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'INTRODUCTION

. Pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) § 233B.120, the Great Basin Water Network,
Defenders of Wildlife, David C. Bagley, Clark W. Miles, Raymond E. Timm, Theodore Stazeski,
Sheldon M. Edwards, Kathryn Hill, Kenneth F. Hill, Scotty Heer, Beth B. Anderson, Susan L.
Geary, Donald W. Geary, Robert Ewing, Pamela and Bruce Jensen, Renee A. Alder, Robert J.
Nickerson, Joyce B. Nickerson, Edward J. Weisbrot, Alexander Rose (in his capacity as
Executive Director of the Long Now Foundation), Robert N. Kranovich; Pamela M. Pedrini, -
Rick Havenstrite, Terrence P. Marasco, Bryon Hamilton, John B. Woodyard II, Laurie E.
Cruikshank, Walter J. Benson, Selena L. Weaver, Mary E. Collins, Candi A. Ashby, Sally L.
Gust, Bruce Ashby, Daniel Maes, Robert N. Marcum, Tara Foster, Donald A. Duff, Elisabeth A.
DouglaSs, Jamie Deneris, Nomi Martin-Sheppard, Veronica F. Douglass, Abigail C. Johnson,
Marie and James Jordan, Rutherford Day, the Great Basin Chapter of Trout Unlimited, Wilda K.

. Garber, and the Utah Council of Trout Uﬁlinﬁted (hereinafter “Petitioners™) request the Nevada
State Engineer to issue a declaratory order to re-notice the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
(SNWA’s) 34 groundwater applications in the Spring, Snake, Cave, Dry Lake; and Delamar
Vallcys.

The 34 applications at issue in this petition include: (1) 53991 and 53992 in the De;lamar

Valley; (2) 53989 and 53990 in the Dry Lake Valley; (3) 53988 and 53897 in the Cave Valley;
(4) 54021, 54003, 54004, 54005, 54006, 54007, 54008, 54009, 54010, 54011, 54012, 54013,
54014, 54015, 54016, 54017, 54018, 54019, and 54020 in the Spring Valley; and (5) 54028,

54029, 54024, 54025, 54030, 54026, 54027, 54022, and 54023 in the Snake Valley (hereinafter



“34 applications”).!
These 34 applications must be re-noticed because since originally filed on October 17, ‘
1989 — over 16 years ago — several significant changes have occurred. Hundreds of local
residents and concerned citizens in the Spring, Snake, Cave, Dry Lake, and Delamar Valleys with
domestic wells, existing rights, and _interests have moved to, use, and/or now live in the vicinity -
of the applications. See Exhibit (“Ex.”) 2-48. There are also individuals who inherited property
in the vicinity of SNW A’s applications, were too young to participate in 1989, and now wish to
voice their concerns. See Ex. 41 at 9.
Thesé local residents and concerned citizens never received notice of SNWA'’s
applications and were never afforded the opportunity té file formal protests with the State

Engineer. As a result, property owners, ranchers, individuals, organizations, and local businesses

interested in conserving their local supply of water are being shut out of the adjudication process. ’

Under Nevada law, these are individuals with “protectible interests.” See NRS § 533.024.
Moreover, there are hundreds of individuals who filed protests in 1989 but failed to receive
actual notice of the State Engineer’s January 5, 2006 pre-hearing conference on SWNA'’s 34
applications or notice of the upcoming hearings on SNWA'’s Spring Valley applications
scheduled for September 11, 2006. See e.g. Ex. 27-35, 41, 45-47. An error with the Ely, Nevada
post office’s addressing system caused many of the notices to be misplaced and/or never

delivered. See Ex. 41 at | 9.

! These 34 applications were originally filed by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
(LVVWD). SNWA was created in 1991 and subsequently acquired LVVWD’s rights to these
applications. While this petition specifically targets 34 applications, the arguments in support of
re-noticing the 34 applications apply equally and extend to all pending SNWA applications
originally filed back on October 17, 1989.




Other individuals who did receive notice were confused by the process and the State
Engineer’s decision to conduct hearings on groundwater applications that were filed on October
17, 1989. See Ex. 41 at ] 12. Still others are too ill to participate, have since moved from,lthe
* area, or are now deceased with heirs who wish to participate. Equally compelling, over the last
16 years the facts and circumstances surrounding SNWA’s groundwater applications have
undergoné material changes. Sgg SNWA’s Februeiry 9, 2006 letter to the Nevada State Engineer
requesting action on groundwater applications.

Under these extraordinary circumstances, the State Engine;cr’s office not only has the
regulatory authority to require re-noticing of SNWA’s 34 applications but an affirmative legal
obligation to make sure that before approving or rejecting SNWA's applications, all interested
members of the public are given proper notice and an opportunity to be heard in a meaningful
way. See NRS § 533.375 (State Engineer may require additional information to guard the public
- interest); § 533.370.4 (State Engineer must reject application if it conflicts with existing rights,
protectible interests, or the public interest). Anything less would fly in the face of both the letter
and spirit of Nevada water law, deprive Nevada’s citizens of their fundamental procedural due

process rights, and be inherently unfair and entirely unjust.

BACKGROUND
As part of a massive effort to acquire more water for the city of Las Vegas, the Las Vegas
Valley Water District (LVVWD) filed 147 applications in October 17, 1989 to pump

approximately 800,000 acre-feet per year (acre-ft/yr) of ground water from approximately 30



basins in east-central and southern Nevada.? The quantity was eventually reduced to

approximately 200,000 acre-ft/yr in 19 basins.

~ Atissue in this petition are 34 of the original 147 applications currently pending in the
Spring, Snake, Cave, Dry Lake, and Delamar Valleys. Although filed back on October 17, 1989
the State Engineer’s office is only now scheduling hearings on these applications. On January 5,
2006 the State Engineer held a pre-hearing conference to discuss issues related to proposed
administrative hearings on the 34 applications. As a result of this conference, the State Engineer
issued an Intermediate Order and Hearing Notice on March 8, 2006 Setting forth a hearing
schedule. Hearings on the 21 applications in Spring Valley are scheduled to commence on
September 11, 2006 and subsequent hearings for the Snake Valley and Delamar, Dry Lake, and

Cave Valley applications will “be scheduled at some later date.” Intermediate Order at 10.

If approved, these 34 applications would permit groundwater development in rural ‘
Nevada of a scale and quantity far in excess of any previous undertakings, requiring an extensive
and incredibly costly infrastructure development of wells, pipelines, pﬁmping stations, storage
reservoirs, and power stations. In short, it would be the biggést groundwater pumping project
ever built in the United States: over a $3 billion effort. The potential economic, social, and
environmental effects of this massive and unprecedented effort are therefore of local, regional,
- and national significance.

According to the U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) a simulation of the proposed

2 Corrected applications for these 146 applications were filed on March 19, 1990 and the
corresponding maps were filed on March 22, 1990. Since 1989, approximately 27 of these
applications were subsequently withdrawn, approximately 25 have been assigned to other uses or
transferred, and several have recently been approved.




groundwatér pumping from the region indicates that the project would affect “water levels, the
flow of regional springs, and ground-water discharge by evapotranspiration would be affected.”
See Ex. 1 at 46. Several “tens of years of pumpage can result bin hundreds of feet of . . . water-
level declines throughout the large area of the aquifer system.” Id. (emphasis added). Indeed,
USGS’s model estimates that long-term continued pumping in the Snake and Spring Valleys will
result in “substantial simulated drawdowns near Baker, with a maximum of about 450 feet.” Id.
at 13. At this rate “many of the isolated cones of depression [in Spring and Snake Valleys will]
merge to form larger, composite cones of depression.” Id. Additionally, as “the wells are
pumped, the removal of water ffom the ground-water system can, in some places, result in a
decrease of flow at the [area’s regional] springs.” Id. at 31. These regional springs ‘f¢ommonly
support large populations of wildlife, including several threatened and endangered species.” Id.
SNWA’s proposed sustained pumpage of groundwater can also “cause declines in water levels
« that may affect plants that send roots down far enough to reach the water table.” Id. at 32. These
“plants, known as phreatophytes, are the major source of ground-water vdischarge in many
valleys.” Id.

Given these anticipated iinpacts — the lowering of groundwater levels by hundreds of feet,
the decrease m flow to the regional, wildlife-dependant springs, and the loss of ground-water
discharge by evapotranspiration — it is of paramount importance that all interested persons in the
affected area, i.e., local residents and property ownérs in Spring, Snake, Cave, Delamar, and Dry
Lake Valleys, local business owners, ranchers, and concerned citizens, be given adequate notice
‘of SNWA'’s 34 applications and the full opportunity to be heard. See Revert v. Ray, 95 Nev. 782,

787 (1979) (“all interested persons must have had a ‘full opportunity to be heard’”). Ata



minimum, these property owners and residents of rural Nevada and Utah, deserve notice of

SNWA'’s 34 applications, the right to file a protest, and, if a hearing is held, the right to

participate fully in the hearing prbcess.

ARGUMENT -
I  RE-NOTICING SNWA’S 16 YEAR OLD APPLICATIONS IS THE ONLY WAY TO
ENSURE THE APPLICATIONS DO NOT CONFLICT WITH EXISTING RIGHTS,

PROTECTIBLE INTERESTS, OR PROVE DETRIMENTAL TO THE PUBLIC
INTEREST

A. The State Engineer’s Duty To Guard Existing Rights. Protectible Interests, And
The Public Interest

Pursuant to NRS § 533.375, before “either approving or rejecting [a groundwater]
application, the state engineer may require such additional information as will enable him to

guard the public interest properly.” NRS § 533.375 (emphasis added). This provision grants the

State Engineer the authority to require any and all additional information necessary to guard the ‘
public interest. See Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe of Indians v. Washoe County, 112 Nev. 743, 748
(1996). This includes additional information on the extent to which proposed groundwater
applications may impact existing rights, domestic wells, and/or the community’s supply of water.
Indeed, before making a final decision to either approve or reject a groundwater
application, the State Engineer must first ensure that there is unappropriated water available in
the proboscd source, that the appropriation will not conflict with existing rights or with
protectible interests in existing domestic wells, and that the application will not prove
detrimental to the public interest. See NRS § 533. 370.4. Additional requirements also apply to

inter-basin transfers of groundwater. See NRS § 533.370.5. These are extremely important,



mandatory duties under Nevada State law. Nevada law explicitly recognizes “the importance of -
domestic wells as appurtenances to private homes [and] . . . creates a protectible interest in such
wells and [individuals’] . . . supply of water from unreasonable adverse effects which are caused
by municipal, quasi-municipal or industrial uses.” NRS § 533.024.2 (Legislative Declaration).
Under Nevada law, the State Engineer must reject groundwater applications that “conflict with
ex1st1ng rights er with protectible interests in domestic wells” or “threatens to prove detrimental
to the public interest.” Id.; see also Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe of Indians, 112 Nev. at 748 (1996)
(State Engineer “must determine whether proposed appropriation is detrimental to public
interest™); Office of State Engineer v. Morris, 107 Nev. 699, 701 (1991) (State Engineer “must
deny applications . . .when the proposed use conflicts with existing rights or is detrimental te the
public interest”); United States v. Alpine Land & Reservoir Company, 341 F. 3d 1172, 1180 (9™
Cir. 2003) (“State Engineer must reject an application . . .where its proposed use conflicts with
" existing rights, or would be detrimental to the pﬁblic interest”). |

In the vast majority of cases, Nevada water law’s procedural safeguards for processing
water applications ensure that the public interest a.nci private rights are adequately represented
and protected ‘Nevada water law provides all interested persons the opportunity to protect such
interests and rights by participating fully in the application process. See NRS § 533.365. Once a
groundwater application is filed, the State Engineer is required to “publish or cause to be
published once a week for 4 consecutive weeks” nbtice of the application in the local
newspapere. NRS § 533.360.1. For municipal use applications (as is the case with respect to
SNWA’s 34 applications), the State Engineer is also required to “mail a copy of the application

to each owner of real property containing a domestic well that is within 2,500 feet of the



proposed well.” NRS § 533.360.3. Once proper notice éf the applications is given any interested _
person may file “within 30 days from the date of last publication of the notice of application” a .
written protest with the State Engineer against the granting of the application. NRS § 533.365.1.
The State Engineer is then required to “consider the protest, and may, in his discretion, hold
hearings.” NRS § 533.365.3. If the State Engineer decides to hold hearings, he must give notice
of the hearing by certified mail to both the applicant and the protestaﬁt. The notice “must state
the time and place at which the hearing is to be held and must be mailed at least 15 days before
the date set for the hearing.” Id. Each person who filed a timely protest is given full party status
at the hearing, i.e., allowed to participate at any pre-hearing conferences, conduct discovery,

present evidence, and cross-examine witnesses. '_Sg NAC §§ 533.010 to 533.380 (Practice and

Procedure in Protest Hearings Before State Engineer).

In sum, these procedural safeguards ensure that all interested persons and organizations .
are given notice and a full opportunity to be heard. These procedural safeguards also ensure that
the State Engineer issues final decisions on applications only after taking into account all existing

rights and the public interest.

B. Re-noticing SNWA’s 16 Year Old Applications Is The Only Way To Guard
Existing Rights, Protectible Interests, And The Public Interest

In this unique case, re-noticing SNWA’s 16 year old applications is the only way the
State Engineer can comply with Nevada water law’s duty to guard existing rights, protectible
interests, and the public interest. |

Unlike the typical application process outlined above.. and anticipated by Nevada water

law whereby citizens are given notice and the opportunity to file protests, here SNWA's 34



applications were ﬁled over 16 years ago — on October 17, 1989 — and are only now being
adjudicated. While each of the 34 applications were noticed and protested back in October, 1989
no final decision or hearings on the applications have been held to date. Thus, there is over 16 |
years of delay and postponement between SNWA’s original filing of the 34 applications and the
State’s proposed hearings on such applications.” During this 16 year period, many changes ha§e
occurred. There are approximately 42 identified new residents, business owners, property
owners, and interested citizens, many with domestic wells and/or water rights, now liVingkin the
vicinity of the applicaﬁons who wish to protest the applications. See Ex. 41. For instance, Clark
W. Miles purchased the Smith Creek Ranch with water rights in the Snake Valley in 1995 -5

years after SNWA’s applications were filed. Mr. Miles, who has been denied his right to protest

the applications, is extremely concerned about how SNWA’s applications will impact his

existing water rights. See Ex. 3 at 1. The same is true with respect to Bruce and Pamela Jensen.

