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Introduction 
IDWR staff prepared a memorandum ("staff memo") that responded to various parts of the 
expert reports submitted on behalf of Rangen, Inc., IGWA, FMID, and the City of Pocatello. 
This document presents my response to those portions of the staff memo dealing with my expert 
reports submitted on behalfofIGWA. My goal is to address errors pointed out in the staff memo, 
to clarify statements where necessary, address issues with the report and analysis, and to restate 
my positions as they relate to IDWR's opinions on key concepts. 

Correction of Modeling Errors 

The staff memo pointed out two errors in my simulation modeling which are described below. I 
have corrected these errors and have included the corrected model results in Attachment A to this 
document. 

Applied stress in the curtailment analysis 

On page 40, the staff memo contains this statement regarding AMEC's applied stress in the 
curtailment analysis: "Review of Dr. Brendecke's model files also indicates that he applied a 
stress equal to total pumping, rather than applying a stress equal to the crop irrigation 
requirement or net pumping." 

This error occurred because I mistakenly used the .wel file generated by MKMOD rather than 
the .net file as the curtailment stress. Attachment A contains the relevant tables and figures from 
my report that reflect this correction. 

Delineation of 10% trimline 

On page 38, the staff memo contains the following statement regarding AMEC's use of the 10% 
trimline: "It appears that Dr. Brendecke did not use the correct 10% trimline in his analysis 
performed with ESPAM2.1. AMEC's model files show that pumping was applied in model cells 
1041014 and 1043013, which both have steady state response functions of9.53% with respect to 
the Rangen spring complex." 

This error occurred because I allowed steady state response values greater than 9.5% to be 
rounded up to 10% before defining the trimline, whereas IDWR does not consider such 
rounding. Attachment A contains the relevant tables and figures from my report that reflect this 
correction. 

Responses to Staff Comments 

There are several areas in the staff memo that I disagree with or believe misinterpret my reports. 
The following section of this response addresses the more significant of these. 

Throughout the staff memo are references to ESP AM2.1 as the "best available science" for 
determining effects of changes in water management, such as curtailment. There is no dispute 
that ESP AM2.1 is available. There is no dispute that there are no other current groundwater 
models of the ESPA that have undergone a similar level of scientific review. In my view the real 
question to be answered in this proceeding is whether ESP AM2.1 is sufficiently accurate and 
reliable to justify widespread curtailment of lawfully decreed water rights or to precisely 
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quantify the mitigation requirements that would allow junior groundwater rights to continue 
operation. I believe it is not and that both model uncertainty and efficient water resource 
management dictate that ESP AM2.1 be applied with considerable caution in establishing the 
obligations of junior groundwater users. 

On p. 4 of the staff memo, it states "ESP AM2.1 incorporates the spatial distribution of aquifer 
recharge and discharge and regional-scale hydrogeology within the constraints of a one-mile 
square grid size and transmissivity pilot point spacing, which is approximately two to four miles 
in the vicinity of the Buhl to Lower Salmon Falls reach. " 

While it is true the model uses one-mile grid spacing, this scale does not represent the spatial 
resolution of all the data required for input to the model. Much of this data is available only at a 
much coarser scale. For example, the model uses county-wide cropping patterns to estimate 
irrigation requirement on individual fields and entire canal service areas for determining rates of 
application of surface water. Conditions such as these inevitably lead to model uncertainty when 
the model is applied to increasingly localized situations, such as aquifer discharge at Rangen. 

On p. 5 of the staff memo, it states "It would not be appropriate to increase the weight of post -
2000 observations during model calibration as suggested by Brendecke (2012, 2013) and 
Hinckley (2013). " 

I disagree with this statement because it ignores important changes in water use efficiency on the 
plain above Rangen that are not reflected in ESPAM2.l (as acknowledged on p. 33 of the staff 
memo). While ESP AM2.1 reflects increased use of sprinklers, it does not reflect other changes 
in water delivery practices such as lining and piping of laterals and changes in the use of spill 
ponds, which I believe could at least partially explain why ESP AM2.1 systematically 
underestimates predictions in the early half of the simulation (roughly 1980-1995) and 
overestimates them in the later half (roughly 1996-2008). These changes are more accurately 
reflected in current observations of discharges. In order to assess effects of curtailment going 
forward from the present, it is appropriate to weight current conditions more highly than those 
which occurred in the past. 

