91 

0 38 

0 57 

3,63 

1,16 

2 37 

0 25 

1 82 

1 78 
0 15 

4 00 

3 40 

1.12 

4 00 

2 45 

312 

4 OD 

4 00 

2 23 

4 23 

058 

212 

3 34 

0 08 

111 

0 09 

1 56 

0 52 

1 78 

2 00 

1 44 

2 74 

2 79 

0 52 

2:78 

2 83 

3 12 

2 58 

658 00 658 00 

276 00 276.00 

843 30 843 30 

182 40 18240 

1320 00 1320,00 

106 20 106 20 

420 00 420 00 

5610 5610 

62 40 6240 

376 40 376 40 

Exhibit C to United Water's Statement Updating and Explaining the IMAP Relaunch (Aug. 14, 2012) 

AFA 
sought in 

IMAP 
Relaunch 

UWID's Water Rights (excluding water bank rentals and short term leases) 

Original well or 
diversion name 

(for IMAP rights) 

Original POD(s) 

(for water rights with system­
wide APOO conditions) 

Hidden vai'tey E-states T2N-, R1E, S 3, SE,SE 

Bah H~i #·1 T3N. R1E, S 3, SE,NE 
Five ~1ile Estaies IN T3N. R-1E, S 27, N\\l,sE 

Hidden Valiey-E-siaies T.2N, 'R1E, s 3. NEs~\I 
#2 

Five Mile Estates W T3N, R1E. S.27, SE,NE 
#2 

Countryman Estates T3N, R1E, S.23, SE,NW 

Willow Lane #3 T4N, R2E, S 32 SW,NW 

Centennial T3N, R2E, S,25. NW.SE 

Victory T3N, R1 E, S 27, NE,NE 

Brookhol!ow No 1 T3N. R1E, S.15. SE NE 

Barber #1 T3N, R3E, S 29. SE,NE 

Hidden Valley Estates T2N. R1E, S 3, SE,SE 
#1 

Sunset Wesi #1 T3N, R1E, S 36. NE,SE 
Sherman Oaks T3N, R1E. S 23, sE. SE 

Cole T3N, R1E, S 24 NE,SE 

Country Squire T3N, R1E, S 23, NW,NW 

Paradise North T3N, R1E, S 15, NE.SE 

Swift #1 T3N, R2E, S 30, SW,SE 

Five Mile West #12 T3N, R1E, S 27, NW.SW 

Lo Grange T3N. R1E, S 34 NE SW 

Joplin 

Settlers 

Logger 

Amity 

l!z.asoWell 

Maple Hrns #1 

Frontier 

Barber #1 

Barber #2 

T4N R1E S 27, NW.SW 

T4N R1E. S 35. NE,NW 

T3N R2E, S 24, SW.NW 

T3N, R1E. S 36, NW,NE 

T3N, R1E S 15, SE.SW 

T3N, R1E. S.14, NE NE 

T4N R1E. S.34, NE,SW 

T3N. R3E, S.29, SE,NE 

T3N. R3E, S.28, SW ,NW 

Marden {well) T3N, R2E, S.14, SE.NE (lot 7) 

Overland Estates T3N, R1E, S 15 SW.SW 

River Run 

Cartwright 

JR Flat 

Sw;ft#2 

Bergeson 

Mac 

Clinton 

Floating Feather 

Cassia 

Hope 

HP 

Market 

T3N, R2E, S 24 SW,SE 

T4N, R2E, S 27, NW.SE 

T2N, R2E, S 2, NW,NW 

T4N. R2E, S.30, SW.SE 

T3N R2E, S 26, NW.NE.SE 

r3N, R2E-, sj2 NW,NW 

T3N R2E S 8 NE.SW 

T4N. R1E, s 5, sE.sW 
r3N, R2E. s. 16, NE,SE 

T3N, R1E, s 9, SE.NE 

T4N. R1E, S 27, SE.NE 

i"3N, R2E, s 35, NE NW 

POO(s) as of 2012 

12 APODs 

42 APODs 

12 APODs 

12AP0Ds 

12AP0Ds 

12 APODs 

42AP0Ds 

42 APODs 

12 APODs 

12 APODs 

T3N R3E, S 28, SW.NW 
T3N, R3E. S 29. SE,NE 

12 A-POcis 

42 APODs 
12AP0Ds 

42 APODs 

12 APODs 

12 APODs 

42 APODs 

12 APODs 

12 APODs 

42 APODs 

42 APOOs 

42 APODs 

42APODs 

12 APODs 

42 APODs 

42 APODs 

T3N, R3E, S 29, SE,NE 

T3N, R3E S 28, SW,NW 

PODS sought in 
IMAP Relaunch 

81 APODs 

81 APOOs 

81 AP0Ds 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 AP0Ds 

81 APODs 
81 APOOs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 AP0Ds 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 AP0Ds 

81 AP0Ds 

81 AP0Ds 

81 APODs 

T3N, R2E, S.14, SE.NE (lot 7) 81 AP0Ds 

12 APODs 

T3N R2E. S 24, SW.SE 

T4N, S 27 NW.SE 

T2N, S 2, NW,NW 

T4N, R2E, S 30 SW.SE 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

T3N, R2E S 26, NW NE-5E 81 AP0Ds 

T3N, R2E, S 32, NW.NW 

T3N, R2E S 8, NE SW 

T4N, R1E. s 5, SE.SW 

T3N. R2E. S.16, NE.SE 

T3N, R1E. S.9, SE NE 

T4N, R1E, S 27, SE,NE 

T3N, R2E, S 35, NE,NW 

81 APODs 

81 APODs 

81 AP00s 

81 APODs 

81 APOOs 

81 APODs 

81 APOOs 

Original Place of Use Place of Use as of 2012 Place of Use sought in Original Period of Period of Current basis 
Use as of Use sought (or basis prior IMAP Relaunch Period of 

(for IMAP rights) 

T2N, R1E S3 SWSE. SESE UWID Service Area 

Within city Ii.mils a{ Baise uW10 Service Area 

r3N. R1E, S27 NV,iSE UWID Service Area 

T2N. R61E, S2 SW1!4, SwsE. S3 NENW, SENW, NESW, UWID Service Area 
NWSW, SESW. SE1/4, S10 NENE, SENE, S11 NWNE, NW1/4 

T3N, R1-E, s21 SWNE, SENE,NEsE, NWsE UWID Service Area 

T3N,R1E, S23 NW1/4 UWI D Service Area 

Within city limits of Boise UWID Service Area 

City of Boise UW!D Service Area 

T3N, R1E, S22 SWSE 20, SESE 20: S27 NENE 32. SWNE 32, UW!O Service Area 
SENE 32. NESE 32. NWSE 32, 200 acres total 

T3N, R1E, S15, NWNE SWNE, SENE UW1D Service Area 

T3N, R3E, $28 SWNW, NWSW, S29 SENE NESE (152 homes) UWID Service Area 

T2N, R-1E, s2 Nw-Nw 7, SWNW 7, NESW 7, NwSW 7, swsw UWID Service Area 
7, SESW 7, T2N< R1E, S3 NENW 7, SWNW 7, SENW 2, NESW 
7, NWSW 2. SESW 4, SWSE 7, SESE 7, T2N, R1 E, S10 NENE 
3, T2N, R1E. S11 NENW 5, NWNW 7, 100acrestotal, place of 
use same for domestic and fire protection 

T3N, R1E. S31 NE 1/4 S35 NW1/4 
T3N. R1E, SEC 23 SWSE 6, SESE 8, 14 acres total 

Within Boise Water Corp" 

T3N, R1E S23, NW1/4 

T3N, R1E, S15 NESE, NWSE 

City of Boise and adjacent area 

T3N, R1E-, S22 SWSE, SESE. S27 NENE, SWNE, SENE 
NESW, NWSW, NESE, NWSE 

T3N R1E, S2 NENW, SENW, SW1/4, S3 NENW, SENW 
NESW, SE 1/4, S34 NESW 

Within Boise Water Corp. service area 

Within Boise Water Corp. service area 

Within the limits of the Boise Water Corp. Service Area 

UWID Service Area 
UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWIO Service Area 

UWIO Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWI D Service Area 

UW!D Service Area 

UWlD Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

Within the limits of the Boise Water Corp Service Area UWlD Service Area 

T3N, R1E, S15 NESW 20. SESW 20, 40 acres total. place of use UW1D Service Area 
for domestic and fire protection same as for irrigation 

Within city limits of Boise 

Within city limits of Bo:se 

T3N, R3E, S28 NWNW, SWNW, S29 NENE, SENE 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

Within city limits of Boise UWID Service Area 

T3N, R1E, S15, SWSW 8 Acres total, place of use for irrigation UWID Service Area 
and domestic is same as for irrigation 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWI D Service Area 

UW!D Service Area 

UW!O Service Area 

UW!D Service Area 

UWJD Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 
UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWI D Service Area 

UWI D Service Area 

UW!D Service Area 

UWlD Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWJD Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

UWID Service Area 

Within city limits of Boise UWID Service Area UWID Service Area 

With:n city limits of Boise UW!D Service Area 

Within city hmits of Boise Within city limits of Boise UWID Service Area 

Within the city limits of Boise and the surrounding service area Withm the city limits of Boise and UWID Service Area 
the surrounding service area 

Within the city limits of Boise and the surrounding service area Within the city limtts of Boise and UW!D Service Area 
the surrounding service area 

Within the Boise Water Corp. service area 

Within the Boise Water Corp, service area 

Wiithin United Water Idaho's municipal service area 

Within the Boise Water Corp 

Within the Boise Water Corp 

Wiithin United Waler Idaho's 

Within the city limits of Boise and the surrounding area served by With)n the city limits of Boise and 
Boise Weter Corp the surrounding area served by 

Boise Water Corp 

UW!O Service Area 

UW!O Service Area 

UWJO Service Area 

UW!D Service Area 

Within city limits of Boise Wilhm city !imtts of Boise UWJD Service Area 

Within the city limits of Boise and the surrounding service area Within the city limits of Boise and UWlD Service Arca 
the surrounding service area 

Wfthin the Boise Water Corp. service area Within the Boise Water Corp UWID Service Area 

Use 2012 in IMAP to decree, if 
Relaunch any) 

{for IMAP 
rights) 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12131 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12i31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 
4/1-10/31 

1/1-12/31, 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 
4/1-10/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31, 1/1-12/31 111-12/31 
4/1-10/31 

1/1-12131 1/1-12131 1/1-12131 

1/1-12/30 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

111-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 
3/1-10/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 
1/1-12/31, 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 
3/15-11115 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

111-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12i31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1·/1-12/31 111-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

111-12/31 1/M2/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12131 111-12/31 

1/1-12/31, 1/1-12/31 1/1-12131 
4/1-10/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

3/15-11/15, 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31, 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 
3/15-11!15 

1/1-12(31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 111-12/31 111-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

111-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 1/1-12/31 

License 

license 

License 

license 

License 

license 

license 

License 

license 

License 

license 

license 

License 
license 

license 

license 

license 

license 

License 

license 

license 

license 

License 

license 

license 

license 

license 

License 

license 

License 

license 

License 

license 

License 

license 

license 

license 

license 

License 

License 

license 

license 

SRBA status 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decroo 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 
Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decroo 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decroo 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decroo 

Partial Decroo 

Partial Decree 

Partial Decree 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SR BA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Post-SRBA 

Included in 
2003 IMAP? 
J=Ucenses 
K=Permits 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

Tab J 

TabJ 

Tab J 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 
TabJ 

TabJ 

Tab J 

Tab J 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

Tab J 

Tab J 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

TabJ 

Included in 
IMAP 

Relaunch? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

1nuwm 
portfolio in 

2012? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yas 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yas 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Foot­
notes 

Page 2 



Rfght 
Number 

63-' 1558 

63-1~i9so 

63-.11951 

53-1 ·~90 

63-1:-'C,43 

63-19456 

Source Priority Purpose of Lisa .as 

GW 

G.'./ 

ow 

as of 2012 of 2003 
{inbrnckets if 

: dfffonint than, {fQI' IMAP rights) 
. 2003) 

6/2., ;991 
10114/19:12 

1:J/1-411932 

1/2i 1993 

7/23 1993 

3/3111953 

t.1unic ;:.JI 

Muri1Cipe1 

Municipal 

Dcrnesk Fire 

-~roto~~n 
r.1unk p31 

Mun:eip&ll 

Purpose of 
Uae as of 

2012 

t.'.rlicipJ 

MUn:c1pal 

Do:"8Slic, f ,e 
Protection 
t,'-riicipcJ 

Mun:c1pal 

Purpose of use 
sought in IMAP 

Rolaunc.h 

t,.1"J"1icipti 

Munic,pJ!I 

Munic·pai 

f\.t.,rdcipo 

CFS 
.as of2003 

{forlMAP 
rights} 

'2 G! 