 Ten years ago, Bruce and Pamela Jensen began running a 1,000 head calf cow ranch near Lund,

Nevada — just east of Spring Valley. See Ex. 14. They “need the water for [their cattle] business”
but have been denied the right to receive notice and file a protest on SNWA'’s applications. Ex.
14. Donald Duff is a property owner in the Snake Creek drainage in the Snake Valley with

“water and riparian-meadow lands that would probably be affected by SNWA’s applications.”

3 Prior to the 2003 amendments to NRS § 533.370, Nevada water law required the State
Engineer to take action either approving or rejecting an application within one year except in two
limited exceptions: (1) upon written authorization by both the applicant and protestants to
postpone such action; or (2) in areas where studies of water supplies were determined necessary
by the State Engineer or where court action were pending. See NRS § 533.370 (1989).
Recognizing its failure to comply with this postponement provision SNWA, in 2003, proposed
amendments to Senate Bill 336, introduced by Senator Hardy, to allow the State Engineer to
postpone action beyond the one year deadline on applications for municipal use and “preserve”
the active status of such applications following the one-year timeframe.

9

\



Ex. 36. Because Mr. Duff purchased his property after the 16 year old applications were filed, he
too is being denied his right to file a protest. See id. .

There are also a number of post-1989 residents of and/or property owners in Baker,
Nevada who wish to protect their water supply and way of life but are being shut out of the
application process because they were not around to file protests ‘16 years ago. Raymond Timm,
Theodore Stazeski, Susan and Donald Geary, Robert Ewing, Robert and Joyce Nickerson,
Edward J. Weisbrot, Pamela Pedrini, Terrence Marasco, Bryon Hamilton, Laurie Cruikshank,
Donald Duff, Elisabeth Douglass, Jamie Deneris, Abigail Johnson, Nomi Martin-Sheppard, and
Wilda K. Garber aré just some of the “new” residents of Baker, Nevada who have effectively
been shut out of the process. Mr. Marasco is a post-1989 resident and business owner (hotel,
restaurant) in Baker, Nevada. See Ex. 23. Mr. Marasco is interested in protesting SNWA’s
applications in the region and participating fully at the upcoming hearings because he is ’
concerned about the “negative impacts on [his] business which is dependant on tourism, hunting,
and fishing . . . [and the] negative impacts on plants and animals.” Ex. 23 at 1. In Mr. Marasco’s
own words the State Engineers’s office has “not allowedvme to protest” because he écquired his
property and business “after the original applications were filed.” Id.

Another resident of Baker, Nevada — Bryon Hamilton — is concerned about the
applications’ potential to “lower property values, decimate the local agricultural industry,
eradicate riparian and phreatyphyte vegetation, and rob the county of potential economic
growth.” Ex. 24 at 1. Mr. Hamilton was “I4 years old when the applications were filed” and, as
such, “was not actively following Nevada water applicétioﬁs” at the time. Id. at 2 (emphasis

added). In 1999 and 2005, the Long Now Foundation purchased land in Spring Valley. See Ex.

10



19. The Foundation is concerned that SNWA'’s 19 applications in Spring Vailey will threaten
“the natural habitat, landscape, environment, and [way of life for the] inhabitants of Spring 7
Valley.” Ex. 19 at 1. Nonetheless, because the Foundation “made land purchases in 1999 and
2005" — after the applications were filed in 1989 — they too are effectively being shut out of the
adjudication process. Id. at 2. |

The Great Baéin Water Network — an organization specifically created to encourage
sustainable development, promote equity in the use of water, and protect the public’s interest in
groundwater in the Great Basin — is also being denied the right to file a proteét. See Ex. 40. The
Water Network “never received notice [of SNWA’s applications] or was given the opportunity to
file a protest because the Great Basin Water Network was not in existence [in 1989, when the
applications were filed] and was not aware that it Awas happening. Initial plans for the
grOund\&ater development project were not available then and the broad scope and magnitude of
. the project was not known.” Id. at 2.

The Great Basin and Utah Council Chapters of Trout Unlimited (“TU”) are two other
post-1989 organizations that have effectively been shut out of the application process. See Ex.
48, 50. The Gréat Basin Chapter of TU is an organization focused on “thé recovery of native
fisheries in the west desert of Utah and eastern Nevada and the restoration and protection of
aquatic ﬁpaﬁan habitats in these watersheds.” Ex. 48. The Great Basin Chapter is “concerned
about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County
because of the potential threat groundwater pumping might have on either reduction of or loss of
perennial stream and springs flows in Spring and Snake Valleys.” Ex. 48 at | 8. However,

because the Great Basin Chapter of TU had “not been formed as a Chapter of Trout Unlimited”

11



at the time SNWA’s applications were filed over 16 years ago, they too are being deprived of the
right to defend their interests, receive notice, and file a protest. See Ex. 48 at { 10. The Utah .
Council Chapter of TU has also been deprived of notice and the opportunity to protest SNWA’s
applications.. See Ex. 50. The “Utah Council of TU never received notice or was given the
opportunity to file a protest because [they were] not informed by the Nevada State Engineer of
the applications [which] . might possibly affect Utah’s waters, fisheries, and wiidlife resources
located with the Snake Valley Aquifer System.” Ex. 50 at { 10.

Defenders of Wildlife (“Defenders™), a national nonprofit with over 3,000 members in the
State of Nevada, would also like to have received notice of, and if necessary, protest SNWA’s
applications. See Ex. 42. Since the filing of SNWA’s applications, Defenders has grown
increasingly concerned with how SNWA'’s groundwater plans in Nevada will impact National
Wildlife Refuges and other public and private lands within Nevada — landé that “support an ‘
incredible divérsity of rare and endangered species, many of which exist nowhere else in the
world.” Ex. 42 at{ 14. According to Defenders, many “of these species, including the Moapa
dace, Southwestern willow ﬂycatéher, Ash Meadows Amargosa pupfish, Ash Meadows speckled
dace, Virgin River chub, White River spinedace, and the Pahrump poolfish, could be adversely
affected if SNWA’s proposed groundwater pumping the isolated surface waters and other
riparian areas they depend upon for their continued existence.” Id. Since Defenders’ interests
have greatly changed and evolved since 1989, they “strongly feel that [they] should have an
opportunity to address and protect [their] ihterests in relation to the SNWA applications.” Id. at
18.

Additionally, questions arise as to whether adequate notice of SNWA’s applications was

12



ever provided to residents of Utah’s Juab and Millard Counties in the Snake Valley. David
Bagley, an 85 year old resident of Juab County declares that he never received notice of SNWA'’s
applications: “they never let us know.” Ex. 2 at 2. Kenneth and Kathryn Hill have resided in

- Utah’s Juab County for 31 years. See Ex. 7 and 8. According to ‘the Hills, “during the 1989
filings very little notification was made in Utah and communications here were less advanced
than now. We were not made aware of the potential impacts — which are now incregsed by [the]

addition [of] applications to remove water from regional aquifers.” Ex. 8 at 2. Notification “was

limited in Utah and I never heard about the water applications.” Ex. 7 at 2; see also Ex. 10
(Declaration of Beth Anderson) (rancher in Juab County, Utah who failed to receive ﬁotice and is
concerned about “the effect [SNWA’s applications] will have on the ground water quality and
quantity” in her wells in and around the ranch). Veronica F. Douglass also owns a fanch just
across the Nevada/Utah border in Juab County. -As a landowner in the Snake Valley, she is

.. concerned that SNWA’s applications “could affect and threaten [their] existing use of water from
wells and streamflow” thereby putting at risk her farﬁily’s “continued survival and livelihood oﬁ
[the] ranch as well as affect[ing] future ranching operations of [her] children and grandchildren.”
Ex._ 43. Ms. Dbbglass, like so rﬁany other Utah residents, “was not informed by the Nevada State
Engineer of [SNWA'’s] applications.” Id.

There are also a number of individuals who “inherited brc)perty from their parents and/or
relatives over the lsst 16 years” and now wish to participate. See Ex. 41 at § 11. These
individuals include Tandora Wilson, Parker Damon, Deborah Torvinen, J ini Rasmussen, and
Anna Heckethorn (Ms. Heckethorn’s deceased husband, Gene, protested application number

54026). Id. These individuals could not have filed protests at the time SNWA’s applications

13



were filed.

Equally compelling, approximately 219 of the 285 original 1989 protestants never .
received notice of the State Engineer’s January 5, 2006 pre-hearing conference and have yet to
receive notice of the upcbming hearings. Approximately 26 of these individuals have been
identified by the Great Basin Water Network. See Ex. 41 at J 9; Ex. 27-35, 45-47 (Declarations
from individuals). For example, Walter Benson from Ely, Nevada protested application number
54021 but never received notice of either the pre-hearing conference on this application or notice
of the upcoming hearings scheduled to begin this fall. See Ex. 27. The same is true for Selena
Weaver, Mary Collins, Candi Ashby, Sally Gust, Bruce Ashby, Daniel Maes, Robert Marcum,
Tara Foster, Marie and James Jordan, and Rutherford Day. See Ex. 28-35, 45- 47. All of these
individuals protested specific applications but for whatever reason (change of address, post office
mix up, etc . . .), never received notice of the hearings. Most of these individuals reside in Ely, .
Nevada where the establishment of the “new” Ely Post Office likely resulted in mail forwarding
errors. See Ex. 41 9. According to Ms. Garrett:

Until the late 1990's there were two separate post offices in the Ely area, one of them

being East Ely, NV 89315. In 1998 this office was closed and merged with the

“downtown” Ely Post Office, 89301. Thereafter, a new larger Ely Post Office was

established in the newly developing southeast section of town. For a time, the

“downtown” office continued to operate simultaneously. During this period, many

longtime residents were given the option of street delivery, or a new P.O. Box number.

When the “downtown” office finally closed in 1999, all services moved to the newly

established Ely Post Office. P.O. Box holders were then assigned Zip Code 89315, and

all others 89305. In the complexities of this multiple transition, I'm told by Post Office
employees [that] systematic forwarding of mail became extremely difficult.

Ex. 41 9. Further, many of the original protesters received notice of the hearing but are

now confused by and do not understand the hearing process. See Ex. 41 at §[ 12. Several of these
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individuals had, during the past year, “been focused on and participating in the Bureau of Land
Management’s EIS process for the Southern Nevada Water Authority and mistakenly took the
State Engineer’s notification as a function of the EIS proceedings and put it aside. Others were
discouraged from responding for financial reasons [as] the notice seemed to imply that the
services of an attorney were required and that participants would incur unspecified costs in
connection with recording the hearing.” Id.

Finally, as SNWA itself concedes, the circumstances and facts surrounding their
groundwater applications “have»changed materially” since originally filed back in 1989. Ina
February 9, 2006 letter to the State Engineer, SWNA statés that “both the total number of
groundwater applications and the number of hydrographic basins that the SNWA is requesting
action on have decreased significantly . . . [a]lso, a number of hydrologic studies regarding the
recharge and evapotranspiration in these valleys have been conducted, which has resulted in the
.. modification of recharge rates and related perennial yield numbers.”

Without question, all of these extraordinary circumstances which stem from over 16 years
of delay between the filing of the applications and scheduled hearings on such applications
warrant the re-noticing of SNWA’s 34 applications. By themselves and in the aggregate the
existence of new property owners, inheritors of property, protestants who never received notice,
confusion, and material changes in the facts surrounding the applications requiré re-noticing of
SNWA'’s 34 applications. The State Engineer cannot logically or legally protect existing rights,
protectible interests, or the public interest at large in this case unless all individuals and
organizations that possess such rights and interests are given notification of the applications and

are afforded the opportunity to file a protest and fully participate in any subsequent hearings.
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Notably, all of the above mentioned individuals, business owners, ranchers, and organizations

who reside or own property in the affected region believe that SNWA’s applications are not in .

the public interest. See Ex. 2- 47 (applications not in the public interest); Ex. 40 at 3 (“As a

resident and property owner in White Pine County . . . we believe that Southern Nevada Water

Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the public interest — not in the interest of local

citizens and property owners who live in White Pine County or neighboring Utah counties”).

IL RE-NOTICING SNWA’S 16 YEAR OLD GROUNDWATER APPLICATIONS IS THE
ONLY WAY TO COMPLY WITH THE DUE PROCESS GUARANTEES OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION
Statutory compliance aside, the only way to comply with the due process guarantees of

the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and Article 1, § 8 (5) of the Nevada

Constitution is to re-notice SNWA'’s 34 applications. This is because the Petitioners — many

with existing rights and domestic wells in the \}icinity of the applications — have protected ‘

property interests, and, as such, must receive notice and the opportunity to be heard and defend

their interests before a decision on SNWA'’s applications is made.

A. The Procedural Due Process Guarantees Of The U.S. Constitution

The procedural due process guarantees of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution prevent government entities from depriving an person of “life, liberfy, or property,
without due process of 1éw.” Amdt. 14, § 1. This guarantee is designed to protect an individual’s
right to be heard and to prevent unjust, irrational, and uninformed decisions by governmental
entities. See Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254 (1970). Atits éore, the “fundamental requisite of

due process of law is the opportunity to be heard.” Goldberg, 397 U.S. at 267.
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In order to determine whether a governmental action raises procedural due process
considerations, the Courts engage in a “familiar two-part inquiry.” Logan v. Zimmerman Brush
Co., 455 U.S. 422, 428 (1982). First, the Courts look to whether there is a life, liberty, or
~ property interest that is being taken away. The Courts must determine whether a deprivation of a ‘
protected inferest has occurred. The “requirements of procedural due process only apply to the
deprivation 6f interests encompassed by the Fourteenth Amendmenth protection of liberty and
property.” Board of Regents of Staté Colleges v. Roth, 408 U.S. 564, 569 (1972). Second, if a
protected interest exists, the Court conducts an inquiry into what ptocess is due. This inquiry
involves a weighing of the individual’s protected interest with the govemment’s interest in
cfﬁciepcy. Id. at 570. At a minimum, however, when protected interests are at stake the right to
~ receive notice and “some kind of prior hearing is paramount.” Id. When a “State seeks to
terminate (a prot;cted) interest . . . it must [at a minimurh] afford ‘notice and opportunity for
hearing appropriate to the nature of the case’ before the termination becomes effective.” Id. at n.

7.

B. Re-noticing SNWA'’s 16 Year Old Applications Is The Only Way To Comply
With The Procedural Due Process Guarantees Of The U.S. Constitution

P

In this case, a decision by the State Engineer not to re-notice SNWA'’s 16 year old
applications and re-open the protest period will effectively deprive Petitioners of their property
interest in protecting their personal and the community’s supply of water (i.e., their existing
rights and domestic wells) for person consumption, local businesses and ranches, and wildlife
habitat without due process of law.