IDWR has in other instances selectively used specific time periods for model input when it best 
suits the purpose. For example, on page 56 of the staff memo, IDWR describes using a later 
time period for average precipitation because it is a better fit to the model: "The 1971-2000 
period used to estimate precipitation with ESP AMl.l curtailment simulations resulted in 
estimates of precipitation higher than the long term average from 1934 through 2008. Average 
precipitation from the 1998-2008 period used with ESP AM2.1 curtailment simulations is closer 
to the long term average." 

Moore and Doherty (2005) state: 

A model's role as a predictor of environmental behavior can be enhanced ... by 
giving greater weight to those measurements which carry the greatest information 
content with respect to a required prediction. This suggests that a departure may 
be necessary from the custom of using a single "calibrated model" for the 
making of many different predictions. Instead, model calibration may need to be 
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repeated many times so that in each case the calibration process is optimized for 
the making of a specific model prediction. 

It seems that preferential weighting of specific data sets and time periods for model calibration 
and comparison is an accepted practice. 

On page 5, the staff memo states, "Use of the steady state responsefimctions to delineate a 
trim line requires accepting that the ESP AM2.1 provides the best available prediction of 
response at the Rangen spring cell. " 

My use of steady state response functions from ESP AM2.1 reflects my acknowledgement that 
ESP AM2.1 is most likely what IDWR will use to make a determination in this delivery call. Use 
of these functions is a reasonable basis for defining a trimline, should the Director decide to do 
so in order to address uncertainty and other policy considerations. 

On page 5, the staff memo states " ... Brendecke (2012, 2013) conclude that ESPAM2.1 does not 
include sufficient local-scale detail to be capable of providing a reasonable prediction of 
responses at the Rangen cell, but do not suggest alternative methods ... " 

This statement appears to read more into my conclusion than was intended. It is not my opinion 
that ESP AM2.1 should not be used at all, but that any application of ESP AM2.1 must 
acknowledge and accept that there is an inherent and unquantifiable level of uncertainty in the 
predictions generated by the model. Just because the model predicts a certain impact from a 
given curtailment does not mean the predicted impact will actually be realized. This bears on the 
degree of confidence the Director has that a given curtailment will materially benefit Rangen. 
The alternative I propose is that the Director account for this uncertainty by limiting the scope of 
curtailment (using a trimline or other method) to junior users for which he is confident that a 
meaningful amount of the curtailed water will accrue to Rangen within a meaningful time 
without undue waste of the resource. 

On page 8, the staff memo states "If simulation of curtailment of groundwater irrigation is 
limited to the current area of common groundwater supply ... the benefit predicted at the Rangen 
spring cell is only 1% of the curtailed use. The other 99% of the benefit would accrue to other 
springs and reaches of the Snake River. " 

I believe this statement supports my opinion that full curtailment is a waste of the water resource 
because nearly all of the increase would accrue to water rights that are not making a delivery 
call, or that are already mitigated, or are already fully satisfied, or are precluded from placing a 
delivery call (e.g. hydropower rights). 

On p. 16 of the staff memo it states "Dr. Brendecke concludes that the source for water rights 
36-2551 and 36-7694 is the Martin-Curren Tunnel, which he argues meets the definition of a 
well, and implies that Rangen does not have a right to divertfrom the "natural springs" that 
have also historically supplied the hatchery. " 

My report stated that the physical nature of the Martin-Curren Tunnel meets the statutory 
definition of a groundwater well. I offered no opinion on whether Rangen has rights to divert 
water from the natural springs in the area. 
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On page 17, the staff memo states, "Dr. Brendecke concludes that ... any curtailment of 
groundwater is a waste of the water resource because the majority of the foregone use would not 
accrue to Rangen. " 

I did not state anywhere in my report that "any curtailment" would be a waste of water, though it 
is true that the overwhelming majority of the foregone use from the proposed curtailment would 
not accrue to Rangen. 