2.30 

0.85 

1 fJO 

,: ·16 

A 50 

1.60 

CFS CFS AFA 

as of sought in as of 2003 
2012 !MAP 

26i 

2 30 

0 85 

1 EC 

Relaunch i (for iMA? 
rights) 

2:,o 

0.65 

"'" 

1.60 

AFA 

••of 
2012 

624 IJJ 

AFA 
sought In 

IMAP 
Relaunch 

UWID's Water Rights (excluding water bank rentals and short term leases) 

Origln.'.11 well or 
dlvcnslon m"me 

(for fMAP rights) 

F.,k -

Taggart t.!2 

Ovanand 

Ter;n1le 

Raptor 

Original POD($) 

(for wat~r rights with systom• 
wide APOD conditions) 

'2N R.2~., 5 E SE.St 

T3N R2E, s2i: NE}JE 

i3N RlE S 19, NE.NW 

-2N, R1 •.:., S.1C: SE,N~ 

'~'N,R::.E,S.17' SE,t~~ 
T2N R2E, S 17, N\/'/,NW 

T2N. R2~. S.21 NE,1'."lJ 
i.2N R2E. S 22., NW,NE 

Twenty-Se'iOnth T3N- R2£, S 4, sW.sw 
-3N, R:T., S S NE.N\\' 

T3N R2E S 9, SE NW 

T3N, RZE. s.1n NW nw 

POD(s) <1S of 2012 

<3N, R:, Sc sE:sr: 
T3N, R2E. s 2f NE.NE 

13N R2E, S 19, NE,NIN 

T:::N, R:-'C, S, 17 SE,~ 
T2N R2E S 17, NW,NW 
T?N. R2~, s :r NE.~W 
i 2N R2E., S 22. NW ,: ... E 

T1N. R;E, s.1-e NEN°FsE 
,,N. R2£, s.cc. swscSE 

43 AP00c 

PDDsscuijhl in 
!MAP Relaonch 

81 APODs 

e1 AP6Ds 

81 APODs 

81 1,-:ioos 

Original Place of Use Place of Use as of 2012 Placo of Uso sought in Original Porlod of Poriod of Current basis 
Use us of UH sought (or basis prior IMAP Relaunch Period or 

(for IMAP rights• 

Wit·.:n the c tyltrn ts of E_,.:se a,,J the foJrroun;I ng ser ,ice arc::i ,'nthin i-,,, city, mils c,' BO:s..:: Llnd vW10 Service: Area 

vl/tthir'l th,tciiy iu-niis or Boise and lh" Urounding s.ivlce area or Wiih:n iiie c11Yli1T1:15 Oi'iSo:5e and . ·uw1DS(rnC8 Area--
Un tc:d Wri·cr ldar1:; t·1e sur'::i,..mdir,'l s.erv1:::e: aroo :::f 
Within !he c1ly '.imlb of Bome and the surrounding service area of W1th:n the c\ty 11mi\s of Boise and 
L}nl!~ ~'fa!er Idaho _ !he surn::,uridii:,, servk'e afea cf 
T3i'> R1E S15-N\'i1/4, S16N~· 4 ~3N: Ft::E, SE "'IW1 4 S16 ~~E1/4 

Wit~--n the c:ty lirr~; of Ei::::searJ the .'.:~Tour.c rig arc:J 
sorved ny United Water Idaho 

,'.'1thln 'h! ser, ~o arcJ of U•; :ed 
Weter Idaho generally desr.ibed as 
tt-e e1t;r !imtls cf 801s.c noo 
:;.irrounJ;ng si..ro'ice !l:eo 

\"!ilhm ~n ser-.~e ar~ oi ur'!ea 
·Nater ,::.iho, (;~nera!iy desc..bod as 
the city lim,ts of 80159 and 
s~rrour-:1,119 su 11ce 0'83 

UWI D Service Area 

UW!C Servi~e Area 

UWlC Servi:c Aroo 

Within !h+S CitY o,f Bo;sc end :,urroundMng tervice nrca Wilh,n the scrvict,area cf United U'./VIO Si:.:rviCe A•ca 
'.'.'n!er 'daho, '.wnerar i desc:::-,:id as 
Uta city umTts ol Boise af'ld 
surrounding service area 

""" 
fforlMAP 

rights) 

2012 in IMAP lo dec:r1Jo, if 
Relaunch any) 

"1 .121::1 1 , .. 12,::1 111-12/3~ Lic:er5e 
-·'i.1cenff 1/1-12/31 1/1.,2,31 1/1-12,·31-

111-12/31 111-12/31 License 

1'1-12/:01 Licen:,o 

1 1-12/3' 11'·12/31 Licer::,e 

S~BAstatus 

F~st-SRe1A 
flOSt-sRBA 

F>ost-SRBA 

lncluciod in Included in 
2003 IMAP? IMAP 
J=L1conse:s Relaunch? 
K=Permits 

Tab J 

hbJ 

iabJ 

Yes 

Yes 

'fo 

Ye::; 

In UVVIO 
portfolio In 

2012? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Foot­

"°"'' 

3 B 

~I~@~" T771WIWft~ P\IPHIIMl1911f~Rtt11rff~ 
63-'C345 G':i 101:r:::, 198~ trrr;:i: on, L:imesl c h:iat1oc; r...'J·1ic:!p.:; 2 00 1 7::' :1 54 393 JO V.'J"m Sv 1ngs 1.'esa TJN R.'.:'=', S.2.: NE.S.'/.NE 'TJN. R~='-, S .2_.; NE,S ,V,NF 81 Ar-'00!; T3"-i R3E ~19 ~J .YNE. SWSE: SENE NEN\'> SW~J·:/. SE~~w, TJN, R::>'::. S1S NWt~::: NEMV, UWIC· $ervLe Are<i 1 1~121,:1 ~ 1-12/:;i 1, '.-12/31 Ucefl:·,e P:;:;t-SR8A T.Jh K ies Yes 

63-11878 

€3-12140 

63-12.192 

63-12310 

I- -· 
' 63-"'.:'362 

63--12424 

tJ...12432 

63-12463 .. 

63-12506 

sJ..,2515 

63-" .:'552 

ow 
ow 

GW 

GW 

GW 

GW 

GW 

ow 
GW 

GwV 

C:,,'J 

Fire Prolect,on Domestic, Fire #1. lt2, end #3 (lot 2) 3P0Ds {lot 2) 3P0Ds Nf:SW NWSW, 67 acr8$ lot.al $WNW, SENW, NESW, NWSW 3/15-11/15 3/16·11115 

6115/1992 

10/19/1994 

3/3111995 
\8/fJ2002l 

1/1'?'1996 
(812::.2001, 

:1~1995 

9/:!~'1996 

1213/19gf·- Domestic" F ,re .... 

1130/1998 

711311998 

~/1511 ggg 

11,,·3·199,:, 

~rotc::cn 

·-·!\.1unicipa1 

M~nieip.."li 

M,miCil)aJ 

Municipal 

Municip,-:;l 

F'r<:-tecti'.'.i"1 S24 SENE tic! :i)· 25f home::; and 

r.fun:c,pal 

Mun1c1pal 

Municipal 

Municipal Munic:pa1 

Mur11c:pal 

Municipal 

2~27 

099 

2480 .... 24 80 

3.90 3 90' 3,90 

4.90 

3.50 

500 

3~0 

C 38 

iSo 

300 

0.30 

3.50 

4.00 

3 20 3.20 

3 50 3,50 

5 00 5.00 

30'; 

222 222 

4 50 4 50 

D 30· ··o.3o 

-..oo 

52{) 00 52000 

i90.5o 
:~and ·,-,000:::.-;;.2 

Reowood creek 

T4N. R1E, s 15· N'1V.Sw ;J0, .. 5} 
-:-..;N R:E., S 21, NW,NM llo:4) 

T4N, R1E, s.··rsv,.NW (toi2) 

Mff;don Sij;face-~ter TjN, R2E, S 1'4· SE.Ni=. (lot 7\ 
in::..ke 

renm11e T2N A.2E, s 17, SE,NE 
R.Jptor T:SN,R:'c::.s.1,- NW','N 

Plc.:J$8nl Vnlley T2N R2E, S 21, NE,NW 

P1~:'eer 

Tenm1,e 
T::'N, R'.7:C,:, S 2'.': NW ",E. 

T2N R2E, S 17, SE,NE 
Rcptor ··;:_•N, R~·E. S ~-, NW IJ'N 

Pleasant Valley T2N R2E. $ 21, N(:.,NW 
p·:;·1eer 

McMman 

T~N. R?E S ?;" NW U~ 

T4N R1E S 28, SW.SW 

f.1wling Feather 14N R1E S 5, SE SW 

14N R1E. S 7, SW NW (lot 2} 
~N. R?E, s.::ff SE s~ (lot·~-;-

s,;~::V1ng' - T<iN. R~'V. s ~. N~Sw 
Foxtai! 141': RWV. S.24, SW,SE 

F;~all T4r-... R~rv, s 11, sWSE 

CoVEln;;yP!ace #1 and T2N. R2W, s 10, NtiSE 
>2 

fsla"1cTWooct~#1 T4N R1E, S. ii, NW,Sw (I~) 

:.land::ood5t~2 ~4N~.~~:::._§21 NJ,'t.'Wjic-:4) 
Flo;ting -F~nth8f - T4N R1E, S,5, SE SW 
~edwcJc)d Cree~ -4N R'E, S 7 SW,NN (!ot T1 

Cwrriagc Hill 2 T3N R2W, S.31, NE.SE 
Carr:',:;$ Hil' J TJN, R::'N, S NI/." '3E 

Barber #1 
Bor~-·tlr #2 

T3N R3E S,29, SE:,NE 
T3N. R'::. s ::::; sw ·,w 

6ovE1n;ryPl,a:.:e #1 and T2N R2W S.10 NW.SE 
"2 

Spurwing 
Foxta:! 

Oan.:,,;in#' 

14N R1V'J S,23, NE.SW 
T4N_. R1W, S ?4, SW SE 

2N, F~1'/V, S 1 ·, NV, ~-JW 

T4N, R-ie, s.16· Nii'sw (loi'- a1 AJ:'OOs 

T•tN RlE. S 1C, SW,SW 
T4N, RTE, s.'f'"'sw,'i,-,W (,ot- 81 APoos--

T3N. R2E, s_14 SE.~ 0011, T3N R2E S 14, 
SE ~,l'Z (IOI T_. 

T2N R2E, S.17, S[,NE 8'\ APOos-·-
- ZN, R::r.:, S. 1 -,- NW '\W 

T2N R2E, S.21, NE,NW 

7~N. R:E:, S.:::::: NW ~JE 

T2N R2E s.17, SE,NE 
'2N. R:1 ,:':, S.17 NW '\W 

T2N A2e 5.21, NE,NW 

T::?N. R::'r:, S ;:-; NW "iE 

T4N R1E S.28, SW,SVV 81 APOJs 

T4N R1E, S.5, SE SW 81 AP-OJs 

14N R1E S,7, SW ,NW {tot 

TZ1N. R2S. s -~i2 SE.Sf (1011' 81 ~Doot· 

'T4N. R:VN. s·:F~, NF"Sw . 81 Trioo;-· 
14N. R1W S.24 SW.SE 

~4N, R'PN, s'2.1, s\f!SE 81 ADous-·· 

-T4N RiE. s 16. NW-:Sw (iOt 
14N, H.'E. S :..'' NV\ 1,JW (kl 
T4N R1E. S,s, sE.sw- -- 81 AP0os 
T4N. R"S, S 7 SW 10·.V (!o'. 

21 
'fiw R2vv.S31 sE°ijE: 

TSN R2W. S.31, NE,SE 
-3N, R:W, S :J'. NV.' SE 

T3N R3£. s.29, SE,N£ 
-3N. R3S, S SW '~W 

r2N R2W- s.10. Nw.s{ 

s1AP00S 

i4N RhN S,23. ~E.SW 81 A?DDs 
T4N R1W, S 24, SW SE 
T2N, R'N, S '1 1 NV, NW 

Within theC1ty 1imiis of Boite und 'the su·rroundirlg .'.lre& 

se·'1t.:d by nited '.'/ater l<Jaho 

;Nithii-, t119Ciiy-1;ffli$ ~i-Boite ufki'.tho ·surtoundirig uiU 
se; ,cd by , Jr1i!ed ':.'ater :,_!aho 

53 acres W'thi;i 71 acrn PPL 

Wi1nm·~ ser¥ke are?.'o: u;;itec 

Within tt\6 serV'iCe area' o!' united 

C\ty 11m'its ot e;'ise a~ the a;;,a of .. u.vi6'Servi~ Area 
:crtific..1:1on 
Wi1n1nlhe c1tYlim.ts OT So1S8-iu1d UWIO Service .Area 
~crved cy Uni!c:1 Wa•.u ldak: 

Wi't'h:r~Ule c11Vlirn:1s 'OfBo':de"-and -- UWIO Service Arca. 
·-crved '"'Y United Wstu !dah 

Within the city limits of Boi$e nnd the surrour1ding 5erYke area Within lhe city lirr.;ls of Sobe e~d LNVID Service Area 

Cert1fica!ed Area 

Tllll.l RtV/ 524 S'.VSE 

\'Vithin lha Ci!Y Hmits -;f ao'1se and Iha surrounding !lt88 

Cc 0 '.:fic:etv1 Are.1 

Within theScrv1C8 .Aro:iOf the Berber Weter Corp 

!l'n surrnundir,g !".ervk:o aren 

UWID ~rvtce Area 

T4N, p1•.JV. s?~ SW.SF UvV!C Servi~!:! Are;:i 

Within the-~rvicc nrea of United­
'tJa!er ·bho 

uwiO Service Arc8 

W1tn111 the service area of Un.iteci Water !dnho v\iithin lhe se<vice area of lm!led U'/VIU Service Area 

Th·:-: plec:l: cl use:; 'S ioca!s·.J neor <Lina ':dh"in t·<J oon-conhg.,ous 
5arYicc mea cf United Weter Idaho 

•--•' _,c-- - ~,c ~ 

111-12/31 V1w12131 1/1•12/31 

1/1w12/31 

1/1.12/31 

1/1-12/31 

1/1-12.,31 id-1.2/3i 1,1.12/31 

Exhibit C to United Water's Statement Updating and Explaining the IMAP Relaunch r Aug. 14, 2012) 

POSt-SR9i. 