It is well understood that property interests protected by the Fourteenth Amendment may
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take many forms, extending “well beyond actual ownership of real estate, chattels, or money.” Id.

at 570. For instance, a person receivin'g welfare benefits under statutory and administrative .
standards has a property interest in continued receipt of those benefits. See Goldberg v. Kelly,
397 U.S. 254 (1970). In the area of public employﬁent, college professors and staff members
dismissed during the terms of their contracts have property interests in continued employment.
See Wieman v. Updegraff, 344 U.S. 1‘83 (1952). Lawyers seeking admission to prac;tice before
the Board of Tax Appeals have a property interest and claim to practice before the Board. See
Roth, 408 U.S. at 576 n. 15 (citing Goldsmith v. U.S. Board of Tax Appeals, 270 U.S. 117
(1926). Indeed, many of the most important property interests identified in due process law now
flow from government benefits: “subsidies to farmers and businessmen, routes for airlines and
channels for television stations; long term contracts for defense, space, and education; social
security pensions for individuals.” Goldberg, 397 U.S. at 262 n. 8. Such government benefits or .
sources of security are “no longer regarded as luxuries or gratuities; to the recipients they are

essentials, fully deserved, and in no sense a form of charity.” Id.

In these cases, to have a protected property interest in a government benefit a “person

_clearly must have more than an abstract need or desire for it. He must have more than a

unilateral expectation of it. He rﬁust instead have a legitimate claim of entitlement to it.” Roth,

408 U.S. at 576 (emphasis added); Town of Castle Rock v. Gonzales, 125 S. Ct. 2796, 2809

(2005). To have a claim of entitlement is to have a reasonable expectation or reliance on

receiving the benefit. See id. at 577. This reasonable expectation or reliance — this erititlement -

is grounded in state law. Id.; see also Logan, 455 U.S. at 430. In this respect, claims of

entitlement are created, and their dimensions are defined, not by the U.S. Constitution but “by
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existing rules or understandings that stem from an independent source such as state law — rules or
understandings that secure certain benefits and that support claims of entitlement to those
benefits.” Roth, 408 U.S. at 576.

| Thus, the welfare recipients in Goldberg had a claim of entitlement to welfare payments
grounded in a state statute defining eligibility for welfare benefits. In Logan, the state created
right to use adjudicatory procedures to redress employment discrimination was grounded in the
state’s requirement of dismissal only “for cause.” _Lgé;aﬁ, 455U.S. at 431. Conversely, if state
law gives government officials the discretion to grant or deny a benefit then no legitimate claim
of entitlement exists. See Town of Castle Rock, 125 S. Ct. at 2803. Notably, in all of these
entitlement cases, the Courts look to the plain language of state law to detemﬁne whether a
interest in a governmental benefit rises to. the level of being a legitimate claim of entitlement — a
property interest — protected by the procedural due process guarantees.

Relevant here are the Supreme Court’s rulings that access to state judicial or
administrative processes as a means of protecting one’s interests constitute protected property
interests. m, Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 US 67 (1972) (hearing required before goods may be
repo_ssessed); Bell v. Burson, 402 U.S. 535 (hearing required before suspension of uninsured
motorists’ license); Wisconsin v. Constantineau, 400 U.S. 433 (1971) (hearing required before |
posting of notice forbidding sale of liquor); Goldberg, 397 U.S. 254 (1970) (notice and hearing
required before termination of welfare benefits). These decisions have “developed a doctrine of
entitlements to protect what has been variously described as ‘statutory entitlements’ or ‘important
interests.”” Lamb v. Hamblin, 57 F.R.D. 58,61 (D. Minn. 1972) (citing Bell, 402 U.S. at 539 ).

Such right or entitlement to “participate in administrative or adjudicatory proceedings exists
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when “fundamental interests are présent and the state has exclusive control over the adjustment

of the legal relationship[s] involved.” Logan, 455 U.S. at 430 n. 5. .
In Logan, the Supréme »Court ruled that an person’s right to use the adjudicatory

procedures of the Fair Employment Practice Act (FEPA) was a “species of pr/operty protected by

the due process clause.” The Court “traditionally has held that the Due Process Clauses protect

civil litigants who seek recourse in the courts, either as defendants hoping to protect their

property or as plaintiffs attempting to redress grievances.” Id. at 429; see also Boddie v.

Connecticut, 401 U.S. 371, 380 (1971) (state’s imposition of filing and other fees upon indigents
was denial of due process). Once the state has made access to the courts an entitlement or
necessity, the State may not deprive an individual of that access in the absence of signiﬁca’nt

countervailing state interests. See id. at 430 n.5. To do so would be “the equivalent of denying

them the opportunity to be heard upon their claimed rights.” Boddie, 401 U.S. at 380. ‘

Here, there can be little doubt thét the Petitioners’ interest in protecting their personal and
the community’s supply of water for personal consumption, local businesses and ranches, and
wildlife falls within the same constitutional protections afforded welfare benefits, wages, drivers’
licenses, reputations, and water services. See e.g., Lam_b, 57 F.R.D. at 61. Petitiongrs’ interests
are fundamental, important interests that are firmly grounded in Nevada water law. The
Petitioners have a more than an “abstract need” or desire to protect such interests. They have a
strong expectation and reasonable reliance on being able to protect such interests based on the
plain lgnguage of Nevada water law. See NRS §§ 533.360 to 533.370 (appropriation of public
© waters). |

The Nevada State legislature declares up front that “it is the policy of the state . .. to
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recbgnize the importance of domestic wells as appurtenances to private homes, to create a
protectible interest in such wells and to protect their supply of water from unreasonable adverse
effects which are caused by municipal, quasi-municipal or industrial uses and which cannot be
" reasonably mitigated.” NRS § 533.024. .In accordance with this policy, Nevadé water law
mandates tﬁat all “interested persons” be: (1) given notice of any proposed application to
approbriatc public water (in a newspaper of general éirculation and to land-owners within 2,500
feet of a proposed well); and (2) the opportunity to file “a written protest against the granting of
[a water] application setting forth with reasonable certainty fhe grounds for such a protest.” NRS
§8 533.?;60.1; 533.365.1. In other words, Nevada law entitles all “interested persons” to receive
notice of a proposed ap.plicationrand the right to4protest the application if they should choose to
do so. These are not discretionary directives, but mandatory, non-discretionary duties under |
Nevada water law. See e.g., NRS § 533.360f1 (the State Engineer “shall . . . publish” notice of
.. application); NRS § 533.360.3 (applicant “shall mail a copy of the notice of application to each
owner of real property”); NRS § 533.365.1 (State Engineer must then provide for 30 day protest
period and “shall consider the protest[s]” of all interested persons); NRS § 533.365.3 (State
Engineer “shqli give notice of the hearing”). |

In this case, therefore, the Petitioners reasonably relied on Nevada water law’s mandatory
notice and protest procedures to protect and defend their interests. Petitioners reasonably reiied
on receiving notice of a‘ groundwater application and on their ability to file a protest. In fact,
Nevada water law’s notice and protest provisions provide the only means for interested persons
like the Petitioners to effectively prote;:t and defend their fundamental interests — the only way

individuals can defend their existing rights and domestic wells from SNWA’s groundwater
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applications. See e.g., Logan, 455 U.S. at 428 (the “state has exclusive control over the

adjustment of the legal relationship[s] involved™). It is axiomatic, therefore, that the only way '
Petitioners can actually participate in this exciusive process is if they are: (1) first given adequate
notice'(;f the groundwater applications; and (2) then given an opportunity to file a protest 30 days
thereafter. If individuals are not given notice and hence deprived of the opportunity to file a
protest, they are unable to protect and defend their fundamental interests and are effectively shut
out of the application process. They have no recourse to defend their existing rights, domestic
wells, or the community’s supply of water from SNWA’s applications.

This is precisely the situation with respect to SNWA’s 16 year old groundwater
applications. Individuals seeking to protect their fundamental interests are being shut out of the
application process having never been given notice or an opportunity to file a protest. These are
individuals with domestic wells (a “protectible interest” under Nevada law) and existing rights in .
the vicinity of the applications. See Ex. 2 - 47. These are individuals, organizations, and local
businesses seeking to conserve the community’s local supply of water by protecting it from
SNWA'’s applications. See id. These are also individuals and organizations seeking to protect the
unique and fragile wildlife populations and habitat in the region. See Ex. 42. Thisisnota
situation in which the Petitioners failed to comply with a reasonable procedﬁral requirement. See
e.g., Logan, 455 U.S. at 434 n.7. Petitioners did not fail to see the notice of the applications or
miss the deadline for filing a protest. On the contrary, the Petitioners were never given notice or
afforded the opportunity to file a protest and participate in the hearings are required by the due

process clause because they either: (1) acquired or inherited property or rights after the October

17, 1989 applications were filed; (2) were too young in 1989 to file a protest; or (3) actually filed
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a protest in October, 1989 but never received notice of the hearings on the applications as
required by Nevada water law. See Ex. 2- 47.

Having established that the Petitioners have a protected property interest, by law the State
of Nevada canhot deprive Petitibners of these interests Without first giving them the opportuﬁity
to be heard in a “meaningful manner.” Goldberg, 397 U.S. at 267 (citations omitted). When a
“State seeks to terminate (a protected) interest . . . it must [at a minimum] afford ‘notice and
opportunity for hearing appropriate to the nature of the case’ before the termination bécomes
effective.” Roth, 408 U.S. at 569 n. 7. Being heard “in a meaningful manner” in this case
requires the State to: (1) re-notice SNWA’s 34 applications; (2) provide for a new protest periqd
following compliance with the notice >provisions; and (3) if a pre-hearing and hearing is held,
-allowing all protestants to participate with full party status, i.e., conduct discovery, present
evidence, and cross-examine witnesses.

While the State did notice SNWA'’s 34 applications 16 years ago, given the circumstances
surrounding this case, such notice is entirely insufficient tQ satisfy due process guarantees.
Indeed, since 1989, more than a million residents have moved to Nevada and many of the
| original protesténts héve moved, are now deceased, or are otherwise unreaéhable. Hundrgds, if
not thousands, of citizens have mdved to White Pine and Lincoln Counties over the last 16 years.
Approximately 42 identified new property owners and/or residents now live in the vicinity of
SNWA’s 34 applications. See Ex.41 at ] 10. This number does not include the countless others
who would protest if the applications were publicly re-noticed. During this same time, new
organizations such as the Great Basin Water Network and Great Basin Chapter of Trout

Unlimited committed to protecting the Great Basin’s precious groundwater resources have also
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emerged. Other organizations such as Defenders of Wildlife have expanded their mission and

advocacy to focus on protecting biological diversity to include many endemic and rare fish and
aquatic species that live in and depend on rural Nevada’s unique springs and seeps — many of
which are threatened by SNWA'’s applications. See Ex. 42. For these organizations and
individuals, the now 16 year protest period following SNWA’s October, 1989 applications does
not cortstitute adequate notice and process. Indeed, these organizations and individuals received
no notice artd no opportunity to participate and protest §NWA’S applications in a meaningful
way.
M. RE-NOTICING SNWA’S 16 YEAR OLD GROUNDWATER APPLICATIONS WILL
NOT UNDULY DELAY THE HEARING PROCESS OR PREJUDICE SNWA
As a practical matter, re-noticing SNWA’s 34 applications will not unduly delay the
scheduled hearings on SNWA'’s ‘applications or prejudice SNWA. Under Nevada water law, ‘
notice ef SNWA'’s 34 applications will trigger no more than 4 weeks of publication in a
newspaper of general circulation. See NRS § 533.360.1. Once the notice period has expired, a 30
day protest period will commence. See NRS § 533.365. Once the protest period has run, the
State Engineer may then schedule hearings on SNWA'’s applications.
For example, in this case, the State Engineer could: (1) proceed with the September 11,
2006 Spring Valley hearings and allow the petitioners and/or ‘all newly identified protestants to
participate with full party status at the hearing (WELC could represent the petitioners); and (2)
re-notiee SNWA'’s applications in the Snake, Delamar, Dry Lake, and Cave Valleys on

September 1, 2006. The notice for the Snake, Delamar, Dry Lake, and Cave Valley applications
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- would expire on October 2, 2006 and the subsequent 30 day protest period would end on

November 2, 2006. A pre-hearing conference on the applications could be held thereafter —
perhaps by the end of December, 2006 — and the hearings themselves could begin in March,
2607. By taking this reasonable approach, the State Engineer would avoid any and all delay.
Without question, the cost to the State Engilieer’s Office and SNWA to re-notice the
applications, while mildly burdensome, is overwhelmingly oﬁtwéi ghed by the private and public
interest in ensuring that all interested pérsons are notified and afforded the opportunity to file
formal protests. Given that over 16 years has passed since the original filing of SNWA’s
applications, an additional 3 to 6 months of delay to ensure that all interested persons are given
an opportunity to be heard is entirely fair and reasonable. This is especially true when one
considers that any decision not to re-notice the applications would confer an enormous benefit on
SWNA by drastically whittling down the legal objectors to its massive water grab and allowing it
to maintain senior water rightsv despite the complete absence of due diligence and timely action

that are at the heart of Nevada water law.

5 CONCLUSION
For all the forgoing reasons, the Petitioners respectfuliy request that the State Engineer
exercise its authority pursuant to NRS § 533.375 and re-notice SNWA'’s 34 applications in the
Spring, Snake, Cave, Dry Lake, ;md Delamar Valleys. In the alternative, the Petitioners request
that they be given the opportunity to participate in all upcoming hearings on SNWA’s 34

applications as full protestants and/or interested persons with the right to conduct discovery,

present evidence, and cross-examine witnesses (i.e., full party status).
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Respectfully submitted this 6™ day of July, 2006.

Matt Kenna
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CONVERSION FACTORS AND VERTICAL DATUM

)

Multiply By To obtain
acre-foot (acre-ft) 0.001233 cubic hectometer
acre-foot per year (acre-ft/yr) 0.001233 cubic hectometer per year
cubic foot per second (f3/s) 0.02832 cubic meter per second
foot (ft) 0.3048 meter
mile (mi) 1.609 kilometer
pound per square inch (lblinz) 0.07031 kilogram per square centimeter
square mile (miz) 2.590 square kilometer

Equivalents: 1 acre-foot per year (acre-ft/yr) = 0.0014 cubic foot per second (ft3/s); 1fi’s =724 acre-ft/yr.