On page 41, the staff memo states, "Brendecke (2012) states that the comparison ofESPAM2.1 
with ESPAM1.1 performed by IDWR 'highlights the sensitivity of ESPAM2 results to conditions 
in particular years. ' This is not a valid interpretation of the results. Changes in estimates of 
irrigated acreage between ESPAM1.1 and ESPAM2.1 are the result of improvements in GIS 
technology and methodology used to delineate irrigated lands, not sensitivity to conditions in 
particular years. " 

The conclusion I stated was referring to the report documenting the comparison between 
ESPAMI.I and ESPAM2.0, where Ms. Sukow makes the following statement: "The increase in 
consumptive irrigation requirement results from a combination of changes in periods used to 
calculate average precipitation and evapotranspiration, evapotranspiration adjustment factors, 
and sprinkler fractions. In the ESPAMl.l curtailment scenarios, the average annual precipitation 
from 1961-1990 and average annual evapotranspiration from 1980-2001 were used to calculate 
crop irrigation requirement. In the ESPAM2.0 scenarios, both averages were from November 
1998 through October 2008." From this it is clear that a substantial portion of the difference 
between ESP AM 1.1 and ESP AM2.1 in this comparison is due to the use of different time 
periods for essential elements of the comparison. 

On pages 42 and 43, IDWR quoted me as saying "a superposition model can introduce 
significant error into the analysis of effects of stress changes, " and they continue by noting that 
"the fully populated modelfiles are also available to Dr. Brendecke and the public. Dr. 
Brendecke could have simulated the curtailment using the fitlly populated version of the model to 
explore any potential difference in the prediction at the Rangen spring complex." 

I would like to clarify that my point is both models (superposition and fully populated) assume 
constant transmissivity, which is itself a potentially large source of error. Because both versions 
make this assumption, the error is present in both models. My point about superposition is that 
simplifying assumptions made to the model, e.g. averaging perched river cell leakage, can 
introduce further error. It would be of little value to run the curtailment analysis using the fully 
populated model rather than the superposition model because they share the same fundamental 
assumption of constant transmissivity throughout the model domain. 

On pp. 38-39 of the staff memo, IDWR staff present an evaluation of alternative models 
presented in my December report. Among other things, they ran the alternative models for a 
scenario of full curtailment across the model domain. I believe this full domain curtailment 
scenario to be an inappropriate use ofthe alternative models as they were recalibrated only for 
parameters in the CRIV group, which includes drain, river bed and general head boundary 
conductance parameters. The alternative models were not recalibrated for transimissivities 
anywhere in the model domain. As a result, the regional pathways of groundwater flow toward 
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the Hagennan Rim are the same in the alternative models as they are in ESP AM2.1. I would 
expect that curtailment across the model domain using all these models would be similar. 

In the process of correcting the errors noted at the beginning of this response, I developed a 
composite of my two alternative models and allowed PEST to recalibrate transmissivities in this 
composite model across roughly the western half of the model domain (74 pilot points), as well 
as to all the targets used in my original alternative analyses. This gives PEST an opportunity to 
adjust regional flow pathways in response to the conceptual modifications I made in my 
alternative models. 

I then ran a full domain curtailment analysis comparable to that done by IDWR for ESP AM2.1 
and shown in Table 3 of the staff memo. The results of this analysis show differences at both the 
10% trimline, 5% trimline and full domain curtailments. Details of this recalibration are 
contained in Attachment B. 

As before, this alternative analysis is presented as an example to illustrate conceptual model 
uncertainty and not as a proposal for use by the IDWR. Only a subset of the conceptual 
errors/uncertainties identified in ESP AM2.1 were evaluated for this demonstration. Additional 
evaluation would almost certainly increase the differences in results between alternative model 
structures. 

References: 

Moore, C., and J. Doherty (2005), Role of the calibration process in reducing model predictive 
error, Water Resour. Res., 41, W05020, doi:lO.l029/2004WR003501 
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Attachment A - Corrected ESPAM2.1 Modeling Results 



Table A.1 is updated from Table 5.2 in my 12/21/2012 expert report. The two changes made to 
the modeling are: 1) revise the trimline per IDWR's method; 2) rerun MKMOD to produce a net 
pumping file (.net file) . 

