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Name: Corirpd MR upuE
Address;

City, State: Mo ore, 1D #2255
Phone: GRS

May 30, 2011

Richard Rigby

Idaho Dapartment of Water Resources
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83723-0098

Fax 2082876700

Re: Proposad Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir:

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Srake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be
invoived in Eastern Snake Plain Aguifer (ESPA), the *Adine.” As a result, we were umaware that we were aven
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seam arbifrary and
political. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represented and protected the interests of
whomever or whatever orgenization they represented. We were hever epproached to be on the Modaling
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwatar 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 negligitle, at best “Good"
water years, (when calls are unikely) are the only times that these two basins may contibute to the ESPA.
"Bad” water years, (when calls are kely) do not aliow any water to leave these basins,

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as @ boundary. Agamn, the boundaries
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Litle Wood River Valiey's should be included In the
ESPAM and are not Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee?

Wa are told that there is groundwater that leaves Basing 33 and 34 and flows into the ESPA, but how mueh and
haw 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 Water Supply is set furth in the
Conjunctive Management Rules as: "The Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies watar to and receives water
from the Sneke 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 triterion.

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

Sincerely,

Z = e

5. Delay factor; that indicate up to 150 years before benefits may result should
watrant a futile call on any petition.

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

Signature: Date: 8 — 57~ //
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Neme:  ZED /PTDILSNEY
Address: <

City, State;

May 30, 2011

Richard Rigby

Idaho Depariment of Water Rasources
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0098

Fax; 208-287-8700

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir;

Basin 34 has been told numerous timeg since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be
involved i Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "Adline.” As a result, we were unaware that we were even
in the Eastermn Snake Plain Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and
political. People that are on the Modeling Committen have obviously represented and protected the interests of
whomever or whatevar organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling
Committee. Decigions have bean made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we
haen aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certsinly 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 callg are uniikely) 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 Litlle Wood River Valley's should be included in the
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Commitlee?

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

The hydrologic basis for the definiion 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 Shake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a). The Big and Litlle 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 aurselvas? How will those be delivered?

sinoerely, 7A”/ 777W
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Narme: 0 /1€ v~ "
Address:
City, State: re
Phone:

May 30, 2011

Richard Rigby

ldaho Departmert of Water Resources
P.0O. Box 83720

Boise, 1D 83720-0098

Fax: 208-287-6700

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir-

Basin 34 tas been told numerpus times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the "Adine." 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 Conmittee have obviously represented and protected the interests of
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never spproached 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 thera to protact our
interests.

The contribution of the Big and Litle Lost Rivers (Basimis 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, st best “Good”
water years, (when calls are unlikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA,
"Bad” water ysars, (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 bourdary. Again, the boundaries
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Litle Wood River Valley's should be included in the
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committes?

- We are told that there is groundwster that leaves Baging 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 Water Supply is set for!h in the
Conjunctive Management Rules as: “The Eastemn 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 cannat 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?

Sincerely,
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May 29, 2011

Richard Rigby

ldaho Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, |D 83720-0088

Fax: 208-287-8700

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir:

Bagin 34 has been told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be
involved in Eastem Snake Plain Aguifer (ESPA), the "Adine” As a resuit, we ware unaware that we were evan
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
whomevar or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Madeling
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwster basing without our knowledge or nput. Had we
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a representative there to protect our
interasts,

The contribution of the Big and Litle Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best. "Good"
water years, (when calls are uniikely) 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 riaver intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and politcal, The Big and Little Wood River Valley's should be included in the
ESPAM and are not. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committes?

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 Fails area are unknowns. Estimates are inexact.

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply s set forth in the
Conjunctive Management Rules as: “Tha Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer supplies water to and receives water
from the Snake River” (CMR 050.0 1.2.). The Big and Littie Lost River Basins cannot receive water from the
Snake River. We do not meet this criterion.

if we do become part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered?
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Name: - w/ [ é(d. -
Afidress: _ .
e

May 29, 2011

Richard Rigby

ldaho Department of Water Resources
P.Q. Box 83720

Boise, 1D 83720-0098

Fax: 208-287-5700

Re; Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir:

Basin 34 has been told numerous times since the Srigke River Basin Adjudication that we would never be
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer (ESPA), the “A-line.” Asg a resuit, we weare unaware that we ware aven
n the Eastem Snake Plain Aquifer Modsl (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and
political. People that are on the Modeling Commitiee have obviously represented and protected the interests of
whomever ar whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Maodeling
Committee, Decisions have been made for our groundwater basing without our knowledge or input. Hed we
been aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would heve certainly had a represertative thers fo 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 fimes that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA.
“Bad" water years, (when calls are likely) do not aflow any water to leave these basins,

The ESPAM was rnaver intended to be uged as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries
of the ESPAM sesm arbitrary and political. The Big and Little Wood River Valley's should be ncluded in the
ESPAM and are nat. Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee?