Sea level: In this report, “sea level” refers to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD of 1929, formerly called “Sea-Level
Datum of 19297), which is derived from a general adjustment of the first-order leveling networks of the United States and Canada.
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Simulated Effects of Proposed Ground-Water
Pumping in 17 Basins of East-Central

and Southern Nevada

By Donald H. Schaefer and James R. Harrill
ABSTRACT

The Las Vegas Valley Water District
filed 146 applications in 1989 to pump about
800,000 acre-feet per year (acre-ft/yr) of ground
water from 26 basins in east-central and southern
Nevada, for use in the Las Vegas urban area. The
quantity of water that they proposed to pump was

- eventually reduced to a maximum of 180,800

acre-ft/yr in 17 basins. A previously constructed,

«two-layer computer model of the carbonate-rock
»province was configured to simulate transient con-

ditions and used to develop first approximations of
the possible effects of these withdrawals. Simula-
tions were made using the phased pumping sched-
ule proposed by the water district that reaches a
maximum pumpage rate of 180,800 acre-ft/yr after
18 years. No other pumping was simulated, so the
results represent only effects of pumping préposed
by the water district. Existing pumping was not
simulated in the original model, so the effects
simulated in this report are superimposed on
conditions that are representative of the carbonate-
rock province prior to any development.

~ The simulations indicate that the proposed
pumping would cause water-level declines in
many ground-water basins, decreased flow at
several regional springs, and decreased discharge
by evapotranspiration from the basins.

Ground-water levels ultimately could
decline several hundred feet in the basins sched-
uled to supply most of the pumped ground water.

Model declines in the carbonate aquifer are
somewhat larger than simulated declines in the
overlying basin-fill deposits.

Simulated regional springflow decreased
in several cells, including those representing the
Muddy River springs, Hiko-Crystal-Ash Springs
area, and the Ash Meadows springs area. Model
simulations show flow decreases of about
11 percent, 14 percent, and 2 percent, respectively,
at these springs after about 100 years of pumping.

Simulated evapotranspiration also
deceased in many basins; the largest decreases
are in basins where ground-water withdrawals
are greatest. These basins include Railroad,
Spring, and Snake Valleys. The largest decrease in
simulated evapotranspiration occurred in southern
Railroad Valley—about 33 cubic feet per second
(64 percent) after about 100 years of pumping.

Model-sensitivity tests indicate that long-
term results are relatively insensitive to variations
in values used for aquifer storage. Model simula-
tions were made using a 50-percent variation in
upper-layer storage cocfficients and a range of
values for the lower layer. The analysis showed

- little deviation in model results of water-level

changes, springflow, or evapotranspiration rates.

The simulation results are based on a

- computer model of regional ground-water flow

that greatly simplifies the complex distribution of
geology and, consequently, the hydraulic proper-
ties of many of the rocks in the Great Basin. The
adequacy of the model to simulate the effects of
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this proposed pumping cannot be tested until
pumping stresses have been in place long enough
to cause measurable effects within the system.

INTRODUCTION

The carbonate-rock province of the Great
Basin is characterized by a series of generally north-
to northeast-trending mountain ranges composed
predominantly of carbonate rocks (limestone and
dolomite) of Paleozoic age. The intervening valleys
are filled with detritus (gravels, sands, silts, and clays)
eroded from the adjacent mountain ranges. These
basin-fill deposits may be several thousand feet
thick (Plume and Carlton, 1988).

Virtually all types of rocks and deposits within
the province contain ground water. The basin-fill
deposits are the primary aquifer system, and most
of the present ground-water pumpage is from these
deposits. Carbonate rocks that form some of the moun-
tain ranges and underlie the basin-fill deposits in many
areas may also be significant ground-water reservoirs
in some places. Where they are fractured or contain
solution openings, the carbonate rocks commonly can
act as conduits for regional ground-water flow. Most
of the larger regional springs in the province issue from
carbonate rocks or from basin-fill deposits overlying
or adjacent to carbonate rocks. These springs discharge
ground water that has moved through the regional flow
systems in the carbonate-rock aquifers from distant
source areas.

As part of the Great Basin Regional Aquifer-
System Analysis (RASA) project, the 100,000-mi?
carbonate-rock province (fig. 1), also termed “the
province” herein, was modeled using a digital, ground-
water flow model to refine concepts of regional
ground-water flow in the Great Basin (Harrill and
others, 1983 and 1988; Prudic and others, 1993). The
modeling is described in detail by Prudic and others
(1993). In general, the simulated flow in the eastern and
northern parts of the province is northward toward the
Great Salt Lake and the Humboldt River; elsewhere in
the province, flows are generally southward, toward
either Death Valley or the Virgin and Colorado Rivers
(fig. 2). A summary description of the various local and
regional ground-water flow systems was reported by
Harrill and others (1988).

In 1989, the Las Vegas Valley Water District
(LVVWD) filed 146 applications with the Nevada State
Engineer for water rights in east-central and southem
Nevada. These original applications were for 26 basins
throughout the carbonate-rock province and totaled
about 800,000 acre-ft/yr of ground-water withdrawals.
The total amount of pumpage was eventually reduced
to a maximum 180,800 acre-ft/yr from 17 basins, or
hydrographic areas! (figs. 1 and 3; LVVWD, written
commun., 1992).

In 1991, several Department of the Interior
(DOI) bureaus requested that the U.S. Geological
Survey rerun the regional-scale ground-water flow
model to obtain first approximations of probable
effects of increased ground-water pumping in the
carbonate-rock province. The simulation was made
using a phased pumping schedule, with ultimate pump-
age totaling 180,800 acre-ft/yr. The agencies were par-
ticularly interested in the possible effects on regional
flow, large regional springs, and evapotranspiration
that could affect their water interests in the province.

The model used to simulate these effects has
large grid spacing and is based on a regional-scale
conceptualization of ground-water flow. The model
is considered adequate to develop first approximations
of probable regional-scale effects, but is not adequate
to support detailed predictions. A more detailed repre-
sentation of the system and more information about
how the system will respond to pumping stresses
would permit the assessment of estimated effects,
but this would require more detailed delineation of
the aquifers both laterally and vertically, as well as
additional information on hydrologic properties of
the aquifers. '

Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this report is to document the
results obtained using the regional ground-water flow
model to estimate potential effects of implementing the
proposed water-rights applications filed by LVVWD.

IFormal hydrographic areas in Nevada were delineated
systematicaily by the U.S. Geological Survey and Nevada
Division of Water Resources in the late 1960°s for scientific and
administrative purposes (Rush, 1968). The official hydrographic
area names, numbers, and geographic boundaries continue to be
used in Geological Survey scientific reports and Division of Water
Resources administrative activities.
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The report includes a description of the simulated
effects of the pumping on regional springflow, evapo-
transpiration (ET) rates, and ground-water levels in
17 basins in the carbonate-rock province of the Great
Basin. The model results are conceptual in nature
because the model used is conceptual (Prudic and
others, 1993, p. 18).

The conceptual model used several assumptions
(Prudic and others, 1993, p. 15). These include:

(1) flow through fractures and solution openings is
the same as flow through porous media and thereby
conforms to Darcy’s Law, (2) steady-state conditions
were in effect prior to ground-water development in
the area, and (3) transmissivity is heterogeneous
throughout the study area but is homogeneous within
each individual cell. »

Data used in the model are highly generalized,
and the assumptions are simplifications of the actual
system. Furthermore, the locations of proposed wells
and the proposed pumping schedule described in this
report are likely to be revised. Consequently, results
reported should be used only as indications of possible
generalized effects.
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- DESCRIPTION OF GROUND-WATER
FLOW MODEL

The ground-water flow model used for this study
was constructed to conceptualize regional flow in the

carbonate rock province of the Great Basin (Prudic and
others, 1993). The model consists of two layers of

" 3,660 cells (60 columns by 61 rows; fig. 3); each cell

is 5 mi wide by 7-1/2 mi long. Not all cells in the grid
are used in the model simulation; each layer contains
2,456 active cells.

The program used to simulate regional ground-
water flow is the modular three-dimensional finite
difference ground-water flow model, MODFLOW,
written by McDonald and Harbaugh (1988). The
mathematics involved in using the model to simulate
ground-water flow systems is described in detail in that

- reference. The specific use of MODFLOW to simulate

the regional ground-water system in the Great Basin is
described by Prudic and others (1993).

The data used in the model, such as transmis-
sivity values, recharge values, and other data sets, are
documented (Schaefer, 1993). Boundary conditions for
the model are described in detail by Prudic and others,
(1993, p. 18). .

In general, the model boundaries of the province
extend to mountain ranges that consist mostly of low-
permeability consolidated rock and are assumed to be
no-flow boundaries. General head boundaries exist
along the northeast, northwest, southeast, and south-
west borders of the model (Prudic and others, 1993,
fig. 9). A no-flow boundary is simulated beneath the
lower layer of the model representing the depth below
which there is little ground-water flow.

Recharge to the model is simulated as a constant
flux to the upper model layer in cells that correspond
to mountain ranges. Discharge occurs primarily
as evapotranspiration and is simulated as a head-
dependent flow boundary in the upper model layer.
Regional springs are simulated as drains from the
lower layer of the model.

The SIP (Strongly Implicit Procedure) solver
(McDonald and Harbaugh, 1988, p. 12-1) was used
by the model to solve the ground-water flow equations.
SIP is a method for solving large systems of simulta-
neous linear equations by iteration. A closure criterion
of 0.1 ft and an acceleration parameter (a value that
increases or decreases head change at each iteration)
of 0.8 was chosen.

Four major assumptions were used for the
transient simulations of the flow model. The first was
that the only pumpage simulated was that proposed by
LVVWD, to produce a representation of the overail
effects that development of these applications might
have on the regional ground-water flow systems.
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In keeping with the conceptual nature of the model, the
simulation provides information about the probable
areas that may be affected, the general magnitude of
possible water-level declines or other effects, and the
general period of time over which changes may be
expected to occur. Prediction of specific, detailed
water-level changes throughout the area would require
that effects of the proposed pumping be superimposed
on the effects of existing and other anticipated future
pumping. That was beyond the scope of this analysis.

The second assumption was that storage vaiues
used for transient simulations for the upper layer were
based on the predominant aquifer material in each cell,
determined from surficial maps. This distribution may
not be totally correct because the material may be dif-
ferent at depth in the zone of saturation. Storage coef-
ficients in the upper layer also assume dewatering of
the sediments.

Rock and deposit types were divided into three
categories—basin-fill materials, carbonate rocks, and
other consolidated rocks. Distribution of these units is
shown by Prudic and others (1993, fig. 15). Average
values for storage coefficients in layer one were
assigned to each of these materials. For basin-fill mate-
rial, a value of 0.1 was assigned on the basis of average
values of specific yield used in U.S. Geological Survey
reconnaissance evaluations of ground-water resources
in most basins of the study area. For carbonate rocks, a
value of 0.05 was assigned on the basis of an average
porosity value of 0.047 determined from geophysical
logs of five wells in the Coyote Spring Valley area
(Berger, 1992, p. 18). For other rocks, a value of
0.01 was assigned on the basis of a range of yalues

. for fractured rocks given by Snow (1979, table 1).

The storage coefficient for the lower layer was
estimated on the basis of the probable average porosity
of the rocks present (0.01 to 0.05), the effective thick-
ness of aquifer material (probably between 5,000 and
10,000 ft), the bulk modulus of elasticity of water
(3 x 10° 1b/in?), and the bulk modulus of elasticity of
the solid skeleton of the aquifer (for limestone, about
4.8 x 10%to 5.4 x 10° Ib/in 3 Krynine and Judd, 1957,
table 2.5). The following equation from Lohman
(1972, p. 9) was used to estimate the coefficients:

1 9 ‘
s = o1+ g5 ) - )
E,6 BE ;

where S is storage coefficient (dimensionless);

0 is porosity, as a decimal fraction;

vis specific weight per unit, 62.4 Ib/ft +
144 in%/ft® = 0.434 (b/in?)/ft;

b is thickness, in feet;

E,, is bulk modulus of elasticity of water;

C is a dimensionless ratio, which may be
considered unity in an uncemented
granular material; in a solid aquifer,
such as limestone with tubular solution
channels, C is apparently equal to
porosity; and

E is bulk modulus of elasticity of the solid
skeleton of an aquifer.
Estimates of storage values based on the above

~ numbers ranged from 7.6 x10°° to 1.2 x 10>, For pur-

poses of this report, the storage coefficient for the lower
layer was set at the midrange of these values, 6 x 10‘4.
for the entire layer. The data set for storage values used
in the model is listed in appendix 1.

The third major assumption used in the model
is from the previous steady-state model and concemns
the lower layer. The individual basin-fill aquifers
underlying the various ground-water basins can be
adequately described in the upper layer as a series of
high-transmissivity zones (the basin-fill valleys) sepa-
rated from each other by low-transmissivity zones (the
intervening mountain ranges). The lower layer repre-
sents the distribution of carbonate-rock aquifers in the
system in a limited way that may affect the calculated
drawdowns in that layer.

The fourth and final assumption was that all
input values used in the conceptual steady-state model
remain constant during the transient simulations.

No changes were made to transmissivity, leakance,
recharge, or the other input data sets described by
Prudic and others (1993) and Schaefer (1993).

RESULTS OF SIMULATIONS

Simulation of Conditions Prior to
Proposed Pumping

The steady-state conditions simulated by Prudic
and others (1993) represent a conceptualization of
ground-water flow in the carbonate-rock province of

-the Great Basin before ground-water pumping within

the province commenced. Figure 2 shows the general
distribution of simulated steady-state heads (water
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levels) that were used as the starting heads for the

transient simulations. Also shown in figure 2 is the gen-

eral direction of ground-water flow for both the alluvial
. and carbonate aquifers. The starting-head data used in

the transient model are listed in appendix 2.

The highest simulated steady-state heads are

generally in southwestern Utah and east-central
_ Nevada. In these areas, altitudes of the valley floors
are the highest and estimated recharge assigned to the
mountains is the greatest. Heads generally decrease
northward toward the Humboldt River and the Great
Salt Lake, and southward toward the Colorado River
and Death Valley. Ground-water flow follows a similar
pattern—flow is away from areas of highest heads.
Many geologic and hydrologic barriers compartmen-
talize flow into several regions. Flow within each
region is discussed in detail by Prudic and
others (1993).

Proposed Pumping and Stress Periods

The proposed pumpage was 1o increase for
about 18 years, from a rate of 24,500 acre-ft/yr to
180,800 acre-ft/yr, in four phased steps. Table 1 shows
‘the overall pumping schedule and the amount of pump-
‘age from each basin. These data are the basis for the
pumpage simulated in the model. The model stress
periods coincide with the proposed pumping phases
of LVVWD, and the simulated pumpage in the model
duplicates the areal distribution of the proposed well
locations. Table 2 shows how these pumping periods
relate to the model stress periods. Appendix 3 contains
the pumpage data set used in the model.