Table A.1 - Curtailment Results Using ESPAM2.1 (Revised Table 5.2) 

Change in Acres Assumed Flow at Groundwater Curtailed Curtailed per 
Trimline Rangen Acres Curtailed Groundwater cfs of Benefit Threshold Complex Use (af/y) to Rangen 

. (cfs) 
(1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

None 17.89 565,023 1,456,405 31,583 

5% 3.35 12,345 42,423 3,685 

10% 0.01 24 86 2,400 
Note: the values In column (5) do not exactly match the calculations presented by IDWR due to 
rounding . 

Column (6) is calculated as (2) 1[(4) 1723.81 * 100% 

% of 
Curtailed 

Use 
Benefiting 

Rangen 
(6) 

0.89% 
5.72% 

8.42% 



Figure A.1 is updated from Figure 4.10 in my 12/2112012 expert report. The corrections shown 
in this figure are updated 5% and 10% ESPAM2.1 trimlines. 

Rangen cell 

D IOWR ESPAM 2 0 Ringen 5% T~mlin e 

D IDWR ESPAM 2.0 Rangen 10% Tnmi ne o ESPAM L 1 5% Rangen 

o 

ESPAM2.1 10% Rangen 

2 4 
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Figure A.1 - Trimline Comparisons ESPAM2.0 and 2.1 (Revised Figure 4.10) 



Attachment B - Recallbrated Alternative Modeling Results 



Description of Recalibrated Model 

The recalibrated model is a derivative of the alternative models presented in my December 21, 
2012, report. It has been created in response to comments in the staff memo regarding the 
effects of full (no trimline) curtailment on discharges at Rangen. It is a derivative of the previous 
models due largely to time constraints which prevented recalibration of both of the previous 
alternatives. 

The recalibrated model reflects the Horizontal Flow Barrier configuration and upper drain 
elevation of Alternative Model #1. It contains the weighting on recent Rangen flow targets of 
Alternative Model #2. It generally uses the same calibration procedure and targets used for the 
alternative models with the following exceptions: 

• PEST was run in a truncated Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) - Assist mode with 
regularization. Due to time constraints we used 46 superparameters and limited 
calibration to 4 iterations. 

• PEST was allowed to recalibrate transmissivities by adjusting values at the 74 pilot 
points nearest to Rangen in the western portion of the model domain. 

• PEST was allowed to recalibrate transmissivities in three cells surrounding the Rangen 
cell independent of any pilot points. 

• PEST was given a calibration target to minimize the difference between curtailed 
discharge at Rangen and current discharge at Rangen. This was imposed to help 
identify parameter sets that are the most sensitive predictors of impact at Rangen. 

The calibration run files and results have been posted to the AMEC ftp site. 

ftp://RangenCall:client2012@amftp.amec.com 

/ AMEC/ ApriiSResponse/ModeIFiles/ AlternativeModel/Su per.zip 

In general, the objective function values for various target groups in this recalibration are similar 
to those of ESPAM2.1, with the exception that the calibration for the early portion of the Rangen 
flow target is poorer. This reflects the increased weight placed on more recent Rangen flows, 
which increased the prediction error for Rangen flows earlier in the calibration period. The 
rationale for this tradeoff is given in my response to the IDWR staff memo. I believe it is unlikely 
that this tradeoff can be resolved without further refinement of the water budget and incidental 
recharge on the plain above Rangen. 

This recalibrated model is, in my view, superior to those presented in my December report for 
evaluation of curtailment across the model domain. But, as with the previous alternative 
models, it should be viewed as only a partial exploration of the conceptual model space 
pertinent to predicting flows and effects at Rangen. Further refinements to both the conceptual 
model and the calibration protocol could be expected to show further differences with 
ESPAM2.1. The alternative is offered as an example of how different calibrated model 
predictions can be. Because it has not had the level of peer review of ESPAM2.1, it is not 
offered as an alternative for use in this delivery call proceeding. 



Table B.1 is modified from Table 3 of the IDWR staff memo ("IDWR comparison of predicted 
responses at the Rangen spring cell to curtailment junior to July 13, 1962 using ESPAM2.1 and 
AMEC's alternative models"). It compares the predicted gains to Rangen from the ESPAM2.1 
and the AMEC recalibrated alternative model. 