PerfTiit ~OSt·SRBA 

-·- License Post-sRBA 

Li:::onse POst-SRBA 

Permit Post,SRBA 

Permit Posi-SRBA 

Uc:e;ic'.e PO~t-sRBA 

licensefsc!d) Poo1-sRBA 

Pcrffllt Po&t·SRBA 

Licenso (sold) Post-SRBA 

Permit 

Tab K 

Tab K Yes 

Ta'bK 

Tab K 

Tab K Yes 

Tab K Yes 

Yes 

i'nb K 

. '"RomOveo rrOm 
Tut) K 

TabK 'Yes 

Removed from No 
TnbK 

raoK 

Remo ,cd fro·~, 

Tab K 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

ies 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

7, 9 

12 

12 

Page 3 



r· 
Right Source Priority Purpose of Use .as Purpose of Purpose of Use CFS CFS CFS 

Number asof2012 pf 2003 U. as of sought in IMAP ns of20DJ "al sought in! 
(in brackets if 2012 Rolaunct1 2012 IMAP 
different than (far IMAP rights) {forUIIAP Relaunch, 

2')031 rights~ 

AFA AFA AFA Orlgi1111I well or 

as of2D03 ••al sought in diversion name 
2012 IMAP 

{for IMAP Relaunch {for IMAP rights) 
rights} 

UWID's Water Rights (excluding water bank rentals and short term leases) 

Original POD(s) POD{s) as of 2012 

(for water rights with systmn-
wide APOO eona1tions) 

PODS sought In 

! IMAP Reial.Inch 
Or1omal !Placa of Usa 

fforlMAP rights) 

Place of Use as of 2012 Placo of USO souoht in Orlglnnl Poriod of Poriod of Currant basis SR.BA status 
IMAP Relaunch Period of Use as of Uae sought (or basis prior 

Uso 2012 in IMAP to decroo, if 

(fer IMAP 
right-;;) 

Rillaunch anyj 

lnchidod ill Included 1n , In uwm Foot-

2003 IMAP? IMAP portfolio in notns 
J:Uconses Rola11nch? 2012? 
K=Permits 

, , , I , , , , , [ , ' ' i 

aw·aaa1ta 2w,:a ar;e:s ,P;P'P w ,,, ,., 11:p.,~-,; 11. &.:&;11 s;1r~s p:,g g;p::g:;aJ1r:g ;•:1111;.._• • • •·•::w~a:.-.::a 11:·&MJW"1M7M&M11~aaw·a;::1Q11:i11,¥·•:·aa·'as·~w:IB'•·:w •·• 
€3-31405 GW 1:181?0::J.2 ~un:cipa! 1 11 T3N. R1E, Sec 14, NE NE Within the. service area of Unile<.l 1/1~12/31 Permit Post-SRBA No No Yi:,s , 

53-{)29;5 

! 63-03239 GW 6122/1961 

r. 63-~56 GW 
£3-31857 ow 

6a:o~.165L 3oisE >ii11er 

612.18'90 
?)?1/19_;~-
5;1 "866 

63-CJ159F Bois~· l.i11er 6/' '.868 

i 63-00243H · E3c1S8R1ver 5!1l1B89 

2-0..i.339 Wnson 12,'7, 1964 
Exchange 

2-0234, ··in1t1aT8u'.ta 12/28/1004 
Excr1::mge 

2-0?35S " - lmtio;-Sutte·· 7/22'1964'"" 

Exclwnge 

2-c::..;2ci Jniti;:: tJuiie 12,2· '1963 

E;w;CheflgO 

63---31871 ln tial Butta 2.14/i~t)O 
Exch:mge 

An-u..rson BoE,(. R·1vet' 
Ranch 

Luck} Pea~ Boitc :~iver 

MUrnc;pal 

Municipal 

·r,,'o.Jn.icipa, 

Muflt~I~ 
f,'.J1icip.J 

Murnc1p,al 

Mun:cipal 

1mgation 

lrfigntion 

Irrigation 

2 80 

o0 

O 93 

20 00 

11,0V 

14 5~ 

14 

3521 

1031,40 

~197.00 

e820o 

2745,00 

2817.00 

S2E? 5G 

9247.50 

10ClJ,00 

110~ 00 

1 Tr-6 Marue.1 Ranr.ey co .. actcrs were in.:.,udoo ,n the 2U03 llvlAP APOO 'isl ior othe1 g•ound wate. rights, but ar~ not ,ncoudeo as APUDs fa. otner rig:hls 1;-; me IMAP 
Reiaunch 

2 Water rights 63.04015 and 6J..Ul077 oolh \Nefe inclUded in tne 2003 lMAr, a1!ougnt 'I was r-:cteo that tne righl.S overiap !ha sarne use cf waler V\1 al8' hgnt 63--
04D15 is t:ie stet:;tory c:aim for the wate-r figh! out of thee Lf we:, wtiile 63-07077 is an atter-acauiroo license fOI' tha: use, 53-07077 was not cla,med er decreed in 
the $·-:3A. 'i·o 20C2 lMAr: Tota: CFS" c~::ludt,j the 1 • 1 cfs ,~cnscJ .mde:r ··ght c,-070'~7 and t· .u 'Ttt.,· CFS 'ihol/\"1 above for 2l1:.;·3 and ~'012 -<l :;o exc ,..;:Jes 1'10 
1 11 cfs a~S0Ciott-'d with that license. 

3 Rignt nos. 63-07066 ana 63-12363 are not inc1uded in tl"e lMAP Relaunch. Those rights were withdrawn from the !MAP on March i 7 20H, to~ polen!iai non-11\.-lAP 
lransfers to add ad-diflonal points of d,,·ersior. while the IMAP was :;;taved No lransfer was fi!eo for 63-0706-6, 'Nhich has been deemed In the SRBA fore 60 ds with 42 
APO[,:; for yur-ro,_-j mur :;ipal t}vposu.:; in the; JWltJ :;er-vies area, ·:.,th M dl"IOUB' volun-c or ccmblne:J ',mils Righ'. no 6:J-~2363 :,.:lsChJtged :i"OUQ', Tram;f,_: 

72036 to add a point of divan;:on (the e;.dsting f:"isk welil) and was cornbined with right no 63-1 t558 for 5.50 d::; 

4 The 2003 IMAP inaccurately comxtly listed the licansed annual volurne limit a-;; 843 O afa: !ho license aetuaUy stntod 843 3 et.a 

Rignt oo, 63-10!>33 was oecreed tc UiWID but 1s not inc!uoaa in ttie1MA? Re1aurn;h because 1l 1s being so!d to Tertei,ng 

6 \l'<:c-!ilr riff,l nos f.<}-11S'J'l anc r.,3.121.:ss co:·:.:i,.n lhE inor,i:::;riurr. ~~ndik ::·· th~t inits t-ia voi·1r--ie an.1 :rrlgt,i :n acr ,ige r><. hou::chotd. t,,1 in 11-,__, 2003 MAP :•1e 
IMAP Reiauneh reques\5 that 1nis condition be removed from these rights in the transfer proce$5 

/ T nc 200:; ,:v1AP ,: .Jccu;e.~ely c:~riM :he lk ... r1sed p.ace cl ~se for I ight i~s 6~· 1204.3, 63-1419-2 a,~ 63-1..!.452 

a 'rhc 2002 i'.1AP ",accu·:,to-ly ck:::-:;ribr.c '.he lkc·1sed r:::inl o' rJiver::; :;-ianc r:-lace d use f~-- righ' r·o 6:J-12362 

9 Right no 6S-12192·s prior,ty dale was advanced by 1DWR'$ De-cumber 16, 2010 Ore1er reit1stating •npsed permit 

10 Right no. 63--12310s prior:tydele wasr.iavancr:d b&ctu.Jsa pro-af of benoficlol use was submitted fata (it wa::.duc Aprit 1 2'001. td &tlbrnitted onAugu$l 2£l 2001) 

11 Perrn,t no. C:l--12432 la~cd It 1s not inc:uded 1r1 the IMAP R.clnunc:ti 

12 Rar.o·woo from 1ab K denoles the rights rvmovoo by John Marsnall aria Sleva Lester via hanawrittoo changes on Apnt !.r, .2003-. 1f'l~ ng~s w11i r:o\ oe i'icluaed 
in tt1e IMAP Rela.mch. 

13 Right nos, 63--0250:J 63,.02874, 63~07067 .and 63-19455 wem involved in Trnnsfor 4998 (approved on .January 9, 1998}, Which adQej a n£Jw point cf dnlcrsion 
'the T'!h st~c::;t we1'.' to t~c:'.;r., rigl-1~;:: Th1: SRBA ~ourt ~Llcree~ these bur ri'.:)t;ls wi~I" the 4? APOD~ au\l'~·ized u'"lder th:, .accc""Ol1sht1 tran~cr stl'!~'J'e, pl:1~ the 
addit.;:,:i PO:J apprn,rn:I in :;aristu 4008. 

Exhibit C to United Wate~s Statement Updating and Explaining the IMAP Relaunch (Aug. 14, 2012) 

42 AP00s 

42 AP-ODs 

42 APODs 
,42 A0 00-s 

fiafd(, Pl8P: 

Marden surtaOO watef' Tntak-a--

Marden an; CoJumbia surl'ac:e 
'.':nter ir'.3kes 

Marden .:..u~£1eu water ,ntal(:e 

Mordan anc Columbi8 surface 
:,<1ter •,'.cike~ 

;_1:arde~··nna c;•Umb;· sunoi~­
,,ater w.:akes 

r.1arde~· c1nd c~1..1mha '.lurfo·~c 
water intiike'.l 

Marden and Columbia surface 

;.:arder. and L:.1umb,;,, surfo~w 
wa!Gr intakes 

r.1aidt~ and C .:!umb:J $urf.:Lo 
wotcrinttikcs 

·,\'.Jter uaho 

UW10 Setv1c<lAl'ea -

uwin Service Area 

;...,\i!6ServiceAroo 
UW~!? &ir~1ce"Ai~ 
UWlD ~;c::r11ic~ Area 

UVV!D Service Area 

IWID Servicr. r,rea 

uwiri Seniice Area 

uW10 S8rVie(· Area 

1,1-12131 

1. ;*12/3~ 
1/'!~~2131 
'3 1-fr/~ 5 

3·1-111--S 

3/1s-11/1s 
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Included In 
Included in APOD APOD list for 

I 1st for 2003 2012 IMAP 
Well Name Twn Rge Sec Tract IMAP? (Tab N) Relaunch? 