Simulated Effects of Proposed Pumping

The simulated effects of pumping large quantities
of ground water from east-central and southern Nevada
include water-level declines, reductions in evapotrans-
piration and discharge from regional springs, and
changes in flow to or from rivers, lakes, and the Death
Valley playa. These results were calculated by the
model, but because existing data are not adequate to -
allow the simulated results to be calibrated against
observed changes, they contain a high degree of uncer-
tainty. They should not be considered exact predictions
of change but rather indications of possible generalized
effects. The trends and magnitudes of the calculated

changes are considered first approximations that can
give valuable insight into possible regional effects of
long-term, high-volume pumpage in the province.

Simulated Pumpage and Drawdowns

At selected time steps for all five stress periods
of the simulation, water-level declines (drawdowns)
were calculated for both layers by comparing water-
level arrays of successive stress periods. Drawdown
patterns for both model layers then were mapped and
are shown for selected time periods in figures 4-10. The
drawdown values were computed by subtracting the
original starting head for each model cell from the cor-
responding head simulated at the end of each selected
time step. Lines of equal drawdown for each time step
were then produced using the Golden Software
Company “Surfer” computer contouring package.
Locations of the proposed pumping wells ih each
stress period are also plotted on the maps to show their
relation to the simulated declines. Each map shows
simulated drawdowns for a layer, and only those wells
designated to produce from that layer during that stress
period are shown.

A pumping well represents discharge at a point,
but the model distributes the pumpage over a 5-mi by
7-1/2-mi cell. Because both aquifer properties and

- changes in water level are averaged over the entire grid

cell, some error is introduced. Furthermore, the model
“pumps” the cell for the entire stress period at the con-
stant rate. In reality, this may not be so, as some type of
site-specific pumping schedule might be used to mini-

mize local effects. That level of detail was beyond the

scope of the study.

The original applications for water rights by
LVVWD included a list of proposed well locations, and
indicated whether each well was to be completed in the
basin fill or the carbonate aquifer. Also included was a
list of total withdrawals in each ground-water basin.
To create the pumpage data set for the model, it was
necessary to determine the pumping rate for each well
within each basin by dividing the total pumpage from
that basin by the total number of wells. If a well was
completed in the basin-fill aquifer, pumpage for the
mode] was assigned to the upper layer. An identical
process was used for wells proposed to be completed in
the carbonate aquifer (and assigned to the lower layer).

RESULTS OF SIMULATIONS



" Table 1.
central and southem Nevada

{Location of basins, by hydographic area, is shown in figure 3]

Pumpage proposed by Las Vegas Valley Water District during first 20 years of pumping, by basin, east-

Pumpage (acre-feet per year) by basin, and hydrographic-area (HA) number

Proposed
pumpage  Year G",:‘::‘ Hidden California C°YOt® E‘k":' I:;‘ 13,';7,‘:“ Cave  Coal
schedule OryLake) voney,  wasn,  SPI9 s s Y% Valley, Valley,
Valley, HA 21.; HA 21 '8 Valley, Valley(S), Valley(N), HA 169 HA180 HA171
HA 216 HA210 HA211 HA168 AandB

Phase 1 2007 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 0 0
2008 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 0 0

2009 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 ] 0

2010 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 0 0

2011 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 0 0

2012 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 0 0

© 2013 2,000 2000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 0 0

Phase 2 2014 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2000 6,000
2015 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

2016 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

2017 2,000 2,000 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

Phase 3 2018 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5.000 3000 - 2,000 6,000
: 2019 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000
2020 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

2021 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

2022 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

2023 0 0 2500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3000 2000 6,000

2024 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3000 2,000 6,000

Phase 4 2025 0 0 2,500 5,000 5,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 6,000

!Includes three wells that are physically located in Las Vegas Vatley Hydrographic Area (212) but are considered by Las Vegas Valley Water

District to be in Three Lakes Valley (southem part),

Figure 4 shows drawdown and wells for both
layers at the end of 7 years of pumping (conclusion
of stress-period one). Total annual pumpage during
this phase of the water project is planned to be
24,500 acre-ft. Of this amount, 29 percent
(7,100 acre-ft/yr) was assigned to the upper layer, and
71 percent (17,400 acre-ft/yr) was assigned to the
lower layer. Pumping is planned for Garnet (Dry Lake),
Hidden, California Wash, Coyote Spring, Three Lakes,
and Tikapoo Valleys (fig. 3). In the upper layer
(fig. 4A), the drawdown exceeds 10 ft only in Three
Lakes Valley. Drawdowns are localized around the
cells with assigned pumpage. Drawdowns in the lower

layer (fig. 4B) are more extensive, showing a maximum -

decline of more than 100 ft in several valleys.
Boundaries of the topographic basins, which form

the boundaries of the alluvial basins (upper layers),
are not barriers to flow within the carbonate system
(lower layers). Declines in the lower layer can extend
far beyond the basin boundary because the model
simulates the carbonate aquifer in the lower layer as
being confined, and storage values are much less.

Figure 5 shows simulated drawdown and
location of wells for both layers at the end of 11 years
of pumping (conclusion of stress-period two). Total
annual pumpage proposed for this phase of the
project is 47,000 acre-ft. Of this amount, 39 percent
(18,300 acre-ft/yr) was assigned to the upper layer,
and 61 percent (28,700 acre-ft/yr) was assigned to the
lower layer. During this phase of development, pump-
ing wells will be added in Cave, Coal, Delamar, Dry
Lake, Pahroc, and Patterson Valleys (fig. 3).

10 Simulated Effects of Proposed Ground-Water Pumping In 17 Basins of East-Central and Southern Nevada




Table 1—Continued

Pumpage (acre-feet per year) by basin, and hydrographic area (HA) number

Raifroad

Delamar Dry Lake Pahroc Patterson Snake Spring Garden' Valley, Total
Valley, Valiey, Valley, Valley, Valley, Valley, Valley, HA 173 (acre-foet
HA 182 HA 181 HA 208 HA 202 HA 185 HA 184 HA 172 AandB per year)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,500
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 47,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 47,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 47,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 47,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 0 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 0 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 0 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 0 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 0 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 0 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 0 o 118,000
3,000 2,500 5,000 4,000 25,000 50,000 10,000 52,800 180,800

Figure 5A shows an increase in the areal extent of
simulated drawdowns in the upper layer, but maximum
declines do not increase appreciably. The additional
wells pumped during this phase of the simulation cause
new declines in those additional areas. The simulated
drawdowns in the lower layer (fig. 5B) likewise show
an increase in areal extent and the maximum draw-
downs have increased in some areas. ‘

Figure 6 shows the simulated drawdowns for both
layers at the end of 18 years of pumping (conclusion of
time-step two, stress-period three). Pumpage during
this stress period was set at 118,000 acre-ft/yr. Of this
amount, 61 percent was assigned to the upper layer
(72,000 acre-ft/yr), and 39 percent (46,000 acre-ft/yr)
was assigned to the lower layer. During this stress
period, pumping was from California Wash and from
Coyote Spring, Three Lakes, Tikapoo, Cave, Coal,
Delamar, Dry Lake, Pahroc, Patterson, Snake, and

Spring Valleys. Pumping was terminated in Gamet
(Dry Lake) Valley and Hidden Valley at the start of this
stress period.

In the upper layer (fig. 64), maximum simulated
declines exceed 100 ft in the area of Three Lakes
Valley. Simulated declines exceed 50 ft in Spring
Valley. Simulated declines in the lower layer (fig. 6B)
are areally more extensive and are beginning to affect
a large area of the carbonate-rock province. Simulated
drawdown exceeds 100 ft in Spring, Snake, and proba-
bly in other valleys. Simulated drawdowns do not gen- -
erally exceed 200 ft, with the exception of a localized
maximum drawdown of about 400 ft in the California
Wash area. Declines induced by pumping in this area
and in the Coyote Spring Valley area to the northwest
seem to cause the drawdowns in the Muddy River
springs area.

RESULTS OF SIMULATIONS 11



Table 2. Simulated stress periods and pumpage, east-central and southern Nevada

[Asterisks indicate key simulation lengths used for analysis; acre-ft/yr, acre-feet per year]

Cumuiative length
. Time  Length of time
Stress period of simulation
step step (years) (years)

Stress-period one (Phase 1) 1 35 35

2007-2013 (7 years) ‘ 35 *1.0
Total pumpage, 24,500 acre-ft/yr

Stress-period two (Phase 2) 1 20 9.0

2014-2017 (4 years) 2 20 *11.0
Total pumpage, 47,000 acre-fi/yr

Stress-period three (Phase 3) 1 35 14.5

2018-2024 (7 years) 2 35 *18.0

Total pumpage, 118,000 acre-ft/yr

Stress-period four (Phase 4) - 1 40 220

2025-2036 (12 years) 2 40 26.0

Total pumpage, 180,800 acre-ft/yr 3 4.0 *30.0

Stress-period five (Phase 4--continued) 1 123 423

2037-? 2 254 55.4

Total pumpage, 180,800 acre-ft/yr 3 39.5 69.5

’ 4 54.6 84.6

5 70.7 *100.7

6 87.9 117.9

7 106.4 136.4

8 126.2 156.1

9 147.3 177.3

10 *199.9

169.9

Figure 7 shows the simulated drawdowns due
to pumping in the upper and lower layers 30 years into
the model sinfulation (end of time-step three, stress-
period four). Total annual pumpage during this period
of the simulation is 180,800 acre-ft/yr. This amount
- is the projected maximum pumpage rate for the water
project. Pumpage is from California Wash and Coyote
Spring, Three Lakes, Tikapoo, Cave, Coal, Delamar,
Dry Lake, Pahroc, Patterson, Snake, and Spring
Valleys. This is also the stress period when pumping
begins in Railroad Valley at a rate of 52,800 acre-ft/yr
and in Garden Valley at a rate of 10,000 acre-ft/yr
(phase four; table 1). Of the total amount, 62 percent
(112,100 acre-ft/yr) was assigned to the upper layer
and 38 percent (68,700 acre-fi/yr) was assigned to
the lower layer.

12

Figure 7A shows the simulated drawdowns
in the upper layer. In the area of Three Lakes Valley,
in the southern part of the pumping area, maximum
drawdown is more than 100 ft. In Spring Valley, in
the northern part of the pumping area, simulated draw-
downs also exceed 100 ft. Throughout most of the
pumping area by the end of stress-period four, simu-
lated drawdowns exceed 1 ft. Simulated drawdowns
exceeding 10 ft have extended throughout much of
the area. This stress period is the first indication of sim-
ulated drawdowns extending into the state of Utah.

Figure 7B shows the declines produced in the
lower layer resulting from the proposed pumpage. Sev-
eral large areas of declines have developed coincident
with large pumping centers. Drawdowns exceeding
100 ft have developed in virtually all of the valleys.

Simulated Effects of Proposed Ground-Water Pumping in 17 Basins of East-Central and Southern Nevada




The maximum simulated drawdown of about 670 ft

is in Garden Valley. The areas of heaviest pumpage~—
Railroad, Spring, Snake, and Garden Valleys—-also are
the areas of largest declines in water levels.

Stress-period five represents an extrapolation
of the proposed pumping schedule to illustrate possible
future effects. The model was set up so that the simu-
lation time steps within this stress period could be
divided into discrete intervals. Within stress-period
five, the ten time steps were increased in length geo-
metncally This allowed a reasonable view of changes
in the model without generating large amounts of
output. From these ten time steps, two durations—
100 and 200 years—were selected for analysis of
drawdowns and model budgets. The cumulative
length of simulation at the end of stress—penod five
is 200 years.

Figure 8 shows the simulated drawdowns in
both layers of the modet after about 100 years into the
simulation (time-step five, stress-period five). The total
pumpage at this point in the simulation was still
180,800 acre-ft/yr. Of the total amount of pumpage,
62 percent was assigned to the upper layer and
38 percent was assigned to the lower layer.

Figure 84 shows the simulated drawdowns
in the upper layer. The simulated drawdowns have con-
tinued to expand from the previous analysis time
period because pumping has remained constant and at
the same locations. Simulated drawdowns in Tikapoo
Valiey have continued to increase, as well as those in
Railroad Valley—which have exceeded 100 ft. Simu-
lated drawdowns in the Snake and Spring Valley areas
have expanded outward and deepened to a2 maximum
of about 350 fi, and the area of 10-ft drawdowns has
extended into Utah. Finally, simulated drawdowns in

- Garden Valley have also expanded areally, but have

not increased vertically.

Simulated drawdowns in the lower layer (fig. 8B)
have begun to stabilize, with small increases areally
and vertically in the Coal and Garden Valley areas.

A quasi-equilibrium apparently is being approached in
the lower layer. Maximum drawdown is about 900 ft in
Garden Valley.

Figure 9 shows the simulated drawdowns in
both the upper and lower layers after about 200 years
into the simulation (time-step ten, stress-period five).
Total annual pumpage continues to be 180,800 acre-ft.
Pumpage is still divided between the upper and lower

layers, as in the previous stress period, Areal distribu-
tion of pumping cells is the same as in the previous.
stress period.

Simulated drawdowns in the upper layer (fig. 94),
have continued to increase in many places. Pumping
in Railroad and Three Lakes Valley areas has increased
the simulated drawdowns, Pumping in Snake and
Spring Valleys has resulted in substantial simulated
drawdowns near Baker, with a maximum of about
450 ft. Many of the isolated cones of depression are
merging to form larger, composite cones of depression.

Simulated drawdowns in the lower layer (fig. 958)
have also increased areally and in magnitude. Pumpage
in the lower layer in Railroad, Snake, Pahroc, Three
Lakes, and Tikapoo Valleys has resulted in three large
cones of depression, each greater than 100 ftand
reaching more than 900 ft in Garden Valley.

Figure 10 shows the simulated drawdowns in
the upper and lower layers for the final steady-state
simulation. The model has attained a simulated hydro-
logic equilibrium. The water that supplies the simu-
fated pumping has ceased to come from storage; rather,

- it is water that formerly discharged to springs and as

ET. Pumpage remains constant and distribution is
somewhat similar to that in figure 9. Simulated draw-
downs in the upper layer (fig. 104) have expanded
areally and have deepened. In the upper layer

(fig. 104), maximum simulated drawdown has
exceeded 500 ft in Railroad, Snake, Three Lakes, Cave,
and Patterson Valleys. In Three Lakes Valley (northern
part), the maximum drawdown is about 1,600 ft
because of simulated pumping in one cell. In the lower
layer, simulated drawdowns exceed 100 ft in most of
the area and exceed 500 ft in parts of Railroad, Garden,
and Snake Valleys. Maximum drawdown in Garden
Valley is about 1,100 ft.