Table B.1 - Comparison of Predicted Gains to Rangen (modified IDWR Table 3) 

Curtailed area ESPAM2.1 prediction AMEC corrected model 
(cfs) prediction (cfs) 

Model extent 17.9 14.0 
5% trimline for Rangen 3.35 1.52 
10% trimline for Rangen 0.01 0 



Figure B.1 is similar to Figure A.1 . It compares the trimlines generated by ESPAM2.1 and the 
AMEC recalibrated alternative mode\. 
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Figure B.1 - Trimline Comparisons ESPAM2.1 and AMEC Alternative Model 
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INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this report is to review the "Staff memorandum in response to expert reports 
submitted for Rangen Delivery Call {In the Matter of Distribution for Water to Water Right Nos. 
36-02551 and 36-07694)", dated February 27, 2013 (the "Staff Memo"). 

The Staff Memo summarizes reports filed by the various parties in the case and provides 
responses and related observations developed by the technical staff of the Idaho Department of 
Water Resources. The Staff Memo addresses technical issues, e.g. the adequacy of ESPAM2. 1 
to accurately project the impact of curtailment at Rangen, and does not address legal/policy 
issues, e.g. whether the Rangen water right should be administered as a groundwater right based 
on the Curren Tunnel, and the nature of a margin of uncertainty to be applied to the ESP AM 
projections. My review is presented on a point-by-point basis, pairing citations from the Staff 
Memo with brief discussions of the opinions in my report that require clarification or further 
explanation in light of concerns raised by the Staff Memo. 

DISCUSSION 

Staff Memo - "Contor (2012a), Hinckley (2012,2013), and Brendecke (2012, 2013) conclude 
that ESPAM2.1 does not include sufficient local-scale detail to be capable of providing a 
reasonable prediction of responses at the Rangen spring cell, but do not suggest alternative 
methods for estimating the response at the Rangen spring cell. " (p. 5, bullet 8; p. 11, item 1) 

My stated conclusion was, "These discrepancies between the ESPAM2.l and the 
observable characteristics of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer, along with poorly 
understood details of the hydrogeology of the Eastern Snake Plain Aquifer discharge 
area, create considerable uncertainty in the use of the ESPAM2.l to inform detailed 
hydrologic analyses of the groundwater discharges at Rangen." (p. 3, bullet 8). My 
purpose was not to propose an alternative to the use of ESPAM2.1, but to suggest that 
either these discrepancies be corrected or that the results ofESPAM2.l be used with 
appropriate allowance for the identified sources of uncertainty. 

Staff Memo - "Therefore, it is important that ESPAM2.1 was calibrated with equal consideration 
for each observed monthly value at the Rangen spring complex. It would not be appropriate to 
increase the weight ofpost-2000 observations during model calibration as suggested by 
Brendecke (2012, 2013) and Hinckley (2013)." (p. 5, bullet 7) 

My concern with the period of calibration is less with the average match between 
ESP AM2.1 and the historical record - no model can duplicate reality at every observation 
- and more with the systematic nature of the discrepancies. At Rangen, and at many 
other local groundwater systems discharging from the western ESPA (e.g. Brockway et 
aI., Appendix B) there is clearly a drift over time in the results of ESPAM2.1 relative to 
the observed flows. As Sukow agreed at her deposition, "There is something that's 
preventing the model from being able to, you know, completely accurately match the 
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calibration target. We don't -- I don't think we know what that is or we would have just 
fixed it." (99:22) Because the effects of curtailment will be imposed on the complex 
interplay between input and output quantities, locations, and timing as they exist today, 
and given the systematic over-prediction of Rangen discharge in the current calibration of 
ESP AM2.1 since the year 2000, it is my opinion that it is appropriate to weight fidelity to 
the current configuration more heavily than to the configuration of 10 to 30 years ago. 
As depicted on Figure 30 of my initial report, ESPAM2.1 appears to overstate discharge 
fluctuations over the last 10 years. Because these fluctuation occur in response to aquifer 
water levels, it is reasonable to expect that ESPAM2.1 will overstate the impact of the 
change in aquifer water levels accompanying curtailment. Similarly, the consistently 
early ESPAM2.1 prediction of the low-flow point in the annual hydrograph (an issue not 
addressed by the Staff Memo) may have significant implications on the benefit of 
curtailment to a water use for which the seasonal timing of flows is important. 