Amity 3N 1E 36 NW,NW,NE Yes Yes 
Arctic#1 3N 2E 8 NE,NE,NE Yes Yes 
Arctic #2 3N 2E 8 NE,NE,NE No No 
B.I.F 3N 2E 27 SE,NW,SE Yes Yes 
Bali Hal #1 3N 1E 3 SW,SE,NE Yes Yes 
Barber #2 3N 3E 28 SW,NW Yes Yes 
Barber #3 3N 3E 33 SE,NW,NE No No 
Barber #1 3N 3E 29 SE,NE Yes Yes 
Beacon 3N 2E 14 NW,SE,NW Yes Yes 
Bergeson 3N 2E 26 NW,NE,SE Yes Yes 
Bethel 3N 2E 7 NE,SW,SW Yes Yes 
Biggs 3N 2E 18 SE,SE,SE No No 
Broadway 3N 2E 22 SE,SE,SE Yes Yes 
Broo khollow No. 1 3N 1E 15 SE,NE Yes Yes 
Byrcl 3N 2E 33 SW,NE,NW Yes Yes 
Carriage Hill 1 3N 2W 31 SE,NE No No 
Carriage HII I 2 3N 2W 31 NE,SE No No 
Carriage Hill 3 3N 2W 31 NW,SE No No 
Cartwright 4N 2E 27 NW.SE No No 
Cassia 3N 2E 16 NE,NE,SE Yes Yes 
Cassia #2 3N 2E 16 NE,NE,SE Yes Yes 
Centennial 3N 2E 25 NW,NW,SE Yes Yes 
Central Park 3N 2E 2 NW,NE,NW Yes Yes 
Chamberlin #1 3N 2E 22 SE,NW,NE Yes Yes 
Chamberlin #2 3N 2E 22 SE,NW,NE Yes Yes 
Cliffside 3N 2E 15 SW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Clinton 3N 2E 8 SW,NE,SW Yes Yes 
Cole 3N 1E 24 NE,NE,SE Yes Yes 
Country Club 3N 2E 28 SE,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Country Squire 3N 1E 23 NW,NW Yes Yes 
Countryman Estates 3N 1E 23 SE,NW Yes Yes 
Coventry Place #1 2N 2W 10 NW,SE No No 
Coventry Place #2 2N 2W 10 NW.SE No No 
Danskin # 1 2N 1W 11 NW,NW No No 
Danskln # 2 2N 1W 11 NW,NW No No 
Edgevlew 3N 1E 16 SE,NE Yes Yes 
Empire 3N 2E 18 NE,SW,SE Yes No 
Fisk 3N 2E 6 SW,SE,SE Yes Yes 
Five Mile Estates #1 3N 1E 27 NW,SE No No 
Five Mile Estates #2 3N 1E 27 SE,NE Yes No 
Five Mlle West #12 3N 1E 27 NW,SW Yes Yes 
Floating Feather 4N 1E 5 SESW Yes Yes 
Foxtail 4N 1W 24 SE,SW,SE Yes Yes 
Franklin Park 3N 2E 18 SW,NW,NE Yes Yes 
Frontier 4N 1E 34 SE,NE,SW Yes Yes 
Goddard 4N 1E 36 SW,NE,NW Yes Yes 
H.P. 4N 1E 27 SW,SE,NE Yes Yes 
Hidden Valley Estates #1 2N 1E 3 SE,SE Yes Yes 
Hidden Valley Estates #2 2N 1E 3 NE,SW Yes Yes 
Hillcrest 3N 2E 20 SE,SE,NE Yes Yes 
Hilton 3N 2E 17 SE,NE,SW Yes Yes 
Hope 3N 1E 9 NE,SE,NE Yes No 
Hummel 3N 2E 18 SW,NE,SW Yes Yes 
Idaho 3N 2E 4 NE,SW,SW Yes Yes 
Island Woods #1 4N 1E 16 NE,NW,SW (lot 5) Yes Yes 
Island Woods #2 4N 1E 21 NW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
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Included In 
Included in APOD APOD list for 

11st for 2003 2012 IMAP 
Well Name Twn Rge Sec Tract IMAP? (Tab N) Relaunch? 

J.R. Flat 2N 2E 2 SW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Joplin 4N 1E 27 NW,NW,SW Yes No 
Junker 3N 2E 32 SE,NE,NE No No 
Kirkwood 3N 2E 19 SW,NE,NE Yes Yes 
La Grange 3N 1E 34 NE,SW Yes Yes 
Lizaso 3N 1E 15 SE,SW Yes No 
Logger 3N 2E 24 NW,SW,NW Yes Yes 
Longmeadow Yes Yes 
Mac 3H Yes Yes 
Maple Hills #1 3N 1E 14 SW,NE,NE Yes Yes 
Maple Hills #2 3N 1E 14 SE,NE,NE Yes Yes 
Marden well 3N 2E 14 NE,SE,NE No No 
Marden Ranney collectors 3N 2E 14 SE,SE,NE Yes No 
Market 3N 2E 35 NE,NE,NW Yes Yes 
McMillan 4N 1E 28 SE,SW,SW Yes Yes 
Warm Springs Mesa #1 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,NE Yes No 
Warm Springs Mesa #2 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,NE Yes Yes 
Warm Springs Mesa #3 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,NE Yes Yes 
Mountain View 3N 2E 14 SW,NE,NE No No 
Orchid 3N 2E 14 SE,NE,NE No No 
Overland 3N 2E 19 NW,NE,NW No No 
Overland #6 3N 2E 19 NW,NE,NW Yes Yes 
Paradise North 3N 1E 15 NE,SE Yes Yes 
Pioneer 2N 2E 22 NE,NW,NE Yes Yes 
Pleasant Valley 2N 2E 21 NW,NE,NW Yes Yes 
Raptor 2N 2E 17 NW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Redwood Creek 4N 1E 7 SWNW (lot2) Yes Yes 
River Run 3N 2E 24 NE,SW,SE Yes Yes 
Roosevelt #1 3N 2E 16 SW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Roosevelt #3 3N 2E 16 SW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Settlers 4N 1E 35 NW,NE,NW Yes Yes 
Sherman Oaks 3N 1E 23 SE,SE Yes Yes 
Sixteenth St 3N 2E 9 SW,SE,NW Yes Yes 
Spurwing 4N 1W 23 NE,SW Yes Yes 
Sunrise 3N 2E 27 NE,NE,SW No No 
Sunset West #1 3N 1E 36 SE,NE,SE Yes Yes 
Swift#1 3N 2E 30 SE,SW,SE Yes Yes 
Swift #2 4N 2E 31 SE,SW,SE Yes Yes 
Taggart #1 3N 2E 21 SW,NE,NE Yes Yes 
Taggart #2 3N 2E 21 SW,NE,NE Yes Yes 
Tenmile 2N 2E 17 NE,SE,NE Yes Yes 
Terteling 3N 2E 36 NE,SW,NE Yes Yes 
Thirteenth 3N 2E 10 NE,NW,NW No No 
Twenty-seventh 3N 2E 4 sw,sw Yes Yes 
Veterans well 4N 2E 32 SW,SE,SE Yes Yes 
Veterans Ranney collectors 3N 2E 5 SE,NE Yes No 
Victory 3N 1E 27 NE.NE Yes Yes 
Vista 3N 2E 28 NE,NE,NE Yes Yes 
Westmoreland 4N 2E 31 NE,NW,SW Yes Yes 
WOlowLane#1 4N 2E 32 NW,NW,NW Yes Yes 
Willow Lane #2 4N 2E 32 NW,SW,NW Yes Yes 
Willow Lane #3 4N 2E 32 NW,SW,NW Yes Yes 
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2009 NOV 8 PM 1 0~ 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JlJDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 

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

In Re SRBA 

Case No. 39576 

) 
) Subcase Nos. 29-00271, et al. 
) (See Attached Exhibit A) 
) 
) MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
) ORDER ON CHALLENGE 
) (City of Pocatello) 
) 

Ruling: Order of the Special Master is affirmed. 

I. 

APPEARANCES 

.JOSEPHINE P. BEEMAN, Beeman & Associates, P.C., Boise, Idaho, on behalf of 
Challenger City of Pocatello ("Pocatello"). 

SHASTA KILMINSTER-HADLEY, Deputy Attorney General, Boise, Idaho, on behalf 
of Respondent State of Idaho. 

CHRISTOPHER H. MEYER AND .JOHN M. MARSHALL, Givens Pursley, LLP, 
Boise, Idaho, appearing amici curiae on behalf of United Water Idaho, City of Nampa, 
and the City of Blackfoot ("Municipal Providers or Providers") . 

.JOHN M. MELANSON, Presiding Judge oftl1e SRBA, presiding. 
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II. 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

1. The above-captioned water rights were claimed in the SRBA by the City of 

Pocatello. 1 Pocatello filed Objections to the recommendations contained in the 

Director's Reports issued by the Idaho Department of Water Resources ("IDWR"). The 

State ofidaho filed responses to Pocatello's Objections. 

2. Following summary judgment proceedings and a trial, the Special Master issued 

a Master's Report and Recommendation and Order 011 Motion to Reconsider on 

October 2, 2007. The Special Master recommended that 1) the ground water wells could 

not be included as alternative points of diversion for Pocatello's surface water rights; 2) a 

remark identifying the location, date, and quantity of the original right was necessary for 

the interconnected well system where multiple points of diversion were established under 

the accomplished transfer provisions of Idaho Code § 42-1425 to prevent injury to 

existing water rights; 3) water rights 29-7118 and 29-7119 should be decreed with a 

municipal purpose of use, while water right 29-7770 should be decreed with an irrigation 

purpose of use; and 4) the priority date for 29-13558 should be July 16, 1924, as 

recommended in the Director's Report, while the priority date for 29-1363 9 should be 

October 21, 1952, which is one day earlier than the date recommended in the Director's 

Report. 

3. On October 30, 2007, the Special Master issued an Amended Master's Report 

and Recomme11datio11 and Order on Motion to Reconsider, which amended the Place of 

Use description for Pocatello's municipal rights. 

4. On May 28, 2008, the Special Master issued an Order Denying Motion to Alter 

or Amend. 

' The claims are based on state law. Pocatello also claimed the use of the water pursuant to federal law 
under a single water right claim. The federal law basis for the water was resolved in a separate proceeding. 
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5. On June 11, 2008, Pocatello timely filed a Notice of Challenge to the Master's 

Report and Recommendation. Also on June 11, 2008, Pocatello filed a Motion to Stay 

Proceedings, due to Pocatello's pending Petition for Certiorari before the United States 

Supreme Court on the federal law basis for these claims. After a hearing, this Court 

granted Pocatello's Motion to Stay Proceedings. However, certiorari was later denied. 

On December 18, 2009, the Court issued a Challenge Scheduling Order, initiating the 

resumption of the Challenge proceedings. 

6. On April 10, 2009, United Water ofidaho, City of Nampa, and City of Blackfoot 

filed a Motion for Leave to Participate or to Participate as Amici Curiae. After a 

hearing, the Court granted the Motion to Participate as Amici Curiae. 

III. 

MATTER DEEMED FULLY SUBMITTED FOR DECISION 

Oral argument on Challenge occurred August 13, 2009. The Court granted 

Pocatello's request for additional briefing. The final post-hearing brief was filed 

September 18, 2009. Therefore, this matter is deemed fully submitted for decision the 

next business day, or September 19, 2009. 

IV. 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS 

At issue are thirty state-law based claims filed by the City of Pocatello.2 The 

water rights are used to provide municipal water service to residents and water users 

2 The water rights include: 29-00271, 29-00272, 29-00273, 29-2274, 29-2338, 29-2401, 29-2499, 29-4221, 
29-1222, 29-4223, 29-4224, 29-4225, 29-4226, 29-7106, 29-7118, 29-7119, 29-7322, 29-7375, 29-7450, 
29-7770,29-11339,29-11348,29-13558,29-13559,29-13560,29-1356!,29-13562,29-13637,29-13638, 
and 29-13639. Pocatello filed a total ofthiJty-nine claims in the SRBA. In addition to the thirty claims at 
issue Pocatello also has eight water rights that have been decreed and one federal claim that was 
disallowed. Those claims are not at issue. 
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within Pocatello's in-town service area and to its airp01i facility. The two water services 

are independent of each other. Water for the in-town service area is provided through an 

interconnected system supplied by twenty-one ground water rights delivered through 

twenty-two wells. 3 The wells were developed at different times and are located 

throughout the in-town service area. Pocatello claimed the wells as alternative points of 

diversion for each of the twenty-one ground water rights, meaning Pocatello would be 

authorized to withdraw water under its most senior priority right from any well location. 

Pocatello also holds four surface rights diverted from Mink and Gibson Jack Creeks, both 

tributary to the Po1ineuf River and the Lower Portneuf River Valley Aquifer. 4 The 

Lower Portneuf River Valley Aquifer provides the source for the ground water rights. 

The surface rights carry the most senior priorities. Pocatello also claimed the twenty-two 

ground water wells as alternative points of diversion for the surface water rights meaning 

Pocatello would be authorized to withdraw water for its surface rights from any well 

location. 

Water service for the airport is provided through a smaller separate 

interconnected system supplied by three ground water rights associated with three wells. 

Pocatello claimed two of the wells as alternative points of diversion for each other. 

Pocatello relies on the accomplished transfer provisions of Idaho Code § 42-1425 for 

establishing the wells as alternative points of diversion for each other and for its surface 

rights. The interconnected water systems for both the in-town service area and airport 

were in existence and in operation prior to the commencement of the SRBA on 

November 19, 1987, as required by Idaho Code§ 42-1425. 

IDWR recommended the wells as alternative points of diversion for the ground 

water rights as claimed based on the application ofidaho Code§ 42-1425, with one 

exception. In order to prevent injury to existing ground water rights of third pa1iies 

IDWR recommended that the following condition or remark appear in the face of the 

3 The system is supplied by twenty-three (23) water rights but only twenty-one of the ground water rights 
are at issue: 29-2274, 29-2338, 29-2401, 29-2499, 29-4221, 29-4223, 29-4224, 29-4225, 29-4226, 29-
7106, 29-7322, 29-7375, 29-11339, 29-11348,29-]3558, 29-13559, 29-13560, 29-13561, 29-13562, 29-
13637 and 29-13639. 

'Mink Creek rights: 29-271, 29-272, and 29-273; Gibson Jack Creek right: 29-4222. 
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Partial Decree for eighteen of the water rights in the in-town service area5 and for two of 

the three water rights supplying water to the airport.6 

To the extent necessary for administration between points of diversion for 
ground water, and between points of diversion for ground water and 
hydraulically connected surface sources, ground water was first dive1ied 
under this right from Pocatello well [description] in the amount of_ cfs. 