Simulated drawdowns in specific cells were
examined as part of the analysis of the effects of pump-
ing on the regional ground-water flow system. The
locations of these selected cells are shown inrelation to
the mode} grid in figure 11. These cells are generally
near areas in which many of the DOI bureaus have spe-
cific water-resource concerns. These cells act as obser-
vation points, but in reality cover 37.5 mi® of surface
area. They are useful in indicating trends in simulated
ground-water levels in the area at any given time step.

Simulated Effects of Proposed Pumping 13
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EXPLANATION

7 Hydrographic area in which pumping
s:’:m‘ s . Is proposed

w10 Line of simulated equal water-level
drawdown — Interval, in feet, is
variable

e  Well used in this stress period of
simulation

]
Las Vegas
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! e Botindary of carbonate-rock province
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Base modified from U.S. Geological Survey digital data, 1:100,000 andg 1:250,000
Albets Equal-Area Coric projeclion
Sandard parabels 25°30' and 45°30", contral mendian -114° -

Figure 4. Simulated water-level drawdowns, stress period one, time-step two, after 7 years into simulation for
{A) upper model layer and (B) lower modet layer.
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EXPLANATION

Hydrographic ares in which pumping
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w1~ Line of simulated equal water-lovel
drawdown — interval, infeet, is
variable
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Base modified from U.S. Geological Survey digital data, 1:100,000 and 1:250,000
Abbers Equal-Ares Conic projection
Standerd paraliols 20°30° and 45730, contral meridion -114°

Figure 5. Simulated water-level drawdowns, sireSs-pefiod two, time-step two, after 11 years into simulation for
{A) upper model layer and (B} iower model layer.
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Figure 6. Simulated water-level drawdowns, stress-period three, time-step two, after 18 years into simulation for
{A} upper model layer and (B) lower model layer.
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Figure 6. Continued.
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Figure 7. Simulated water-level drawdowns, stress-period four, time-step three, after 30 years into simulation for
{A) upper model layer and (B} lower model layer.
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Figure 7. Continued.:
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Figure 8. Simulated water-lavel drawdowns, stress-period five, time-step five, afier 100.7 years into simuiation for
{A) upper modet layer and (B} lower model layer.

Simulated Effects of Proposed Ground-Water Pumplng in 17 Basins of East-Central and Southern Nevada




VAVARN

il

EXPLANATION

Wammmmm
is propossd

10~ Line of simulated equsi water-tevel
drawdown ~ Inlerval, In feel, is
variable :

. Wefl used in thia sirasas period of
simulation

— Boundary of carbonate-rock province
mocdiet

Base modified from U.S. Geological Survey digital data, and 1:250,000
Adoers Equal-Arss Conic projection
wmwum.mmmaw

Figure 8. Continued,

Simulatad Effects of Proposed Pumping 23



EXPLANATION

Hydrographic area in which pumping
. laproposed :

o J Qo mummﬁdmmﬁmﬂ
drawdown — interval, infeet, is
variable

»  Well used In this stress period of
simulation

—  BOtndary of carbonate-rock provincs
model

AN

BERNARDING "~ ’

S8

Base modified from 1.S. Geologicel Survey digital dara, 1:100.000 and 1:250,000
Albars Equal-Area Conic proj
Standerd paraliols 20°30° and 45°30, central meridian -114*

Figure 8. Simulated water-level drawdowns, stress-period five, fime-step ten, after 199.9 years into simulation for
(A) upper moded layer and (B) lower model layer. )
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Figure 8. Continued.
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Figure 10. Simulated water-evel drawdowns at final steady-state simulation for {A) upper model layer and
(B) tower model layer.
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Figure 12 shows two hydrographs for the
selected cells in the northern part of Railroad Valley
(173B), one near Duckwater spring (column 21, row
29) and one near the southern part of the valley
{column 21, row 35). Drawdown is not simulated
at these places until after 18 years (the fourth stress
~ period), when pumpage is assigned in Railroad Valley,
then drawdowns increase steadily.

Simulated drawdowns at the selected cell near
Duckwater are small, generally a few tenths of a foot
in the upper layer and lower layer. The simulated draw-

down at the selected cell in the southem part of the
valley is more substantial, approaching 100 ft in both
the upper and lower layers. Because placement of the
proposed pumping wells is primarily in the southern
part of Railroad Valley, pumping will have much more
effect on water levels in the southern part than in the
northern part.

Figure 13 shows hydrographs for three selected
cells representing areas near Ash Meadows springs,
Baker, and Moapa (locations shown in fig. 11).

09 : r

Selected coll near Duckwater
04 South of spring area
8 Column 21, row 29

Steady-state drawdown
Upper layer - 1.9 feet

0.8 | lowerlayer- 1.2 feet

16 |-

%\m
Lower /
layer

SIMULATED DRAWDOWN, IN FEET BELOW ORIGINAL WATER LEVEL

400 ' !

0.01 0.1 1.0

1,000

10 100
TIME INTO SIMULATION, IN YEARS

Figure 12, Hydrographs for two selected cells representing areas in
northem Railroad Valley, east-central Nevada.,
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Figure 13. Hydrographs for three selecied cells representing areas
near Ash Meadows springs, Baker, and Moapa, southem Nevada.
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The selected cell near Ash Meadows shows smalt
changes in the simulated water level in the lower layer
soon after the simulation is started. The simulated
drawdown increases after about 7 years (during stress-
period two), then increases rapidly after 100 years
(during stress-period five). Equilibrium in the water
level of the lower layer is not achieved even during
the last stages of the model simulation. Simulated
drawdowns in the lower layer near Ash Meadows
springs reach a maximum of about 6 f, whereas no
decline is apparent in the upper layer. The hydrograph
for the cell near Baker shows that effects from pump-
ing begin after 10 years into the simulation, when
pumping begins in Snake Valley. Simulated draw-
downs increase steadily, exceeding 100 ft in the upper
layer and 200 ft in the lower layer. -

The selected cell near Moapa shows small
declines in the lower layer and virtually no drawdown
- in the upper layer. The lower-layer drawdowns begin
almost immediately, due to pumpage in the general
area, and continue to increase throughout the entire
200 years of simulation. Simulated drawdowns in
the lower layer at the Moapa cell reach about 13 ft
near the end of the simulation.

Regional Springs

Effects of pumping on regional springs can be
attributed to many factors. One of the most important
factors is the distance from the proposed pumping to
the springs. Most of the proposed well sites (shown
as pumping cells in fig. 11) are miles from the major
regional springs in the carbonate-rock province. As
the wells are puriiped, the removal of water from the
ground-water system can, in some places, resultin a
decrease in flow at the springs. These regional springs
commonly support large populations of wildlife,
including several threatened or endangered species
and, consequently, may be of interest to the
Federal Government.

As discussed by Prudic and others (1993),
regional springs in the carbonate-rock province are
treated as discharging from the lower layer in the
model. Because of the coarseness of the model grid,
these springs must occupy a cell size of 5 by 7.5 mi.

- Exact effects at the spring itself are difficult to predict
because of this grid coarseness. The model can only
show that flow at these springs might be reduced,
depending on the amount and location of pumpage.

Figure 14 shows how simulated flow from
several selected regional springs may be affected by
the proposed pumping schedule. The Muddy River
spring complex (No. 4, figs. 11 and 14) demonstrates
some early effects from the simulated pumping sched-
ule. The simulated flows decreased by almost
10 percent (about 4 ft3/s) by the end of the first phase
of development and continued to decrease until much
later in the simulation. After about 100 years of pump-
ing, simulated springflow has decreased about
11 percent (6 ft3/s). This spring is affected early in the’
simulation because of its proximity to the areas in
southern Nevada that will be pumped first.

Other springs shown in figure 11 have similar
decreases. The combined flow from Hiko, Crystal,
and Ash Springs (Pahranagat Valley) decreased about
14 percent (5 ft°/s) after 100 years (end of time-step
five, stress-period five). Simulated discharge at the
Duckwater spring area in Northern Railroad Valley is
relatively unaffected by pumpage in the valley even
during later time steps. Water-level declines are less
than 1 ft near the north end of Railroad Valley (fig. 8B).
Springs in the central part of Northem Railroad Valley
(Lockes, Blue Eagle, and Tom Springs) exhibit no
decrease until pumpage from the valley is simulated
during the fourth phase of the water project (after
18 years). Once pumping commences in Railroad
Valley, flow from these springs decreases rapidly
(fig. 14).

The spring complex at Ash Meadows (No. 2,
fig. 11), shows little change in flow until about
100 years into the simulation (fig. 14), with a decrease
of about 2 percent (about 0.5 ft>/s). Subsequently, flow
from the springs continues to decrease throughout the
simulation.

The other springs shown in figure 11 do not
generally show effects of pumpage to any great degree.
This is probably due to the distance between these
springs and any pumping centers, or possibly the effect
of intervening hydrotogic boundaries. Moon River and
Hot Creek Springs and Panaca Warm Spring do, how-
ever, show a decrease in springflow in the later time
steps of stress-period five (greater than 100 years of
model simulation). Table 3 lists the discharge from
the various springs shown in figures 11 and 14 for
the selected stress periods.

Simulated Effects of Proposed Pumping. 31
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Spring — Number In parentheses is map number in figure 11
and cell number in table 3. Simulated steady-state
pumpage is fisted in table 3.

B Ash Meadows (2)

H  Rogers, Blue Point (3)
3 Muddy River (4)

F Pahranagat (6)

o

0

(o]

FY

Panaca (7)
Biue Eagle, Tom, Lockes (9 and 10)
Moon River, Hot Creek (11)

Duckwater (14)

Figure 14. Changesin drscharge of selected regional springs with changing pumpage,

east-central and southem Nevada

C .

'Evapotranspiration

Sustained pumpage of ground water can cause
declines in water levels that may affect plants that send
roots down far enough to reach the water table. These
plants, known as phreatophytes, are the major source
of ground-water discharge in many valleys. This use
of ground water by phreatophytes is one part of the

overall ground-water discharge quantity called evapo-
transpiration, or ET. The other component is actual
evaporation, whether from a free water surface, such
as standing water exposed to the atmosphere on a
playa, or water beneath the ground surface but
shallow enough to move upward by capillary

action and evaporate.
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Table 4 lists ET changes for selected groups of
cells during the selected time steps of the simulation.
This simulated discharge is in addition to simujated
spring discharge, most of which is ultimately con-
sumed by ET. These groups of cells represent areas in
several ground-water basins where phreatophytes are
consuming ground water. In many valleys, this area of
ET is in the center of the valley where ground water is
near land surface and phreatophytes or evaporation can
cause discharge from the ground-water system. Evapo-
transpiration can often be the major source of discharge
in some of the basin-fill aquifers. This is the case in
Railroad Valley where outflow from the ground-water.
system of the entire valley (including Duckwater and
other springfiow) due to ET was estimated to be
80,000 acre-ft/yr (Van Denburgh and Rush, 1974,

p. 29), and is by far the largest component of discharge.
Spring Valley also has a large discharge component due
to ET. Rush and Kazmi (1965, table 7) estimated an ET
discharge of 70,000 acre-ft/yr in the valley. Table 4 also
shows that the three valleys with the largest proposed
pumping (Railroad, Spring, and Snake Valleys) have
the largest decrease in ET rates.

Figure 15 shows the relation between the rate
of ET from these groups of cells to proposed phased
pumpage in the study area. Most cells show little effect
of the pumping during the early stress periods because
water from storage supplies the requirements. The
cells representing ET areas in virtually all the valleys,
however, show some effect from the pumpage,
usually starting within about 30 years from the onset
of pumping.

Table 4. Simutated pumpage and evapotranspiration rates in selected areas, east-central and

southern Nevada
Total pumpage Evapotranspiration (cubic feet per second)
e into Cuble Lag Lower
period step simulation Acre-feet feet per 3:;:1 Am:gm Vegas \;'Vhwl: Pa‘l’:.r:zygn Coal
Yo¥  sSecond Yy valley yiier Vatieys
Steady-state model 0 1] (1] 6.66 11.98 ’ 3426 18.28 1349 0.00
1 2 7 24,500 3275 6.64 11.98 3423 182§ 1341 .00
2 2 11 47,000 62.83 6.66 11.98 3420 18.23 13.33 00
3 2 18 118000 15775 6.66 11.97 34.17 18.19 13.18 00
4 3 30 180800 2417 6.67 11.97 3416 18.13 1295 .00
5 5 100 180,800 241.71 6.66 1191 3411 17.79 12.10 00
57 10 200 180,800 241.71 6.66 11.84 3402 1740 11.25 00
Finial steady-state 180,800 2417 6.58 10.18 3245 1470 6.04 00
) Total pumpage Evapotranspiration (cubic feet per second)
Yesars
Stress  Time
period into Cubic Southern  Northern  White
S simulation ACTefeet e Raliroad Raiiroad  River P i onoke
PEryear  cecond Valley  Valley  Valiey oy ey Y
Steady-state model 0 0 0 299 89.38 1934 10297 1087 9335I
1 2 7 24,500 3275 299 89.38 19.36 10297 1087 9352
2 2 i1 47,000 62.83 3.00 £9.40 1936 10299 1089 9353
3 2 18 118,000 157.75 2.99 89.38 1934 7841 10.72 87.19
4 3 30 180,800 241.71 2.96 65.71 1933 7037 1037 8427
5 5 100 180,800 241N 2.59 56.76 1925 5776 868 75.28
5 10 200 180,800 241.7N 216 52.01 19.16 5304 746 68.79
Final steady-state 180,800 2411 19 43.38 1827 4694 346 5655
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Figure 15. 'Changes in simulated evapotranspiration at cells in selected basins with changes in proposed pumpage.
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Sensitivity of Model Resuits to
Storage Values

To test the sensitivity of the model to input
values, several additional simulations were made by
varying the values of aquifer storage. Transmissivity
values from the original model (Prudic and others,
1993) were not tested during this study. Previous sensi-
tivity analyses were deemed sufficient, and although
transmissivity values may be more variable than
storage values in a given geologic unit, storage values
may be more responsible for long-term effects in
the simulation.

