
05/30/2011 18:52 

May 30, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Ida10 Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, ID B372Q..OO9B 
Fax: 208-287.e700 

Re: Proposed Change to ConjunctiV$ Management Rule 50 

Dea-Sir: 

LOST RIVER VALLEY PAGE 02 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
Involved in Eastem Snake Plain Aq.Jifer (ESPA), the.'Mlne.' As a resu~, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the botrldaries of the ESPAM seem arbitraIy and 
pontiesl. People thai are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organlzatlon they represented. We were never approached 10 be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for OIS grou"ldWater basins Without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our incfusion in the ESP AM, we \\Ollie! have certainly had a representative there to protect our 
Interests. 

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

The ESPAM was never Intended to be used as an administratiVe tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitmy B'ld political. The Big and LItHe Wood River Valley's should be included In the 
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee? 

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 a-id 34 and flows into the ESP A. but how much and 
how long it takes to reach the Twin Falls area are 1Slknowns. Estimates are inexact. 

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

If we do become part of the ESPA and all! made subject 10 calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? How wiilthose be delivered? 

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

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

Date: 5" -30'-11 



05/30/2011 18:52 

May30,2011 

Richerd Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, 10 8372Q..OO98 
Fax:2~287~700 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

LOST RIVER VALLEV PAGE 03 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Ac\iUdication that we would never be 
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "Mine." As a result, we were unaware that we were even 
in the Eastem Snake Plein Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundarieS of the ESPAM seem arbitraty and 
political. People thai; are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we 
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

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

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

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

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

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



05/30/2011 18:44 

May 30, 2011 

Richa-d Rigby 

2084209811 

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

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

Name: C"h~' ~ I A VYk -'.I t\Q,. d 
Address: iiIiii .: : : : 
City. State: ~ 00 r e.. ::;:ko 
Phone: _ ~, -----... -

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear-Sir: 

PAGE 02 

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

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

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

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

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

If we do become part of the E$PA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make 
calls ourselves? Ho\.v wi" those be delivered? 

Sincerely, 



05/30/2011 12:16 

May 29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

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

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

Name: 
Address: 

City, state: JiII_ 
Phone: 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 02 

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be 
involved in Eastem Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "A..Jine." As a result. we were Urla\'llal'e that we were even 
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the bOl.ndaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and 
political. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of 
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling 
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or i1put. Had we 
been aware of our indusion in the ESPAM, we woulcl haVe certainly had a representative there to protect our 
interests. 

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

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

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

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the 
ConjunctiVe Management Rules as: "The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.8.). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot remive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

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



05/30/2011 12:10 

May 29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
Boise, 10 83720-0098 
Fax: 2Q8-.287 -6700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY PAGE 04 

Name: 
Address: 
C~,S~e: ~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~~ 
Phone: 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

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

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

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

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

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

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



05/30/2011 09:55 

May 29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

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

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

--- ----_._-_._. __ ..... - . 

Name: 
Address: 
City, State: 
Phone: ~ 

~ 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 02 

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

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

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a bounda!Y. ,AQaln, the boundaries 
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and UWe Wood River Valley's should be induded in the 
ESPAM and are nol Do they have representation on the Mode6ng Committee? 

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

The hydrologio baSis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the 
Conjunctive Management Rules as: 'The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water 
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.01.8.). The Big and Little Lost River Basins cannot receive water from the 
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion. 

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



05/30/2011 09:47 

May 29, 2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of water Resources 
P,O. Box 83720 
Boise, 10 83720-0098 
Fax;20~2a7~700 

LOST RIVER VALLEY 

Name: 
Address; 
City, State: 
Phone: 

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 05 

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

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

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

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

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

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



05/30/2011 09:43 

May29,2011 

Richard Rigby 

2084209811 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
P.O. Box 83720 
BOise, ID 83720-0096 
Fax: 208-287-6700 

LOST RIVER VALLE V 

Name: 
Address: 
City, State: 
Phone: 

Re: PropOsed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50 

Dear Sir: 

PAGE 02 

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

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

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

We are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basins 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but hoW much and 
hOW Iorg it takes to reach the Twin Falls area are La1knowns. Estimates are inexact. 

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

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

Sinoorely, ~ e. .. tf~ 