IDWR's basis for recommending the condition was twofold, "number one, well 

interference that could happen in the future as a result of increased pumping at wells and, 

secondly, conjunctive administration concerns relative to diversion from one location as 

compare [sic] with diversion from another location." Amended Master's Report and 

Recommendation and Order 011 Motion to Reconsider at 17 (quoting Tuthill testimony). 

IDWR did not recommend the ground water wells as alternative points of diversion for 

the surface rights. Pocatello objected to the inclusion of the conditions and to IDWR's 

recommendation that the ground water wells not be decreed as alternative points of 

diversion for the surface rights. No third party ground water right holder filed an 

Objection or Response to IDWR's recommendation. 

Water right 29-7770 was licensed with an "irrigation" purpose of use in 2003. 

Pocatello asserts that an accomplished transfer has changed the purpose of use for this 

licensed right from "irrigation" to "municipal." IDWR recommended 29-7770 with an 

"irrigation" purpose of use in its Director's Report consistent with the license. 

Finally, Pocatello claimed a priority date of June 30, 1905 for water right 29-

13558, based in pmi on newspaper articles about the early history of the cities of 

Pocatello m1d Alameda. However, the Director's Report for 29-13558 recommended a 

priority date of July 16, 1924, which is one day before the City of Alameda was founded. 

Similm·ly, Pocatello claimed a priority date of December 31, 1940 for water right 29-

13639. The Director's Report for 29-13639 recommended a priority date of October 22, 

1952, based on an application for a permit for the right. The Special Master concluded 

5 Three of Pocatello's groundwater rights (29-2274, 29-2338, and 29-7375) were recommended without the 
condition because those rights were subject to administrative transfer No. 5452, which did not include the 
condition and occurred after J 987. 

6 Water rights 29-7450 and 29-13638 were recommended with the condition. 
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that the priority date should be one day earlier than recommended in the Director's 

Report, or October 21, 1952. 

V. 

ISSUES RAISED ON CHALLENGE 

The City of Pocatello raises a number of issues on Challenge. The Court 

summarizes the issues as follows: 

1. Whether the Special Master erred in applying the amnesty provisions ofI.C. § 42-
1425 by conducting a hearing on injury in the absence of an objection by a third party? 

2. Whether the Special Master erred in recommending a condition on certain ground 
water rights used for Pocatello's interconnected well system in order to prevent injury to 
existing rights? 

3. Whether the Special Master erred in not listing interconnected ground water wells 
as alternative points of diversion for the Pocatello's surface water rights? 

4. Whether the Special master erred in striking an affidavit filed by Pocatello in 
conjunction with its post-trial brief? 

5. Whether the Special Master erred in recommending water right 29-7770 with an 
irrigation instead of a municipal purpose of use? 

6. Whether the Special Master erred in recommending ce1iain priority dates for 
water rights 29-13558 and 29-13639? 
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VI. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW OF SPECIAL MASTER'S FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

A. Findings of fact of a special master. 

In Idaho, the district court is required to adopt a special master's findings of fact 

unless they are clearly erroneous. AOJ, section 13f; 1.R.C.P. 53(e)(2); Rodriguez v. 

Oakley Valley Stone, Inc., 120 Idaho 370, 377, 816 P.2d 326, 333 (1991); Higley v. 

Woodard, 124 Idaho 531,534,861 P.2d 101,104 (Ct. App. 1993). Exactly what is meant 

by the phrase "clearly erroneous," or how to measure it, is not always easy to discern. 

The United States Supreme Court has stated that "[a] finding is 'clearly erroneous' when, 

although there is evidence to support it, the reviewing court on the entire evidence is left 

with the definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been committed." US. v. U.S. 

Gypsum Co., 333 U.S. 364, 395 (1948). A federal court of appeals stated as follows: 

It is idle to try to define the meaning of the phrase "clearly 
enoneous"; all that can be profitably said is that an appellate court, 
though it will hesitate less to reverse the findings of a judge than that 
of an administrative tribunal or of a jury, will nevertheless reverse it 
most reluctantly and only when well persuaded. 

U.S. v. Aluminum Co. of America, 148 F.2d 416,433 (2nd Cir. 1945) (L. Hand, J.). 

A special master's findings, which a district court adopts in a non-jury action, are 

considered to be the findings of the district court. I.R.C.P. 52(a); Higley, 124 Idaho at 

534, 861 P.2d at 104. Consequently, a district court's standard for reviewing a special 
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master's findings of fact is to determine whether they are supported by substantial,7 

although perhaps conflicting, evidence. Higley, 124 Idaho at 534, 861 P .2d at I 04. 

B. Conclusions of law of a special master. 

A special master's conclusions of law are not binding upon a district court, but 

they are expected to be persuasive. J.C. § 42-1412(5); State v. Hagerman Water Right 

Owners, Inc., 130 Idaho 736, 740, 947 P.2d 409,413 (1997). To the degree that the 

district court adopts the special master's conclusions oflaw, those conclusions become 

those of the court. Id. at 740,947 P.2d at 413; Oakley Valley Stone 120 Idaho at 378, 

816 P.2d at 334. This permits a district comi to adopt a special master's conclusions of 

law only to the extent they correctly state the law. Id. Stated another way, the 

conclusions of law of a special master are not protected by or cloaked with the "clearly 

erroneous" standard. Further, the label put on a determination by a special master is not 

decisive. If a finding is designated as one of fact, but is in reality a conclusion of law, it 

is freely reviewable. Wright and Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure§ 2588 (1995); 

East v. Romine, Inc., 518 F.2d 332,338 (5°1 Cir. 1975). 

The bottom line is that findings of fact suppo1ied by competent and substantial 

evidence, and conclusions oflaw correctly applying legal principles to the facts found 

will be sustained on challenge or review. MH&H Implement, Inc. v. Massey-Ferguson, 

Inc., 108 Idaho 879, 881, 702 P.2d 917,919 (Ct. App. 1985). 

7 Substantial does not mean that the evidence was uncontradicted. All that is required is that the evidence 
be of such sufficient quantity and probative value that reasonable minds could conclude that the finding -­
whether it be by a jury, trial judge, or special master -- was proper. It is not necessary that the evidence be 
of such quantity or quality that reasonable minds must conclude, only that they could conclude. Therefore, 
a special master's findings of fact are properly rejected only if the evidence is so weak that reasonable 
minds could not come to the same conclusion the special master reached. Mann v Safeway Stores, Inc., 95 
Idaho 732, 5 I 8 P.2d I I 94 (I 974); see also Evans v. Hara 's Inc., 123 Idaho 473, 478, 849 P.2d 934, 939 
( l 993 ). Substantial evidence is defined "as such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept to 
support a conclusion; it is more than a scintilla but less than a preponderance." Clear Springs Foods. Inc. 
v. Clear Lakes Trout Co., 136 ldaho 76 J, 765, 40 PJd 119, 123 (2002). 
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VII. 

DISCUSSION 

A. The Special Master did not err procedurally by conducting a hearing on 
injury in the absence of a third-party objection to Pocatello's accomplished transfer 
claim. 

Pocatello argues the Special Master erred procedurally by conducting a hearing 

on injury despite the absence of a third-party objection to its accomplished transfer claim. 

Pocatello argues Idaho Code§ 42-1425 limits inquiry into injury to existing rights only to 

situations where an existing water right holder (other than the claimant) objects to the 

accomplished transfer. This Comi disagrees. A plain reading of the statutory language 

provides just the opposite. 

Idaho Code § 42-1425 specifically provides a mechanism for memorializing in 

the SRBA previously unauthorized transfers. J.C. § 42-1425 (2). While the statute 

waives the otherwise mandatory administrative transfer requirements of Idaho Code §§ 

42-108 and 42-222, it does not waive the rest of the SRBA procedures for processing a 

claim. Accordingly, the statute should be read in the context of the rest of the SRBA 

adjudication processes. The statute does not eliminate the Director's authority and 

statutory duty to investigate the claim and file a Director's Report. See Idaho Code 42-

1410 and 42-1411. The statute contemplates the filing of an initial Director's Report. In 

the event an objection is filed to a claim for an accomplished transfer then IDWR is 

required to file a "supplemental rep01i." (i.e. supplemental to the initial rep01i.) LC. § 

42-1425 (2) (a). A Director's Report necessarily includes the authorization to determine 

"conditions on the exercise of any water right included in any decree, license, or 

approved transfer application" and "such remarks and other matters as are necessary for 

definition of the right, for clarification of any element of a right, or for administration of 

the right by the director." I.C. § 42-1411 (2) (i) and G). 

Idaho Code§ 42-1425 (l)(c) provides that "the legislature further finds and 

declares that examination of these changes by the director through the procedures of 

section 42-222, Idaho Code, would be impractical and unduly burdensome. The more 

limited examination of these changes provided/or in this section, constitutes a 
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reasonable procedure for an expeditious review by the director while ensuring that the 

changes do not injure other existing rights or constitutes an enlargement of use of the 

original right.'' LC.§ 42-I425(l)(c) (emphasis added). Idaho Code§ 42-1425 (2) sets 

forth the criteria required to qualify for an accomplished transfer under the statute. Injury 

to existing rights is not the only inquiry into whether a claim qualifies under the statute. 

In addition, the subsequent changes to the original right as claimed must have occurred 

prior to the commencement date of the SRBA; the changes to the original right are 

limited to the elements provided for in the statute, and the transfer cannot result in an 

enlargement of the original water right. See I.C. § 42-1425 (2). Nowhere does the 

statute require IDWR to accept Pocatello 's claim as a primafacie showing of compliance 

with the statutory criteria nor does Idaho Code § 42-1425(2) limit these criteria to the 

circumstance where an objection is filed by a third pai1y. 8 This would potentially 

eliminate ifilY review by the Director as contemplated by LC.§ 42-1425 (l)(c). Rather, in 

the event an objection is filed to the accomplished transfer then Idaho Code § 42-1425 

requires additional measures ai1d procedures including a supplemental report filed by the 

Director. l.C. § 41-1425 (2)(a). In this case an objection was filed by Pocatello thereby 

appropriately triggering an inquiry into injury. 

A similar issue presented itself in the context of an administrative transfer in 

Barron v. IDWR, 135 Idaho 414, 18 P.3d 219 (2001). In Barron, the Idaho Supreme 

Com1 rejected transfer applicant's argument that because no pai1y came forward to 

protest the proposed transfer, IDWR was required to accept the applicant's showing of 

non-injury, non-enlargement and favorable public interest without ai1 examination. Id. at 

441, 18 P .3d at 226. Although the amnesty provisions of LC. § 42-1425 waive the 

application of the formal transfer requirements, the purpose of the statute is not to put the 

claimant in a better position than had the transfer requirements been followed by 

overlooking whether the transfer results in injury or enlargement in the absence of an 

objection by a third party. Accordingly, the Special Master did not err in inquiring into 

the issue of injury to existing water rights. 

8 For example, the statute is not applicable to a claim based on an enlargement of use irrespective of 
whether or not an objection is filed. l.C. § 42-1425(c)(2)(b). Accordingly, the only way in which the 
existence of an enlargement can be determined is through an investigation by IDWR. 
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B. The Special Master did not err in recommending the condition in order to 
prevent injury to existing water rights of third parties. 

Pocatello argues the Special Master erred in concluding that the interconnected 

system of wells could not be decreed as alternate points of diversion under the provisions 

of the accomplished transfer statute without also including a condition specifying the date 

and particular well from which each water right was first established. For the reasons set 

f011h below this Court affirms the ruling of the Special Master. 

Idaho Code § 42-1425 authorizes changes to the place of use, point of diversion, 

nature or purpose of use, or period of use elements of a water right made prior to the 

commencement date of the SRBA (November 19, 1987) where the water right holder 

failed to comply with the statutorily defined transfer requirements. 9 See !.C. § 42-

9 Idaho Code § 42-1425 provided as follows: 

Accomplished transfers.·- (I) Legislative findings regarding accomplished 
transfers and the public interest. 
(a) The legislature finds and declares that prior to the commencement of the Snake River 
basin adjudication, many persons entitled to the use of water or owning land to which 
water has been made appurtenant either by decree of the court or under provisions of the 
constitution and statutes of this state changed the place of use, point of diversion, nature 
or purpose of use, or period of use of their water rights without compliance with the 
transfer provisions of sections 42-108 and 42-222, Idaho Code. 
(b) The legislature finds that many of these changes occurred with the knowledge of other 
water users and that the water has been distributed to the right as changed. The 
legislature further finds and declares that the continuation of the historic water use 
patterns resulting from these changes is in the local public interest provided no other 
existing water right was injured at the time of the change. Denial of a claim based solely 
upon a failure to comply with sections 42-108 and 42-222, Idaho Code, where no injury 
or enlargement exists, would cause significant undue financial impact to a claimant and 
the local economy. Approval of the accomplished transfer through the procedure set 
fotth in this section avoids the harsh economic impacts that would result from a denial of 
the claim. 
(c) The legislature further finds and declares that examination of these changes by the 
director through the procedures of section 42-222, Idaho Code, would be impractical and 
unduly burdensome. The more limited examination of these changes provided for in this 
section, constitutes a reasonable procedure for an expeditious review by the director 
while ensuring that the changes do not iltjure other existing water rights or constitute an 
enlargement of use of the original right. 
(2) Any change of place of use, point of diversion, nature or purpose of use or period of 
use of a water right by any person entitled to use of water or owning any land to which 
water has been made appurtenant either by decree of the court or under the provisions of 
the constitution and statutes of this state, prior to November l 9, 1987, the date of 
conunencement of the Snake River basin adjudication, may be claimed in a general 
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1425(2). The statute authorizes the change only where no existing water right is injured 

at the time of change or where the change does not result in an enlargement of the 

original water right. Id. The statute does not expressly define what constitutes "injury" 

to existing water rights. Pocatello argues that IDWR's reasoning in support of the 

condition incorrectly takes into account future injury as opposed to injury that occurred at 

the time of the change to the water right. This Court disagrees. Pocatello's argument 

incorrectly assumes that the concept of"injury" is limited to immediate physical 

interference with the existing right of another at the time the change to the water right 

was made. The SRBA Court previously rejected that same argument in the context of a 

contest made to the application of the other amnesty statute, Idaho Code § 42-1426, with 

respect to enlargement claims. 