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

The hydrologic basis for the definiion of the Ares 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 Litle 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 o calls from the Twin Falls area, do we get to make
calls ourselves? How will those be delivered?
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Name;
Addrass:
City, State:
Phone:

May 29, 2011

Richard Rigby

idaho Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0008

Fax: 208-287-8700

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir;

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 wera unaware that we were sven
in the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer Modet (ESPAM). Same of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and
political. People that are on the Modeling Committee have obviously represernited and protected the interests of
whomever of whatever organization they represented. We wena naver approached to be on the Modeling
Committee. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or input. Had we
besn aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a representative there fo protect our
interests.

The contribution of the Big and Litlle Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 24) to the ESPA is negligible, at best. "Good”
water years, (when calls are unfikely) 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 interided to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the boundaries
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political. The Big and Litle Wood River Valley's should be included in the
ESPAM and are not Do they have representation on the Modeling Committee?

We are told thet 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 Water Supply is set forth in the
Conjunctive Management Rules as: “The Eastem 8nake 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 becorme part of the ESPA and are made subject to calls from the Twin Fafls area, do we get to make
calls oursalves? How will those be delivered?

Kimlasiy Hanu~
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Name:;
Address:
City, State:
Phone: .

May 28, 2011

Richard Rigby

ldaho Department of Weater Resources
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, 1D 83720-0008

Fax: 2082876700

Re: Proposed Change to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir:

Basin 34 has besan told numerous times since the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would never be
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aguifer (ESPA), the “Adine.” As a result, we were unaware that we wers even
in the Eastem Snake Plaln Aquifer Model (ESPAM). Some of the boundaries of the ESPAM seem arbitrary ard
political, People thet are on the Modeling Committes have obviousgly represented ard pratected the interests of
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling
Committes, Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledge or mput. Had we
besn aware of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainly had a represertative 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 confribute to the ESPA,
“Bad" water yaars, (when calls are likely) do not allow any water to leave these basins.

The ESPAM was naver intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the baunc}aries
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 goundwater 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 unkrnowns. Estimates are inexact, :

The hydrologic basis for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the
Conjunciive 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?

Sincerely,
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Name: M—'\p.f'cl .
Address: *
City, State: gl,,nc I‘I.'i

Phone:

May 28, 2011

Richard Rigby

idaho Department of Water Resources
P.O. Bax 83720

Beise, 1D 83720-0098

Fax: 208-287-6700

Re: Proposed Changs to Conjunctive Management Rule 50
Dear Sir:

Basin 34 has been told rnumerous times smce the Snake River Basin Adjudication that we would naver be
involved in Eastern Snake Plain Aguifer (ESPA), the “Adine” 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 represanted and protadied the interests of
whomever or whatever organization they represented. We were never approached to be on the Modeling
Committes. Decisions have been made for our groundwater basins without our knowledga or input. Had we
been awars of our inclusion in the ESPAM, we would have certainty had a represertative there to protect our
interests.

The contribution of the Big and Litde Lost Rivers (Basins 33 and 34) to the ESPA is negligible, at best. “Good
water years, (when calls are urdikely) are the only times that these two basins may contribute to the ESPA.
“Bad” water years, (when calls are fikely) do not sllow any water to leave these basins.

The ESPAM was never intended to be used as an administrative tool nor as a boundary. Again, the bourdaries
of the ESPAM seem arbitrary and political, The Big and Litile Wood River Vafley'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 jong it takes to reach the Twin Falls area are wiknowns. Estimales are inexact,

The hydrologic basie for the definition of the Area of Common Ground Water Supply is set forth in the
Conjunctive Management Rules as; “The Eastern Snake Plain Agquifer supplies water to and receives water
from the Snake River" (CMR 050.0 1.a.). The Big and Little Last River Basins cannot receive water from the

Snake Rivar. We do not mest 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?

Sincerely, W ‘ #ng/