Staff Memo - "IDWR staff are unclear what Mr. Hinckley means by "distinguishes from "or why 
Mr. Hinckley believes the existence of these local groundwater divides is significant. " (P. 22); 
and "Regardless of the precise details of preferred flow pathways and direction in the immediate 
vicinity of the rim, spring discharge responds to head in the aquifer, and head in the aquifer 
responds to stresses applied throughout the aquifer. " (p. 23) 

My concern with gradients and groundwater flow directions do not suggest that the 
Rangen groundwater discharges are not connected to the wider ESPA. What I have 
highlighted is: I) that the coarse structure of ESPAM2.1 is unable to reflect potentially 
important local details in how groundwater moves through the aquifer; and 2) that, in 
some cases, even with allowance for the coarse structure of ESPAM2.1 , the model 
predicts groundwater gradients and flow directions that are contrary to observations. In 
the case of model cell s immediately south and west of Rangen, for example, ESP AM2.1 
models hydraulic continuity with the aquifer east of Rangen that is dramatically at odds 
with water level observations (e.g. see Staff Memo, p. 56) and a groundwater flow 
direction 1800 contrary to observations. Both of these comparisons indicate a level of 
uncertainty in the application of ESP AM2.1 to the prediction of curtailment impacts at 
Rangen. 

I agree with the Staff Memo statement, "Further, uncertainty does not mean that it is 
uncertain whether or not there will be a response to curtailment, it means there is 
uncertainty in the magnitude of the response." (P. 43). The judgement that the Rangen 
groundwater discharge is part of the ESPA was basically made when the ESPAM2.1 
model domain was designated. The issue here is the uncertainty associated with the 
ESPAM2.1 predictions of the magnitude of the response at Rangen to curtailment. 

Staff Memo - "IDWR staff disagree with Mr. Hinckley's use of any measurements from well T7S 
R14E 28DCB1, because none of the measurements are representative of conditions during the 
November 2011 mass measurement. "and "IDWR staffnote that the November 2011 synoptic 
measurement occurred shortly after the end of the irrigation season and that residual transient 
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effects of irrigation well pumping and recharge from surface water irrigation activities may still 
have resulted in local water level variations, such as depressions or mounds in the 
potentiometric surface. " (p. 22) 

These statements were made in reference to Hinckley (2012) Figure 16, which presents 
detailed contouring of the groundwater table in the vicinity of Rangen. The staff 
concern is understandable, and I agree that the groundwater elevation at well T7S R14E 
28DCBl was likely lower in November of2011 than in November 2007. However, such 
a difference would accentuate rather than contradict the contouring of Figure 16. The 
Staff Memo also fails to address the consistent differences in groundwater levels for this 
area presented in Hinckley (2012) Figure 15 (and Sukow deposition Exhibit 207). It is 
clear that the relatively low groundwater levels in the vicinity ofT7S R14E 28DCBl and 
T7S R14E 33BBB are not a transient phenomenon associated with seasonal pumping. 

Staff Memo - "Mr. Hinckley asserts there is considerable uncertainty in the relationship between 
aquifer head and spring discharge. IDWR staff disagree ... " (p. 23), related discussion on pp. 
23-24, and Figures 6 and 8. 

Comparisons presented to the ESHMC by Brannon (2009), documented by Farmer 
(2009), compiled by Brockway et al. (2012), and shown in Staff Memo Figures 5, 6 and 
8, all show a curvilinear relationship between aquifer water levels and the Rangen 
groundwater discharge, either as Curren Tunnel alone or total discharge, and using either 
monthly or daily data. This stands in contrast with the linear relationship required by 
ESPAM2.1. The Staff Memo's confidence in ESPAM2.1 based on the correlation 
coefficients for linear approximations of this relationship fails to note the systematic 
distribution of the residuals. At relatively low aquifer water levels, all of the many plots 
in the record show a smaller response in discharge to a given change in aquifer level than 
at relatively high aquifer levels. The Staff Memo offers no explanation for this consistent 
observation. 

Staff Memo - "Note that much of the scatter discussed by Mr. Hinckley is associated with points 
in Figure 5 that appear to be outliers occurring when water levels above 3,166 feet were 
measured in mid-summer. " (p. 23) 

Inspection of Figure 5 does not suggest a significant reduction in scatter for the 
observations with water levels less than 3166 ft. In fact, the linear correlation coefficient 
for Figure 5 is reduced from 0.67 to 0.52 when only the lower elevation data are 
considered. Filtering the data of Figure 5 to focus on certain elevation ranges does not 
change my discussion or conclusions. 