At issue in Order on Challenge (A & B Irrigation District) Subcase Nos. 36-

02080 et. al. (April 25, 2003) (Hon. R. Burdick) was a contest to a subordination 

condition recommended by IDWR with respect to enlargement claims where the claimant 

failed to provide mitigation for the injury as required by statute. The claimant in 

protesting the subordination condition argued that there was no injury to other water 

users. The SRBA Court disagreed and held that to the extent an enlargement claim is 

adjudication even though the person has not complied with sections 42-108 and 42-222, 
Idaho Code, provided no other water rights existing on the date of the change were 
injured and the change did not result in an enlargement of the original right. Except for 
the consent requirements of section 42-108, Idaho Code, all requirements of sections 
42-108 and 42-222, Idaho Code, are hereby waived in accordance with the following 
procedures: 
(a) If an objection is filed to a claim for accomplished change of place of use, point of 
diversion, nature or purpose of use or period of use, the district court shall remand the 
water right to the director for further hearing to determine whether the change injured a 
water right existing on the date of the change or constituted an enlargement of the 
original right. After a hearing, the director shall submit a supplemental report to the 
district court setting forth his findings and conclusions. If the claimant or any person 
who filed an objection to the accomplished transfer is aggrieved by the director's 
determination, they may seek review before the district court. If the change is 
disallowed, the claimant shall be entitled to resume use of the original water right, 
provided such resumption of use will not cause injury or can be mitigated to prevent 
injury to existing water rights. The unapproved change shall not be deemed a forfeiture 
or abandomnent of the original water right. 
(b) This section is not applicable to any claim based upon an enlargement of use. [l.C., § 
42-1425, as added by 1994, ch. 454, § 31, p. 1443; am. 1996, ch. 186 § 7, p. 584.J 

The statute was amended in 2006 to address the northern Idaho adjudications but remains the same 
in substance. 
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given priority over an existing right on the same source without mitigation, the injury to 

the existing water right is per se even though at the time the enlargement was established 

there was sufficient water to satisfy both the enlargement claim as well as the rights of 

existing water right holders. The SRBA Court's analysis focused on the injury to the 

priority dates of existing rights on the same source in times of sho11age. The SRBA 

Court relied on the Idaho Supreme Court's analysis of injury in Fremont-Madison Irr. 

Dis! v. Idaho Ground Water Appropriators, inc., l 29 Idaho 454, 926 P.2d 1301 (1996): 

In Fremont-Madison, the Idaho Supreme Court held that the 
enlargement provision of I.C. § 42-1426 (2) was constitutional only 
because of the mitigation provision, the Court held: 

[S]ome injury from an enlargement can be identified if the 
enlargement takes priority over a validly established water 
right held by a so-called junior appropriator. The junior 
appropriator will not receive the water that he/she would 
have received but for the enlargement if there is not 
enough water to serve all water users. It is difficult, if 
not impossible, to perceive of a situation in which an 
enlargement would not injure an appropriator who had 
an established right if the enlargement receives priority, 
However, there is at least the possibility that an 
appropriator seeking an enlargement of one water right may 
accept a diminution of another water right held by the same 
appropriator to assure that the enlargement of the one water 
right will not reduce the total volume available to the junior 
appropriator. 

Fremont-Madison at 461. Implicit in the [Idaho Supreme] Comi's 
reasoning is that to the extent a previously unauthorized enlargement 
claim is retroactively given senior priority over an existing right on the 
same source, without mitigation (i.e. a substitute source of water), the 
injury is essentially per se because the priority of the affected right on 
the system has been diminished. At the time an enlargement occurs 
the affect on other appropriators may not be physically apparent or 
apparent because there may be sufficient enough water supply at the 
time to satisfy all rights on the system as well as the enlargement. 
However, the relative priority dates on a system only become 
significant when there is not enough water to supply all of the rights 
on the system. Hence, the essence and value of a water right in a prior 
appropriation system is the priority date. To the extent a claimant is 
entitled to retroactively receive a valid water right with a priority date 
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senior to other appropriators on the same source the juniors arc per se 
injured irrespective of the extent of the water supply. The mitigation 
provision preserves the order of priorities on a system by preventing the 
available water supply to juniors from being diminished as a result of the 
new or enlarged right. 

The inclusion of the subordination remark satisfies the 
constitutional concerns raised in Fremont-Madison by protecting the 
order of priorities of existing rights while at the same time permitting 
previously unauthorized enlargements to be decreed with the priority 
date as of the date of the enlargement subject to being subordinated to 
any junior rights existing as of the date of the enactment of I.C. § 42-
1426(2), if any. The standardized remark allows the provisions of I.C. 
§ 42~1426(2) to be applied and implemented without identifying each 
and every affected water right. 

Order on Challenge (A & B Irrigation District) at 25-26 (emphasis added). On appeal, 

the reasoning and decision of the SRBA Court was affirmed by the Idaho Supreme Court. 

A & B Irr. Dist. v. Aberdeen-American Falls Ground Water Dist., 141 Idaho 746, 118 

P.3d 78 (2005). 

Although the issues in the instant case do not involve enlargement claims or the 

application ofidaho Code§ 42-1426, the reasoning regarding injury to existing water 

rights is equally applicable. Specifically, injury to an existing water right is not limited to 

the circumstance where immediate physical interference occurs between water rights as 

of the date of the change. Injury also includes the diminished effect on the priority dates 

of existing water rights in anticipation of there being insufficient water to satisfy all rights 

on a source (or in this case a discrete region of the aquifer) and priority administration is 

sought. Even though the priority administration may occur at some point in the future, 

injury to the priority date occurs at the time the accomplished transfer is approved. The 

Special Master correctly acknowledged this principle: "Where a change or transfer would 

undermine a priority date, the injury is real and material even if the damage is not 

immediately manifest. In a prior appropriation system, undermining a priority date is a 

seminal injury. Thus, the condition appears to correctly protect juniors from injury to 

their priorities." Amended A1aster's Report and Recommendation and Order on 

Motion to Reconsider at 19. 
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Contrary to Pocatello's assertion this is neither future iI~ury nor is the injury 

speculative. To the extent Pocatello is authorized to tramfer a point of diversion for a 

water right from a well or wells located in vicinity where there is no significant hydraulic 

connection with wells of existing water users, to a different well developed subsequent to 

existing lights where there is a significant connection and the right being transferred is 

senior to existing rights, the injury to the schedule of priority dates of existing users is per 

se. But for the transfer of the alternate point of diversion existing users would have the 

more senior priorities in the vicinity. Pocatello's argument ignores the very purpose and 

significance of the priority dates of existing users. The purpose of a priority date is to 

provide for administration in time of scarcity. At the time the alternative point of 

diversion was established there may well have been sufficient water to satisfy all rights. 

Hence, it would not be necessary to regulate according to a priority schedule. 

Even though the "source" of all water rights involved is "ground water" and all 

rights are supplied from the same aquifer, the aquifer may not be homogenous as between 

the discrete regions where the wells are located. The closer wells are in proximity to one 

another the greater the potential for well interference over time or in times of shortage. It 

is erroneous to assume that the relative affects from ground water pumping between wells 

is uniform throughout the aquifer just because the "source" of all of the rights is labeled 

"ground water." The condition eliminates the need to establish the highly complex facts 

that relate to the specific interrelationships or degree of connectivity between specific 

rights until such time as priority administration becomes necessary. Pocatello correctly 

points out that such a detennination is typically beyond the scope of the SRBA 

proceedings and is a determination more appropriately associated with delivery calls. See 

American Reservoir Dist. No. 2 v. IDWR, 143 Idaho 862,877, 154 P.3d 433,448 (2006) 

(partial decree need not contain information on how each water right on a source 

physically interacts or affects other rights on the same source.) However, if and when 

that determination is necessary the condition eliminates any injury to the priorities of 

existing rights. 

The condition in no way prevents Pocatello from using its wells as alternative 

points of diversion for each other. The condition only has significance in the event of 

priority administration at which time the senior priorities of existing users are protected. 
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The very fact that Pocatello contests the condition is an acknowledgment that without the 

condition the priorities of existing water rights will be diminished in favor of the 

alternative point of diversion for one of Pocatello's more senior rights. i.e injury. If 

however, the wells from which the alternative points of diversion never result in 

interference with the wells of existing users then priority administration between wells 

will not be triggered and the condition will not pose any limitation on Pocatello's rights. 

The Special Master also acknowledged this point - "[i]f, as Pocatello argues, the 

alternative points of diversion cause no injury to juniors, then the condition should not 

affect Pocatello's rights." Amended Master's Report and Recommendation and Order 

011 Motion to Reconsider at 19. Therefore, the Court concludes that the inclusion of the 

condition is necessary to define Pocatello's rights. The recommendation of the Special 

Master is affirmed on this issue. 

1. The Scenarios provided by the Municipal Providers illustrate why the 
condition is necessary to protect existing rights. The Court concurs with the 
Provider's assessment of the application of the condition. 

The Municipal Providers briefed three different scenarios illustrating the 

circumstances under which the recommended condition would apply. The Providers seek 

clarification of the application of the provision over concern that the Special Master's 

recommendation could be interpreted too broadly. The Court has included the scenarios 

in the footnote because they aptly illustrate the adverse affect to the priorities of existing 

water users absent a condition. 10 The Providers assert that the Special Master's 

10The Provider's presented three different scenarios to illustrate under what circumstances the condition 
would come into play. 

A. First scenario; local well interference. 

Suppose a city owns four wells, each with a water right for 1,000 gpm; and 
suppose the priority dates are I 920, 1945, 1970 and 1985, respectively. Assume that the 
wells are pait of an integrated diversion and delivery system. Assume that, based on 
accomplished transfer, the city obtained pa1tial decrees for each water right identifying 
all four wells as alternative points of diversion for each other, subject to the condition 
quoted above in Part I. The alternative points of diversion provision would allow the city 
to pump any water right, or any combination of water rights, from any well. For 
example, if the 1920 well caved in and the city were able to improve production from the 
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1985 well, it could pump both the J 920 water right and the 1985 water right from the 
newer well - without seeking a transfer. 

Suppose, however, that doubling tbe production out of the 1985 well interfered 
with a nearby 1950-priority well owned by a person we will call Mrs. Smith. In other 
words, going from 1,000 to 2,000 gpm expanded the cone of depression around the city's 
1985 well, which, in turn, impaired production at Mrs. Smith's well. If the city's water 
had alternative points of diversion subject to no conditions, the city would be within its 
rights and Mrs. Smith could not complain about additional water, under a 1920 water 
right, now being dive1ted out of the city's 1985 well. The effect of the condition, 
however, is to retain a record of the original well and priority date for each water right in 
order to preserve Mrs. Smith's right to complain of injury from this change in how the 
I 920 water is pumped. In short, without the condition, Mrs. Smith loses. With the 
condition, Mrs. Smith wins. 

B. Second scenario: broad, regional administration 

The "regional administration" scenario lies at the other end of the spectrum. 
Suppose now that there is no Mrs. Smith and no local well interference problem, but that 
the city has the same four wells as described above, Suppose further that IDWR imposes 
region-wide administration covering the entire valley, including all of the city's service 
area. This might be due to a conjunctive administration delivery call. It might be due to 
declining aquifer levels throughout the region (as opposed to interference from a discrete 
neighboring well through an expanded cone of depression, like the first scenario). For 
whatever the reason, IDWR orders the curtailment of all water rights in the valley junior 
to 1980. At this point, the city can no longer pump its I 985 water right, but it can still 
pump 3,000 gpm from its three more senior water rights. Due to the alternative points of 
diversion provision in its partial decrees, the city has the ability to select from which well 
or wells to pump that 3,000 gpm. It might pump 750 gpm out of each of the four wells. 
It might shut down lhe 1920 well, while pumping the full 1,000 gpm out its three more 
recently installed wells. Or it might select any other combination that added up to 3,000 
gmp. The point is that the condition does not come into play and does not restrict the 
city's choices in any way (so long as the change does not create some new injury), 
despite the fact that there is aquifer-wide administration of the city's water rights. 