The storage values for bbth the basin-fill and
carbonate aquifers are not well known, and may cause
the results of the model to vary significantly. Changing

the storage values of the upper layer by a range of

+ 50 percent, and changing the storage values of the
lower layer to the two endpoints of 7.6x10°% and

1.2 x 1073, were assumed to give a reasonable test of
how results might change. The model was rerun using
these adjusted storage values, and figures 16 through
18 show how various key budget components change
throughout the simulation, compared to the results
obtained using the original storage values.

Figure 16 shows how regional spring discharge
varies in response to changing storage-coefficient
estimates. In general, storage-coefficient values for
the upper layer have little effect on simulated spring
discharge. At any given time, the smaller storage coef-
ficients cause less discharge from the drains, whereas
larger storage values for the upper layer allow for more

8
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0.01 0.1 1.0

280

240
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1,000
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*

Original storage values
Upper-layer storage vaiues, 50 percent
Upper-iayer storage values, +50 percent
Lower-ayer storage valus, 7.6 x 103

ju] Lower-iayer storage value, 1.2 x 10°

Figure 16. Changes in total model-simulated spring discharge with selected storage values
and changing pumpage, east-central and southem Nevada. (All simulated spring discharge
totals for the several values converged to a simulated tota! spring discharge of 234 cubic feet

per second in the steady-state simulation.)
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discharge. Adjusting the lower-layer storage coeffi-
cient has virtually no effect on the simulated spring
discharge of the model.

Figure 17 shows how simulated evapotrans-
piration changes in response to varying storage coeffi-
cients. During the first 10 years of the simulation,
simulated ET differs little for any of the storage-
coefficient values shown in figure 17. However,
as the simulation continues and pumpage increases,
simulated ET begins to decrease as it is captured by
pumping. The simulated rate of decrease in ET varies
with the values assigned to the upper layer storage
coefficient. Generally, decreasing the storage

 coefficient caused ET to be captured more quickly.

The model is relatively insensitive to changes
in the lower layer, which has a storage coefficient typi-
cal of a confined aquifer. The amount of evapotrans-
piration ultimately captured by pumping is the same
(about 190 ft3/s), so varying the storage coefficient
has no effect on the ultimate reduction of evapotrans-
piration. Adjusting the lower-layer storage coefficient
has virtually no effect on the simulated ET discharge of
the model.

After 100 years, the simulated change in ET
ranged from about 48 percent of the total change in
ET (with the storage coefficients in the upper layer
increased by 50 percent) to about 62 percent of the total
change in ET (with the storage coefficients in the upper
layer decreased by 50 percent).

1,700

.

PROPOSED PUMPAGE,
IN THOUSANDS OF ACRE-FEET PER YEAR

0.01 0.1 1.0

E

1,500

SIMULATED EVAPOTRANSPIRATION,
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s
:
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Figure 17. Changes in total model-simulated ev

Original storage values
Upper-iayer storage values, -50 percent
Upper-ayer storage values, +50 percent
Lowes-layer storage value, 7.6 x 103
Lower-layer storage value, 12 x 103

ration with selected storage

values and changing pumpage, east-central and southern Nevada. (Al total model-simulated
evapotranspiration for the several storage values converged to 1,484 cubic feet per second

in the steady-state simulation.)
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Figure 18 shows how varying aquifer storage
coefficients affect the amount of ground water coming
out of storage. The graph demonstrates that the model
is somewhat insensitive to varying the storage coeffi-

. cients, but is extremely sensitive to increasing pumping
rates. As the overall rates are increased with time, more
water is withdrawn from storage to satisfy the demand.
As the time steps progress within each stress period, an
equilibrium is reached or a decline takes place as water
is drawn from other sources to feed the pumpage.

Figures 19-23 are hydrographs from the
selected cells described previously that show the
effect of changing storage values. Figure 11 shows
the locations of these cells in relation to the proposed
pumping schedule of LVVWD. Figure 19 contains
a hydrograph for each layer of the selected cell near
Ash Meadows and shows virtually no change in the
simulated drawdown in either layer due to storage-

8

coefficient variations. The upper layer shows a differ-

ence of less than 0.01 ft after about 100 years of simu-
lation. The lower layer shows a difference of about 3 ft
of simulated drawdown after the same period.

Figure 20 shows simulated drawdowns for both
layers at the selected cell near Baker. The hydrograph
for the upper layer shows considerable variation after
100 years into the simulation, with about 90 ft of differ-
ence in water levels computed using the two storage-
coefficient end points. The difference in simulated
drawdowns in the lower layer is less, with about 40 ft
of difference after the same 100 years of simulation.

Figure 21 shows the simulated drawdowns at
the selected cell near Duckwater in Northern Railroad
Valley. Both layers demonstrate an insensitivity to
storage-coefficient changes by differing less than 0.2 ft
after about 100 years of simulated pumping.
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Figure 18. Changes in total model-simulated water removed from storage with selected
storage values and changing pumpage, east-central and southern Nevada.
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Figure 19. Hydrographs of simulated water-level drawdowns associated with
selected storage values for selected cell representing an area in Ash Meadows,
southern Nevada. A, upper layer. B, lower layer.
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Figure 20. Hydrographs of simulated water-level drawdowns associated with
selected storage values for selected cell representing an area at Baker, east-
central Nevada. A, upper layer. B, lower layer. .
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Figure 21. Hydrographs of simulated water-level drawdowns associated with
selected storage values for selected cell representing an area at Duckwater,
east-central Nevada. A, upper layer. B, lower layer.
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_Figure 22 shows the simulated drawdowns at
the selected cell in Northern Railroad Valley in both
layers. The upper layer demonstrates a difference in
drawdowns of about 40 ft after about 100 years into
the simulation. The lower layer shows a difference
of about 50 ft after the same time period.

Figure 23 shows the simulated drawdowns at
the selected cell near Moapa for both layers. The upper
layer shows a difference of about 0.02 ft in the simu-
lated drawdowns and the lower layer shows about a 2-ft
difference, after about 100 years into the simulation.

Overall, the model appears to be relatively
insensitive to variations in aquifer storage coefficients.
Changes in these values elicit only minor changes in
evapotranspiration, spring discharge, movement of
ground water out of storage, and variations in simu-
lated drawdowns. Changes in pumping—location
and rate—have a greater influence on model results.

Ultimate Source of Pumped Water

The simulation of pumping ground water in
east-central and southern Nevada illustrates several
concepts discussed by Theis (1940). The ultimate
source of pumped ground water in an aquifer system
is an increase in recharge, a decrease of natural dis-
charge, or removal of ground water from storage.

As was stated succinctly by Theis (p. 280), “All
water discharged by wells is balanced by a loss of
water somewhere.”

The boundaries for this simulation do not allow
additional water to be made available to the ground-
water system of the Great Basin; pumpage will not.
increase precipitation and, hence, recharge. If wells
were placed near some of the bounding surface-water
bodies, some additional water would recharge the local
ground water to make up any deficit caused by pump-
ing. But throughout the study area, additional water
from these sources is not available,

, The previous discussion of how pumping in

the study area affects ET and spring discharge suggests
that much of the ground water pumped would be
derived from these sources. Since ET is dependent on
shallow water levels to support vegetation, once water
fevels decline sufficiently, ET would cease. Simulated
spring discharge is also affected by the proposed

pumping in the sense that ground-water flow to
the spring is intercepted by the expanded cones of
depression of the wells.

The last source of water available to the proposed
pumping is from ground water in storage. Figure 24
illustrates the change in various ground-water model
budget components as the simulation progresses. Also
shown is a series of figures illustrating the source of
water pumped in the simulation. Early in the simula-
tion, the major source of pumped water is from ground-
water storage (83 percent at 9 years into the simula-
tion). As the simulation progresses, less and less
water is removed from storage and the remainder of
the pumped water comes from reduction in ET and
spring discharge. The final stage of this progression is
the steady-state simulation, where none of the pumped
water is from storage, 77 percent is from what had been
used by ET, and 23 percent is from reduction of spring-
flow. This represents a simulated equilibrium within
the ground-water system.

Limitations and Uses of the Model

Simulations of the proposed pumpage show that
many aspects of the ground-water systems in the Great
Basin may be affected. The simulations were based on
a computer model of regional ground-water flow that
greatly simplifies the complex distribution of geology
and, consequently, the hydraulic properties of many
of the rocks in the Great Basin. As the authors of the
original model state, “Simulation results are based on
assuming recharge to the province is known with the
distribution of transmissivities simulated to match the
general distribution of water ievels and estimates of
discharge. However, water levels in consolidated rocks
are generally unknown and estimates of recharge and
discharge are known only approximately” (Prudic
and others, 1993, p. 91).

The adequacy of the model in simulating the
effects of the proposed pumping will remain untested
until actual pumping stresses have been in place long
enough to cause measurable effects within the system.
This would allow for calibration of transient simula-
tions that was not possible with the previous model.
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Figure 22. Hydrographs of simulated water-level drawdowns associated
with selected storage values for selected cell representing an area in northemn
Railroad Valley, east-central Nevada. A, upper layer. B, lower layer.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In 1989, the Las Vegas Valley Water District
(LVVWD) filed applications with the Nevada State
Engineer for water rights in east~central and southern
Nevada. These applications would result in a maxi-
mum pumpage of about 180,800 acre-fi/yr from 17
basins (LVVWD, written commun., 1992).

In 1991, several Department of the Interior (DOI)
bureaus requested that the U.S. Geological Survey sim-
ulate possible effects of this pumping on regional flow,
as well as on large regional springs, using a two-layer
ground-water flow model originally designed to con-
ceptualize regional flow in the carbonate-rock prov-
ince. The simulations were made using a phased
pumping schedule, with ultimate pumpage totaling
180,800 acre-ft/yr. ‘

The simulation of pumping in the carbonate-rock
province of the Great Basin indicates that water levels,
the flow of regional springs, and ground-water dis-
charge by evapotranspiration would be affected. The
upper layer of the model generally represents basin fill
and the intervening mountains. Simulated water levels

' in the basin fill are most strongly affected by localized

pumping within the basin. The lower layer of the
model, simulating the more extensively connected
and confined carbonate-rock aquifer system, gencrates
larger, areally more expansive declines. Several tens
of years of pumpage can result in hundreds of feet of
simulated water-level declines throughout a large area
of the aquifer system.

By extending the pumping schedule for long
periods of time, some estimate can be made of when
the ground-water system will approach a new equilib-

rium. This equilibrium is reached when the change

in water-level decline approaches zero, and pumpage
is sustained entirely by water diverted from other
sources, instead of by depletion of stored ground water.

The simulations also showed that discharge
from several regional springs could decrease. Model-
ing indicated that, after about 100 years of simulation,
flow from Muddy River springs; Hiko, Crystal, and
Ash Springs; and Ash Meadows springs would all be
affected to some degree. Discharge at Muddy River
springs decreased the most, with a reduction of about
6 ffs (11 percent). Discharge from the Hiko-Crystal-
Ash Springs complex decreased about 5 f/s
(14 percent), and flow from Ash Meadows springs
decreased about 0.5 ft'/s (2 percent).

The modeling also indicated that ground-water
discharge by evapotranspiration would probably be
affected by the pumpage proposed by LVVWD. The

model indicates that the three valleys with the largest

proposed pumpage will have the largest decrease in
ET rates. In Spring Valley, which is scheduled to
have 50,000 acre-ft/yr of ground water pumped, ET
decreases about 45.21 cubic feet per second in the first
100 years of pumping (table 4). This is based on the
normal estimated ET discharge of 70,000 acre-ft/yr
(Rush and Kazmi, 1965, table 7). Railroad and Snake
Valleys show similar patterns, with a decrease in ET
discharge of 33.02 and 18.23 cubic feet per second,
respectively, after about 100 years of pumping.

Irrespective of the obvious limitations of this
model, the results of the simulation provide valuable
insight regarding the regional-scale response to pump-
ing and can serve as a basis for the development of a
more detailed analysis of pumping effects.
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IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, ct al.,
‘ Declaration of

Davi ¢ Buglyy

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Ycar-Old Groundwater
Applications

I M.E&ﬁ% hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is &K\A g}ﬁlﬂ]@. EEF\%

2. My current address is RER O a\ﬂm’* Mwﬁ

Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his ofticial capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

3. 1 am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
Iﬁa:h and ﬁw&) County. I have lived ih the State of
v\*ﬂ}\ for 88 years and have resided in 3;_;59 County for 58 years.
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in 3}1@}) County because ,LZ‘U)DZZ./_JZZJ s Waln,

5 I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

oo

| applications inthe _Juwab | County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property ownerin_Jwa b __ County, I would very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

* groundwater applications in the < w & b County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because | never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in Jwab County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. 1 never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because Th 57 pever let ug Kwow

7. I think the State Engincer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Ncw.'ada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests arc
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As aresident and property owner in J wab County | have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

(18]




9. As a resident and property owner in ,J wab County, I have a
right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a’hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the édjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anythiﬁg less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in Jusb County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

Jwab County.

11.  Asaresident and property ownerin __ 3. wﬂb County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
yéﬂars ago. These local residents would benefit greatly 'from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of |
thz groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
peuple who live anfi work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make

a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signature % §

Executed on this__/% " day of M ay _,2006.




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, ) :
) Cladc Wl M/l
)
Hugh Ricci. in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southcrn Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) - Applications
I hereby declare the following:

L. My full, legal name s Clarl W}/ﬂf Hiles
My cunentaddressis_ 396 STromgs -, St Lobe O, Uleh S10%
I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

U Tab and _ Salf Labe County. 1have lived in the State of

Utah _ for SY years and have resided in __ S« /T Lale County for 33 vears,

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in (Whife Pine County because i [95.5 R nch@J e
MMCL\ ( Swith \,nﬂ% /éﬂk/x il s oil) a/ M/? 30 mebio
wedhd  Gunison, WAA) in_ Snake Valloy wilh /(/«:wcﬂ« Strfeer
il rifts s ll by afidid by b cichecad, Fo
The C’m//ovv% /4%/7@(/. AS wdl 2s %M e%z//dﬁt )"/ﬁ%
alse o be ot év/ wiBi o Tidread, Frr Syabe 7 Speing l’"’”@”

5. [ recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

N4

|93}

applications in the While Pine County were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17, 1989,
' | EXHIBIT




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a*esidfm-aﬂd property b»mé? in fn,’l[/utp County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in e Uhile fine County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in _ Wity Fine County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a prote:st because (Q LUM }’l—df Tl _crzenen

o Tus //wo;//ﬂ% lon T lwd’/&mﬁ’f Lete /mﬁ mcﬁ A ey in
5“«&‘ L/‘é( Crfq df W T/mg

c‘ and i ' ice the

/ 44/,4 - re7orror LWMW

ate-and and my interests ar
77

/7/‘”7//&@ 2 4&/

,44;,—3, /s Tryac

(2 0ot 7
Ter el 7/ 24¢ County I have a fundamental

&
property’owner in

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community”s supply

of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way. .
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| 9. As a restdent and property owner in m,{[ / ﬁ«uﬂ County, I have a
right to receive notlce of the groundwater apphcatlons the rrght to ﬁle a pro‘test and ifa hearmg
is held, the rrght to participate fully in the adjudrcatlon process before the State Engmeer issues a
final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asa tesidertand property ownerin ___ o, ol County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
il County. — &vr jn ‘T )f/éz;f / C'&/l % Lbu clon WM,@
WM uomf/ % 7 wtne ceononh 52,
11.  Asaresident and property owner in ___ 7 lptr County, I also know a

u‘%
4;@

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adj udicatior1 process ernd decision to hold héaringé on grourldwa‘rer appiications filed éver 16
m}»/ears ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
”the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation frdm such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well .informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this [Zﬂﬂ day of 22112: , 2006.