Staff Memo - "and elevations of the general head boundary were selected to be low enough that 
there was not any flux modeled from the Snake River into the ESP A in the reaches below 
Milner. " (p. 30) 
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The selection of higher elevations for the general head boundaries would have reduced 
model-assigned conductances and provided a more dynamic, and realistic, response to 
water-level changes in the aquifer. As demonstrated by Figures 31 and 32 of my 2012 
report, ESPAM2.1 is poorly calibrated to the fluctuations in Buhl-to-Lower-Salmon-Falls 
reach gains and in the measured discharges at Magic and Thousand Springs. (This is true 
for the entire modeled period, not just for the period shown on Figure 31.) Given the 
relative unresponsiveness of the ESP AM2.1 reach gains to fluctuations in aquifer water 
levels, it is reasonable to expect that a larger-than-modeled portion of the impacts of 
curtailment would show up as reach gains and a commensurately smaller portion as 
discharge increases at Rangen. 

Staff Memo - "On page 43, Hinckley (2012) claims that the ESPAM2.1 calibration targetsfor 
the general head boundary base flow were "a constant, average value ... despite the fact that the 
total gains through this reach have declined over the period, and include seasonal fluctuations 
of 700 eft." This claim is false. In ESPAM2.1, each base flow reach was calibrated to an 
average value for the calibration period, not a constant value." (p. 31) 

The word "constant" would better have been "single" in my statement, but that 
distinction does not affect the conclusion that ESPAM2.1 fails to reflect observed 
seasonal fluctuations that are 40 times the magnitude of the projected benefit of 
curtailment at Rangen (see Figure 31 of my 2012 report). 

Staff Memo - "If the lower springs are assumed to be located at the base of the aquifer, the water 
levels changes would be about 10% of the total saturated thickness, as acknowledged by Dr. 
Brendecke. Therefore, the conditions described by Dr. Brendecke are at the limit of the standard 
cited in IDWR (2013), but do not exceed this standard. " (p. 34) 

The staff discussion associated with this statement appears to acknowledge the 
importance of dynamic changes in aquifer thickness when predicted changes in water 
levels are greater than 10% of the saturated thickness, but asserts compliance with the 
guideline by virtue of the point of greatest saturated thickness being "at the limit". 
However, this limit is satisfied only in a very restricted portion of the Rangen model cell. 
Farmer (2009), Hinckley (2012), and deposition testimony of Colvin (2013) are in 
agreement that the "lower springs" at Rangen are in a local paleochannel, north and south 
of which the saturated thickness declines to zero. Examination of Hinckley (2012) 
Figures 8 and 16 indicates that the saturated thickness of the primary aquifer over the 
majority of the ESPAM2.1 cell containing Rangen fails the 10% criterion. 

Staff Memo - "Although IDWR staff agree that adding a second drain to the model cell would be 
appropriate, IDWR staff disagree that the drains could be used to calculate the response at 
Curren Tunnel separately from other springs in the Rangen complex."; "Because the elevation 
or range of elevations at which the spring discharge loses hydraulic connection with the aquifer 
are unknown, using two drain elevations provides PEST the opportunity to find the best estimate 
for the effective elevation (within the assigned range) .. . " (P. 36) 

4 



Although other model cells with multiple spring elevations have been used to calibrate 
ESPAM2.1 in a composite manner that effectively assigns a single "effective elevation" 
to disparate spring systems, this is not a required configuration. Just as the general head 
boundaries within "spring" cells represent discrete calibration targets, so could mUltiple 
drains. Similarly, the assertion that assignment of discrete spring elevations is impossible 
is suspect in the case of the Curren Tunnel, where the elevation of the tunnel outlet can 
be precisely surveyed and the tunnel's 300-ft. penetration into the aquifer leaves little 
doubt about the "elevations at which the spring discharge loses hydraulic connection with 
the aquifer". By modeling the combined Rangen groundwater discharge at a single, 
arbitrary elevation of 3138 ft., ESPAM2.1 discards potentially valuable information 
about the physical system. 
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