The reason is simple: ln this situation, the water shortage is regional 
(encompassing the municipal provider's entire water system). The administration is not 
limited to specific well locations. Accordingly, it does not matter from which well the 
city pumps its 3,000 gpm. Pumping from each of the wells has the same effect on the 
regional water supply. 

Likewise, if the city provided mitigation for the curtailed 1985 water right, it 
would be allowed to pump any of its four water rights from any of its wells - just as if 
there were no administration. 

C. Third scenario: small, geographically-limited administt·ation 

The third example is in between the first two. Suppose IDWR imposed 
administration within a small area, such as within a ground water management area that 
covers only half the city's water system. Suppose that within the curtailment zone, all 
wells junior to 1980 were curtailed. Suppose further that the J 920 and 1985 wells were 
located within the curtailment zone, and the J 945 and 1970 wells were located outside it. 
The city, again, loses J ,000 gpm under its 1985 right. 

Under this situation, the condition would come into play, It would prevent the 
city from pumping the J 945 or J 970 water (associated with wells outside the curtailment 
area) from the 1985 well. Tiiat would be improper, because the effect would be to bring 
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determination could be read too broadly to preclude under any circumstances the use of 

alternative points of diversion any time priority administration is implicated. The Court 

concurs that in a circumstance involving regional priority administration a municipal 

provider may still be able to exercise alternative points of diversion within the region 

undergoing administration so long as the well under which the original right was 

established is also located within the region subject to the administration. However, a 

water right originating from a well located outside the region of administration with a 

priority date senior the priorities being regulated could not be diverted from wells within 

the area of administration in an effort to avoid regulation within the region of 

administration. 

2. The three scenarios apply to Pocatello's rights despite the volume 
limitations place on Pocatello's wells. 

Pocatello argues that the situations presented in the three scenarios are 

distinguishable and do not apply to its circumstances because Pocatello has already 

stipulated with the Surface Water Coalition to not increase the volumes beyond historical 

amow1ts in use at the time the accomplished transfers were established in 1987. See 

Stipulation and Agreement Between Pocatello and Surface water Coalition in Pocatello 's 

SRBA Subcases 29-2 71 et. seq. (filed Feb 26, 2007). Pocatello argues that there is no 

injury to other water rights because the volume of water pumped from each well would 

water rights from outside the cm1ailment area into the curtailment area, thereby 
undermining the purpose of the curtailment. 

However, even here the city would have some flexibility under its alternative 
points of diversion. The city could decide from which of the wells within the curtailment 
area it wants to pump 1,000 gpm under the 1920 right. It might pump 500 gpm from 
each, or it might prefer to take the entire 1,000 gpm out of its newest well. Likewise, if it 
chose, the city could be free to take the 1920 water right (associated with a well within 
the curtailment area) and pump it from a well outside the cmtailment area. And, of 
course, the city would be free to pump its water rights associated with wells outside the 
curtailment area from any of its wells outside the curtailment area (again, assuming no 
local well interference or other injury resulted). 

The reason is the same as in the second scenario. It makes no difference 
whether the J 920 water is pumped from the 1920 well or the 1985 well. Both have the 
same effect on the ground water management area. But moving senior rights in from 
outside an administration zone will not be allowed under the condition, because that 
would defeat the purpose of administration, thus requiring IDWR to further constrain 
pumping, and thus injuring other water right holders. 
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not exceed beyond what was established on the date of commencement. Pocatello' s 

argument misses the point. To the extent the use of the alternative point of diversion 

interferes with the well of a pre-existing senior water right the priority of senior right is 

injured - irrespective of the reason for the interference. Further, the fact that the volume 

pumped may not increase does not address the issue of avoiding a regional administration 

by pumping a senior right originally located outside of the area of administration from an 

alternative point of diversion inside the area of administration in order to avoid being 

regulated. 

3. The fact that some of the original wells referenced in the condition are 
no longer in operation does not constrain Pocatello's use of the water right. 

Pocatello argues the condition for some of its rights lists wells no longer in 

operation preventing effective operation of its interconnected system of wells. Pocatello 

argues because in times of priority administration when it is most dependent on its senior 

rights the po1iion of the rights associated with such wells would not be able to be dive1ied 

because the wells no longer exist. 

Pocatello's argument does not provide a legal defense. However, the condition 

only comes into play in times of priority administration. To the extent Pocatello 's use of 

the right through an alternative point of diversion interferes with the well of an existing 

right then Pocatello has stilJ has the option of diverting from other wells not causing 

interference. This is no different than with Pocatello's other rights. In the event of 

regional administration, Pocatello could still divert from alternative points of diversion 

within the region subject to administration, provided the original well no longer in 

operation is also located within that same region and is senior to the priority being 

regulated. This is also no different than with any of Pocatello's other rights. Pocatello is 

conect that to the extent the well no longer in operation is located outside of the area of 

regulation, Pocatello would not be able to revert back to the original well to avoid 

regulation as the well is no longer in operation. Pocatello would still be able to divert the 

right from alternative wells, if any, located outside of the area of regulation. 
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4. The recommendation that the condition apply to alternative points of 
diversion, where the condition was not previously imposed on water rights diverting 
from the same wells, does not constitute a collateral attack on the transfer 
proceedings. 

Three of Pocatello's rights on its system underwent a formal transfer in 1999 

approving alternative points of diversion. The alternative points of diversion for these 

rights share the same wells claimed as alternative points of diversion for the rights at 

issue. The alternative points of diversion for the three rights were not conditioned, 

Pocatello argues diverting both conditioned and unconditioned rights from the same wells 

causes confusion and complicates administration of the water rights. Pocatello also 

argues that by adding the condition "to wells" that were previously unconditioned 

constitutes an impennissible collateral attack on the formal transfer. 

This Court disagrees. First, it is routine in the SRBA for multiple rights to be 

decreed from a single well with different restrictions, limitations and priority dates. The 

situation in this case is no different. Next, the condition applies to the water right not the 

well. 

5. The Special Master did not err in striking the Affidavit of Josephine 
Beeman in Support of Pocatello 's Post-Trial Brief 

The parties filed post-trial briefs. Pocatello also filed the Affidavit of Josephine P. 

Beeman in Support of Pocatello 's Post-Trial Brief which includes 11 exhibits. This 

Court has reviewed the Affidavit. The various exhibits include briefing filed in other 

cases (Freemont-Madison v. JGWA and American Falls Reservoir Dist. #2 et.al.); a letter 

dated July 11, 2001 from IDWR regarding "Continued Negotiations of General Water 

Management Rules, JDAPA Docket No. 37-0313-9701"; "Draft Statewide Water 

Management Rules" to name a few. The State moved to strike the Affidavit on the basis 

that the presentation of evidence had closed. The Special Master granted the State's 

motion but held that she would consider it legal argument. In the past IDWR 

recommended municipal rights as alternative points of diversion as claimed without 

imposing any limiting condition. 
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Pocatello argues that the Affidavit was submitted as legal argument to demonstrate 

that IDWR has changed its position with respect to conditioning municipal water rights. 

Pocatello states in its post-trial brief: 

This brief addresses all of the issues presented in the Court's six-day trial 
of Pocatello's 38 state-law SRBA claims. Perhaps the most consistently 
reoccurring theme is that the Idaho Depaiiment of water resources 
(IDWR) has changed its position with respect to Pocatello's municipal 
water rights from IDWR's prior investigation and recommendation of 
similar municipal rights in the SRBA. 

Pocatello 's Post-Trial Brief at 1. Idaho Rule of Evidence 401 defines "relevant 

evidence" as evidence having the tendency to make the existence of any fact that 

is of consequence to the determination of the action more probable or Jess 

probable without the evidence." I.R.E. 40 I. Clearly the Affidavit was submitted 

as evidence in support of the factual allegation that IDWR has changed its 

position with respect to recommending municipal right. To the extent the 

contents of the Affidavit were previously admitted into evidence Pocatello could 

appropriately refer to the contents in the brief. To the extent the contents were not 

previously admitted into evidence then the Special Master appropriately found the 

Affidavit to be "additional evidence." Pocatello's labeling of the Affidavit as legal 

argument is not binding on the Court. Accordingly, the Special Master did not err 

in considering the Affidavit a legal argument only. 

Finally, the Special Master's ruling did not result in prejudice to Pocatello. 

Apparently, IDWR admitted at trial changing its position after gaining a better 

understanding how conjunctive management is to be implemented and the relative affects 

conjunctive management has on existing rights. Pocatello states: "At trial, IDWR 

explained that it purposely changed its position in 2003 because the Department had 

evolved in its understanding of conjunctive administration since the mid-1990's." 

Pocatello 's Opening Brief at 11. IDWR's change is position would be expected. The 

ruling of the Special Master is affirmed. 

C. The Special Master did not err in recommending that Pocatello's ground 
water wells not be decreed as alternative points of diversion for its senior surface 
rights. 
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Pocatello claimed its ground water wells as alternative points of diversion for its 

senior surface rights diverting from Gibson Jack and Mink Creek. The Special Master 

recommended that the accomplished transfer claim be disallowed. The Special Master 

concluded that the provisions ofI.C. § 42-1425 do not authorize a change in the source 

element of a water right. The Special Master also found that although Gibson Jack and 

Mink Creeks contribute to the Lower Portneuf River Valley Aquifer (LPRV A) from 

which the ground water rights are pumped the two are not the same source. The Special 

Master found that although the two creeks contribute to the LPRVA, the LPRV A derives 

a significant supply of its water from other sources. This Court affirms. 

1. Idaho Code § 42-1425 does not expressly authorize an accomplished 
transfer to the change in source element. 

Idaho Code § 42-1411 sets forth the elements required for defining a water right. 

The "source" of the right is one of the enumerated elements. I.C. § 42-1411 (2)(b). The 

accomplished transfer provisions of Idaho Code § 42-1425 authorize changes to the 

"place of use, point of diversion, nature or purpose of use or period of use" but does not 

expressly authorize a change to the source element. Presumably for the very reason that 

the injury to the water rights of existing water users on the "new" source is per se. A 

change in source is essentially the appropriation of a new water right. However, in the 

case of a new appropriation the priority date is junior to those of existing users on the 

new source while a transfeITed right retains its original priority thereby shifting the 

schedule of existing priorities on the new source resulting in injury to existing priorities. 

This Court acknowledges and Pocatello has argued that Partial Decrees have 

been issued which refer to accomplished transfer to source. The Court responds as 

follows. First, the source element listed in a license or prior decree is not dispositive of 

the issue as a source can be described generally or in more specific terms. Two sources 

can share such a significant connection that the affect of a transfer from one source to 

another would have no affect on the priorities of existing users; i.e. diverting from either 

"source" has exactly the same affect on the rights of existing users. Second, the rights 

described by Pocatello were investigated by IDWR insuring that no injury resulted to 
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existing rights. For example if a right is transferred to a different source and there are 

either no rights diverting from the new source or the right being transferred is the most 

junior then there is no injury to existing rights. Lastly, the accomplished transfer claims 

were uncontested so any precedential value is limited based on the absence of a 

meaningful record. In this case, despite ruling that LC. § 42-1425 did not authorize 

changes in source, the Special Master nonetheless appropriately allowed Pocatello the 

opportunity to prove the absence of injury to existing users. 

2. The evidence does not support that the surface and ground water 
rights are diverted from the same source. 

The Special Master heard conflicting testimony on the degree of 

interconnectedness between the surface and ground water sources and determined the two 

to be connected but separate. The Court has reviewed the testimony of Pocatello's expert 

Greg Sullivan and concludes that the evidence overwhelming supp01is the Special 

Master's finding. Mr. Sullivan testified that "roughly at least half the supply, if not more 

is coming from these tributaries. So that would be half the supply of the Lower Portneuf 

River Valley Aquifer comes from Mink Creek- or primarily comes from Mink Creek 

and Gibson Jack Creek with some other coming from other tributaries." TR. Vol. IV 

pp. 801-02. Mr. Sullivan then concludes that because of the existence of this hydraulic 

connection, Mink Creek, Gibson Jack Creek and the LPRVA are essentially the same 

source. TR. Vol. IV pp. 802-03. The testimony does not support the conclusion. The 

Court will not disturb the Special Master's finding. 

By allowing the transfer the injury to the priority dates of existing ground 

pumpers would be unavoidable. The two sources are sufficiently disconnected such that 

ground water pumping has no affect on the surface sources. While evidence was 

presented that the two creeks contribute to the aquifer no evidence was presented 

supporting that the aquifers contribute to the creeks. As such, Pocatello could not seek 

regulation of ground water rights to satisfy its surface rights as the rights presently exist. 

However, by approving an accomplished transfer, Pocatello would be able to dive1i its 

surface rights from ground water wells and thereby seek regulation of existing wells 
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where no such right previously existed. Pocatello fails to address the issue of the water it 

would receive from sources other than Mink or Gibson Jack Creek which contribute to 

roughly the other half of the supply of the aquifer. The finding of the Special Master is 

affirmed. 

D. The Special Master did not err in recommending water right 29-7770 with an 
irrigation purpose of use. 

Pocatello claimed a "municipal" purpose of use for water right 29-7770. The 

Director's Report recommended the purpose of use as "inigation." Pocatello holds three 

water rights (29-7118, 29-7119 and 29-7770) used exclusively for a biosolid waste 

treatment process. Biosolids generated in conjunction with Pocatello's sewage 

treatment process are applied to specific crops which absorb the waste as fertilizer. The 

tlu·ee water rights were originally licensed with irrigation purposes of use. Licenses were 

issued for water rights 29-7118 and 29-7119 in 1975. Pocatello implemented the 

biosolids treatment program in 1981 and thereafter began using the rights in conjunction 

with the program ever since. Although the Director's Report recommended the purpose 

of use for the two rights as originally licensed (i.e. irrigation, the Special Master 

concluded that Pocatello successfully changed the purpose of use for 29-7118 and 29-

7119 from irrigation to municipal based on the application ofl.C. § 42-1425). 

Water right 29-7770 does not share the same procedural posture. A license was 

issued for 29-7770 in 2003 with ru1 irrigation purpose of use. The Special Master 

concluded that the provisions of the accomplished transfer statute were inapplicable 

because the license was issued after the commencement date of the SRBA and 

recommended the right with ru1 irrigation purpose of use. This Court affirms. 

In this case the license is controlling. This Court has long held that the SRBA 

cannot be used as a mechanism for reconditioning or collaterally attacking a license. The 

Court also addressed this issue as applied to these same claims in the context of 

Pocatello's alternative legal theory based on federal law. In Memorandum Decision and 

Order on Challenge and Order Disallowing Water Right Based on Federal Law, 

Subcase No. 29-11609 (City of Pocatello-Federal Law Claims) (Oct. 6, 2006), affin 'd 
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on other grounds, Pocatello v. State, 145 Idaho 497, I 80 P. 3d 1048 (2008), this Comt 

held: 

Licenses are and have been consistently treated in the SRBA the same as 
prior decrees for purposes of binding the parties and their privies. In 
Order on Challenge (Consolidated Issues) of "Facility Volume" Issue 
and "Additional Evidence" Issue, subcases 36-02708 et al. (Dec. 29, 
1999), the SRBA Court affirmed a special master's ruling that the SRBA 
was not the appropriate forum for collaterally attacking licenses 
previously issued tlu·ough administrative proceedings. 

The SRBA cannot serve as a second opportunity for IDWR 
to recondition a license which it had a full oppo1tunity to 
condition when the license was originally issued. See e.g., 
Matter of Hidden Springs Trout Ranch, Inc., v. Alred. 
Having determined that LC. § 42-220 binds the state to 
licensed rights, those same licenses are also binding on the 
license holder. If a pa1ty is aggrieved by any aspect of a 
license, that paiiy's remedy is to seek an administrative 
review and then, if necessary, a judicial review of the 
license. LC. §§ 42-170l(A) and 67-5270; Hardy v. 
Higgenson, 123 Idaho 485, 849 P.2d 946 (1997). If the 
license is not appealed when issued, any attempt to appeal 
the license in a subsequent judicial proceeding, like the 
SRBA, would constitute a collateral attack on the license. 
[footnote 5 cited]. See e.g., Mosman v. Mathison, 90 Idaho 
76, 408 P.2d 450 (1965); Bone v. City of Lewiston, 107 
Idaho 844 693 P .2d 1046 (1984 ). 

Id. ( quoting Supplemental Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
(Facility Volume) (July 31, 1998); see also Memorandum Decision and 
Order on Challenge; Order on State of Idaho's Motion to Dismiss 
Claimant's Notice of Challenge, subcase 36-08099 (Jan 11, 2000) 
upholding subordination remark contained in a license for hydropower 
water right claim). 

Like a prior decree, a licensed right is not conclusive as to the 
extent of the water right, since a license does not insulate a claimant from 
practices occurring after the license was issued such as abandorunent or 
forfeiture. However, unlike a prior decree, the binding effect of a license 
extends beyond the parties to the administrative proceeding and their 
privies. The Idaho legislature also acknowledged the binding effect of 
prior licenses and decrees in enacting Idaho Code § 42-1427 which 
provides a mechanism for defining elements of water rights not described 

MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER ON CHALLENGE (City of Pocatello) Page 25 of 30 

UNITED WATER'S STATEMENT UPDATING AND EXPLAINING THE IMAP RELAUNCH 

1530729 _ 49 / 30-147 Page 114 of 124 



in prior decrees or licenses. Accordingly, the City is also bound by its 
prior license for water right claim 29-07 43 I. 

The bottom-line is that a party crumot have its water use 
adjudicated or administratively determined in one proceeding and then re­
adjudicate the right under a more favorable legal theory in a subsequent 
proceeding. 

Memorandum Decision and Order on Challenge and Order Disallowing Water right 

Based 011 Federal Law at 12-13. (footnotes omitted). The significance of the permit and 

licensing method of appropriating a water right was not intended as a procedure for 

"registering" a pre-existing water use appropriated under the constitutional method. 

Rather it is a separate means of acquiring a water right. Crane }alls Power & Irr. Co. v. 

Snake River Irr. Co., 24 Idaho 63, 82, 133 P.655, 674 (1913) (citing Neilson v. Parker, I 9 

Idaho 727, 115 Pac. 488 (1911)). Accordingly, Pocatello's redress should have been 

through the administrative licensing process. Ironically, Pocatello states in its opening 

brief that it "requested the irrigation designation in order to expedite the long overdue 

licensing of 29-7770." Pocatello 's Opening Brief on Challenge at 15. Apparently 

Pocatello received the exact purpose ofuse for which it applied. 

Pocatello argues that IDWR erred as a matter of law in designating the purpose of 

use as irrigation instead of municipal because the water has always been used in 

conjunction with the biosolids program ru1d in exactly the same manner as 29-7118 and 

29-7119. This Court does not find the irrigation purpose of use designation inconsistent 

with the manner in which the water right is beneficially used. The designation of 

municipal is a more general purpose of use encompassing various purposes of use 

required of a municipal provider. Idaho Code§ 42-202B (6) defines municipal purposes 

as "residential, commercial, industrial, iJTigation of parks and open space, and related 

purposes." While the iJTigation of crops in conjunction with waste treatment could fall 

under the broader definition of municipal it could also fall under the more specific 

designation of irrigation. The water right is used to "i1Tigate" crops, which is entirely 

consistent with an irrigation purpose of use, albeit the designation does not have the same 

broad scope and flexibility as a municipal designation. In the event Pocatello wishes to 

use the water right for a different specific purpose that would otherwise also fall under 
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the broader definition of municipal, it will have to proceed with a formal transfer 

proceeding. The ruling of the Special Master is affirmed 

E. The Priority Dates for 29-13558 and 29-13639. 

1. The Special Master did not err in recommending a July 17, 1924, 
priority date for water right 29-13558. 

Water right claim 29-13558 is based on beneficial use. Pocatello claimed a 

priority date of June 30, 1905. The Director's Report recommended a priority date of 

July 16, 1924. Following a trial on the merits, the Special Master held that the evidence 

presented by Pocatello in support of the claimed priority date was insufficient to rebut 

presumptive weight of the Director's Report. The water right was associated with the 

first well used by the City of Alameda. The Director's Report recommended a priority 

date of one day prior to the founding of Alameda on July 17, 1924. The recommendation 

relied on a historic newspaper article submitted by Pocatello in support of its claim. The 

article states that the City of Alameda was founded July 17, 1924, and that the depth of 

the well was increased during the term of Alameda's first mayor. The logical inference 

being that the well was in existence prior to the establishment of Alameda, however, the 

a1iicle does not state when the well was drilled. The Special Master found that the only 

evidence connecting the well to Pocatello 's claimed priority of 1905 was a showing that 

an early resident moved into the area sometime in 1905. The Special Master concluded 

that Pocatello's showing was insufficient to rebut the presumption created by the 

Director's Report. On Challenge Pocatello argues that it offered evidence from multiple 

sources that the well was in place and dive1iing water by June 30, 1905. Pocatello does 

not cite to specific facts in the record supporting that the well was drilled and in use in 

1905. 

The Director's Report is considered to be prima facie evidence of the nature and 

extent of a water right. I.C. § 42-1411; State v. Hagerman Water Right Owners, 130 

Idaho 736, 745, 947 P.2d 409,418 (1997). The primafacie status constitutes a rebuttable 
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evidentiary presumption governed by Idaho Rule of Evidence 301. McKray v. 

Rosenkrance, 13 5 Idaho 509, 514, 20 P .3d 693, 698 (2000) ( citing State v. Hagerman 

Water Right Owners). The presumption shifts only the burden of production not the 

burden of persuasion. Mc Kray at 514, 20 P.3d at 698. The claimant of a water right has 

the ultimate burden of persuasion for each element of a water right. I.C. § 42-1411(5), 

The presumption is rebutted by the introduction of evidence sufficient to permit 

reasonable minds to conclude that the presumed fact does not exist. I.R.E. 301; Bongiovi 

v. Jamison, 110 Idaho 734, 718 P.2d 1172 (1986) (fact presumed until opponent 

introduces "substantial evidence" of nonexistence of fact); Krebs v. Krebs, 114 Idaho 

571, 759 P.2d 77 (Ct. App. 1988). Substantial evidence is defined "as such relevant 

evidence as a reasonable mind might accept to support a conclusion; it is more than a 

scintilla but less than a preponderance." Clear Springs Foods, Inc. v. Clear Lakes Trout 

Co., 136 Idaho 761, 764, 40 P.3d 119, 122 (2002). If rebutted, the presumption 

disappears and the facts on which the presumption is based are weighed together with all 

other relevant facts. Id. The trier of fact has primary responsibility for weighing the 

evidence and determining whether the required burden of proof on an issue has been met. 

Clear Springs Foods, Inc. v. Clear Lakes Trout Co., 136 Idaho 761, 765, 40 P.3d 119, 

123 (2002). The Com1 shall adopt the findings of fact of the Special Master unless 

clearly erroneous. 11 I.R.C.P. 53(e)(2). 

The Special Master, after weighing the evidence, determined "although the 

evidence has some probative value, by itself does not rebut the Director's Report 

conclusion that priority is July 16, 1924." The Special Master's findings are not clearly 

erroneous. The evidence suppo1ts a finding that the well was in existence prior to the 

founding of the City of Alameda. However, this Court concurs that insufficient evidence 

was presented to establish a more specific priority date. Accordingly, the earliest priority 

the evidence supports is a priority of one day earlier than the founding of Alameda. The 

finding of the Special Master is affirmed. 

2. The Special Master's recommendation of a priority date one day 
earlier than the licensed priority for water right 29-13639 is affirmed. 

11 See supra standard of review of findings of fact of Special Master. 
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The Special Master found that water right 29-13639 is based on prior license 29-

2324. The prior license covered Alameda wells 1, 2 and 3. Water right 29-13639 relates 

to well number 3. The licensed priority date for 29-13639 is October 22, 1952. The 

Director's Report recommended a priority of October 22, 1952, based on the prior 

license. Pocatello claimed a priority of December 31, 1940, based on beneficial use. The 

Special Master determined that although Pocatello presented evidence regarding 

Pocatello's population growth, the evidence was insufficient to establish a specific 

priority date including the claimed priority of December 31, 1940. The Special Master 

made the finding that the permit and license support that the wells pre-existed October 

22, 1952, and therefore concluded that the priority should be advanced one day prior of 

October 21, 1952. This Court disagrees. 

Water right 29-13639 is based on a former license. Pocatello's claim is not to the 

use of additional water from the well not previously covered under the license. 

Pocatello's claim is for an earlier priority for a previously licensed water right. For the 

reasons discussed above, the Court finds this to be a collateral attack on a previously 

licensed right and concludes that the priority date should be consistent with the license or 

October 22, 1952. However, the State did not contest the Special Master's recommended 

priority for this right. The State argued that the priority should not be any earlier than the 

priority date recommended. Even disregarding the former license, the evidence does not 

support an earlier priority. The Court thereby affirms the recommendation of the Special 

Master. 

VIII. 

CONCLUSION AND ORDER 

Pursuant to I.R.C.P. 53(e)(2) and AOJ section 13f, this Court has reviewed the 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law contained in the Special Master's Report and 

Recommendation and wholly adopts them as its own. 

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that the Challenge is denied. Partial Decrees for 

the above-captioned order will be entered pursuant to a separate order consistent with this 

A1emorandum Decision. 
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IX. 

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), 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, 

o,1od11v,,,m l(w II, 2fl01 ~ 
)Old::::;,,~~~ 
Presiding Judge 
Snake River Basin Adjudication 
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Subcase Nos: 
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29-04226 
29-07106 
29-07118 
29-07119 
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29-07450 
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29-13560 
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29-13562 
29-13637 
29-13638 
29-13639 
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