Signature



‘ IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, ) _ —_
v. ) sumand Eacl 1 mnn
)
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the - ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) ~ Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
I 0 4 /t; mon,} Earl [rnrm hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is P,j ymgaz E 41*4 -/—; M .
2. My current address is £.0 J v \Toﬁ’s /) K IVI/ (?73// ;
. 3 I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

3.
_MI/ADA 3 and Wé,’)lf '/9,'}94? County. I have lived in the State of
J,JE ]/AAA for / £ vears and have resided in I/I/A/;‘P p/hp County for /5 years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in g4, # I,O,hp County because _/ Qp,ﬂofﬁ A‘ﬂ/é" ///U

i Hd/ / y W[) 40 ¢ CO ! /Z
Quer  Uge g/) Lm/(‘f, _&J‘/'ﬂo&, via/-p Couse S c/C

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in the (Uh.l}( Pib_ﬁ__Coumy were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in M, ,é él‘dé County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in thehé,,y’ ‘,ﬁ,',y{ County and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in MLAHQL'Q/__ County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice
or was given the opportunity to file a pro£est because Z 7719 sz/& 167¢____b
) Lk of Sod | cuata’s Wa Fr
ﬁU/I{ 0/.’/»7 i'ﬂ/m /,hn . A d;f/g/ﬁ | [yz//{‘/ [CSgur (el (20,7/44/
gal by /2&/ A/(?ukz/n

7. Ithink the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Neﬁ'ada Wale.r Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
 clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in[ﬂﬂ, /& é,g’ ¢_ County | have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community's supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

(38 ]




9. As a resident and property owner in W '{; /16 ﬂ’m County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

“final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in Lﬂé ’é; é,g_{’ County, I also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
l//[ l)@ ,p:})f County.

/
11.  Asaresident and property owner in W% / /? ,ﬂ}; t County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
Zyears ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-néticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people‘ who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a weil informed decision regarding the épplications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__ 23" day of M g >¢ , 2006.

Signalure



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al., '

Declaration of
Petitioners, 7

v. Jecdore S ‘Aze s,

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

I —7%80610? € Q/j S 74(265 lé i hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is ﬂ eodo re \’r@SaPL §+GZ esk,

2. Mycurrentaddressis %44 EureKaz 5'7'-'_, BakKer

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

Neya Ja and White Ane County. I have lived in the State of

Ne vodg for _& years and have resided in Wik lolm County for Y vears.

4. .l am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in while fine County because Lo T Lanst— roved o Ho Srehe
l/ﬁmﬁ TW e Ve mad o W«f/w!./p\mﬁ_\rv/d “/Uu/‘&vc
s Iw;‘ld.‘ wiedelo L "Yon '+ wrcite MW’: o 0»»70-5-4/;4—

o wedd - cocened sk Yetatl, W o epd~ Yo priovet e

5. I recently le levada Water Authority’s groundwater g
ccently learned that the Southern Nevada Wa vsg jas At ppege

applications in the iiU/;A;h (f ine  County were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17, 1989,
| EXHIBIT -




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in _i/fife £r4_County, 1 would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the &/ htZ Fire County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.
6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in (vt 00/»& Coumy and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file
a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice
or was given the opportunity to file a protest because _, f v et %
/1’44;(‘ 7MW//M( ree T rrrved Fere
w1999

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nc’vada \Vatér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
~application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in Whdts €ine._ County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As a resident and property owner in WA iolr\e County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issuesa

- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in _{/Aulz Frt County, I also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

white binr County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in _vAJ [ine County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication bprocess and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. Thése local residents would benefit greatly from the Staté Engineer’s re-noticing of
the oroundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well. informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executedonthis__ /4 ~ dayof /!(/Lv’ , 2006.
e / W

Signature




.

and Al rdine WonrsF

MM#M&WWW@X%M Py
oun on slare wHo @@Mi_ﬁ«%

U/A/)‘c, p/r\p cmnst«,) 15 MeT 4 wa_s‘-fﬁ//ct
nAO/'\;'f/ Wd(/’f'@ oLr —Jﬁw'ﬁ,m_e, '

.




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

I S Mmahlew Tl unelg hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is S he \dan Mo lips Td woaxd <
2. My current address is 3t Piug hew L ST (P, Bex (375) La’ andole NWewada
) R ]
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
Nevals and _Claek County. | have lived in the State of
] C¥cepT
)‘/ @v2d2  for 73 yearsand have resided in_Clask County for _ 72 years ¢
' Schva in,

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in ‘ Lw neoln Countybecause _ L gpom Y 2eves ju Thw

Panaca Flelds (Rege  Tas, Sec 4 Y. The wstec

_ﬁélg bkas .'llreaJx‘, Callen ., The e voed 1@ be halu]
€ water 1), b ha

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications inthe _{ \ne.p In County were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in Line oln__ County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the [. ingeln  County and to participate in‘any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, 1 héve never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
‘interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Auth‘ority’s groundwater

applicationsin __ L ine o) n County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because _s¢ T2, SN\WA  Secyetive

11 W AP v ¢ g'(ut'f.

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada \\’atér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

s clati Corat, '
8. As a residentand property owner in Livepin  County | have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

(3¢




9. As a resident and property owner in L we-pln ' County, [ have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protést, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

2f crack CopaT
10  Asa residen‘;’@nd ;‘;rope';t’y ovaer in__ Lingein County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

Ciatk County. .
oF Clack Coumn Ty
1. Asaresidentand property owner in Lineon County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hoid hearings on groundwater appliéations filed over 16

| years ago. These local residentsmwouldk beheﬁt greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
hthe groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a weli informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__ {2 day of { E’\g:z , 2006.

Signature '




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
~Declaration of

A
NATAINA TT)

/
In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I ;i(a%/‘m ):L I vhercb} declare th‘eA followina';
1. My full, legal name is kﬁ#mn /') /4[1 //
My current addressis S SO 'Tmu)[ C veek /()af L{j{/u a/m/&r, Ur JYI53
'Iam a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
u+f‘ L and gmab County. I'have lived in the State of
Utahe  fordH vearsand have resided in Jitah County for 5 vears.
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada \\"at.cr Authority’s groundwater
applications in L{)Hr, Pne‘l Légﬁ?& becausé ot DDS&ibl& IUZUeriVlvq
Y oer table  and n/,o/) ezz VM Yo 6/%11 fer. e
prosent  Jevel o water b‘lu qjunfcr sus#ams Me il

& Hlowtry wells
fﬁ‘ 13%4-5 DroU\deﬁ Dar\cis ' S'vlfean/\s an ”nws pummm ~Cn9m

SJ\“.lM'W@Hs- bwf"i\dj “\H\-L um[zr y’ﬂé/e will Aﬂ/bf &Z(J)Ucr*se,
QQ\\COE on all Y aboe Menlimed O ani SME .

Petitioners,
v,

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N Nt e N e Nt v e e N Nam

)

-
b]

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
[jncoln
applications in the LQ}\\{_ P\N. ’L County were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17, 1989,

b EXHIBIT
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and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in S (ADU\D County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

o WML .
groundwater applications in thet\‘\w\v\ d w\\\\(’&)um_\' and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.
6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority s applications.

This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in { \Y\QD\V\ QLU)M\C p’ County and, as such, was never glvcn the oppormmty, to file

a protest within the 30 day ume pcnod allo“ed under Ne\ ada water law. I never receiv ed notice

or was given lhe opportumt) to filea protest bccaus; ﬂ(ﬂ ‘L\\ C(JCLIM . 7/)6

[\YV\nLe_a m o (ah m\u{ I yewr haard abput
Yhe  Lpler a0 licadlons .

AN
3

7. 1 think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open thc p‘rotest pcriod is extremely unfair and unjust ;md my intergsts are

clearly prgudlcad from my resullmn mabllm to protgst the Lround\\ ater apphcalxons

[

8. Asa r;sldcnt and propgm owner in hmb Count\ ] ha\c a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal suppl_v of water and in protecting the cqmmunny s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

(18]




9. As aresident and property owner in J-»L{ a}; County, [ have a
right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protésf, and i:f a heéring
is held, the right to participate fuin in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

‘final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I cah be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  As aresident and property owner in Tu @/JO County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
3 Uag >D County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in J 'ua}'\ County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These locél residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State'.Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision fégarding the applications or guard the public interest.

14

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__/ é " day of MQ 6{ , 2006.

Yt b

Signatur




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )

organization, et al., )
) Declaration of

Petitioners, )

v ) Kemnell LUV
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice

) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
‘ ) Applications
I /«0/7ﬂp7% F L/ , / / hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is Kp_n/?.yf;/,. F- A/,' //
2. - My current address is §S‘o '!04“/“7;“’! vig W@-hé/oVeﬁ é/f 87083

3. Tama citizen of the Uriitéd States and resident of the State of
Y f'ﬂ A and \Tu a /9 | Co“unty.’ “I ha?e lived iﬁ tﬁe State 6f
é Y fa A for 54_ yeafs and have resided in \‘T ua b County for _3 [/ _years.
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

spplications in (WA fe_[LueCounty becase _possible lomertug of

- . Cad e ’ ,,I
M@M@L{a@lﬂ DesertLlration 60(4,/60
harm auimel habiteds aud pecudt in tenhealtay Aust

<+dl/‘mS .

”,

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in the W/ /uIL e P/'IML County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, '1989,
1




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the ‘

near future. As a resident and property owner in \ z Qa‘, é County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the [ ZL ffg E" se_ County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in L{)[u’ iL-a p,'m ¢__ County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because d’u rthg the /1989 -a’//ﬂ/a?s
. / ’

‘ithe £ ’ ' 'Ca,f/’éﬂ’
here Lyere /esg adyvanced Hian hows (e were not made
! ¢ = whicl increased

MM@%ML&MMMM/@M

I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern

Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in \,z l L& LQ County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




—_—
- 9. As a resident and property ownerin __\J iy Q,&] County, [ have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
final decision on the applications. I Believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. 1 also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  As aresident and property owner in J_ ha Io County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

\77/\ & 17 County.

11. = As aresident and property owner in J ua,b County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

~ adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16

years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would pfovide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected communi£y — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a \&ell informéd decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

A
Executed on this_/ 2. — day of May 2006

Si g;ature



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaratlon of
Petitioners, ) { 4
V. ) /a
)
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
I §( g ﬁz‘! /LLQQ // hereby declare the following:
My full, legal name is ;C"é Laﬁf

My current addressis I o) SKS Tradl |, mir. C(mésfan /W5’7/9 7
I am a citizen of the United Stales and resident of the State of
/\rewla and _Cla(ll County. I have lived in the State of
_Necada for [0 yearg and have residedin ( la/€  County for /O years.
4. Iam concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater '
appli'cations in ‘*J‘\R 1057—& County because '—'—‘*’\QS AL (S
b %HM”] Gor  Ale  uurlan |
ArtasS m\ﬂ( lc)Mfw tle szfr Ao (014[0(
ey well  have  AD vefSé AEPC?L oh e L//)U\fme«]L
\Adhdc\«q Al »Ar,\cw(g o'F Tk N“‘?ow( P, Ale e 750/\
Qectle ek (e n fe fren dg kel as buasSin Tk g,

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

o

applications in the County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in W}\&Q Pl}*Q. County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the WK&Q (_)H-E County and to participate in any scheduled .

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in l/\/{\( _ !7(7‘«, County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice
or was given the opportunity to file a protest because J: ad (~e~ / CC/ ﬂ‘%
/\ O'JYZ—CQ/ <

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Né\'ada Watér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-nolicé the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in k(['x fk E('H(Iounty I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal subply of watér and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

10 be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As a resident and property owner in I/\/ [’\ ‘%C F ”NL County, [ have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

fie A N
10.  Asaresident and property owner in V\/(I‘/‘A-e P{VQ County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

U3 P hcouny.

11.  As aresident and property owner in U\/ L\(\_}e P('LJl County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
k- years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community ~I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a wéli informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed o this / J] .///Bay of //) 24{7 , 2006.




organization, et al.,

IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

Declaration of
DD, Bndetsm

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications B

Petitioners,
v.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

I ?}e‘){{*\ KE) ﬂi\o\el\&/\(\ hcréby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is (_336’/\))\\/%6&5\*6\-[ A’Y\AE(‘&N\

2. My current addressis_ HC 6\ -946 (Pm:; 27&"0/\1&‘3 Rood , Callas, UT SY033

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

U*a»\ _and __ Juab County. | have lived in the State of

U‘h»\ for 33 years and have resided in __ () Wab  County for _ 3 years.
4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Aﬁthority’s groundwater

applications in White Pine County because _n$ Yhe o8fect 1+ i\l

have on Whe SW\A waler %m\iﬁ; s Céaax\‘m’j Jhe

els 1w oo &‘\N/\\A sul Manch g Col\go, (LT, I-é Yhe

weolls are dvilved Jish e Yha bopger iv will grety effect
3 J ~

oud \)werj \?Qeﬁg\e ook ~ake Ouday  Oub Sreodom o chense

Noo we rmake a ho\'ﬂj. T4 wih ke axdas Oul Wader 8 e -

S I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the w\\i‘\e Pine County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,
| EXHIBIT




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property ownerin __Jalo __ County, I would very much have .
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the [Dhvve Pine County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an oppoﬁunit)’ to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authorit:s anplications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Author: - groundwater

applications in _l0hiYe Pne County and, as such, was never given t!: npportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because L. Lwe v Juz Co’mw*y
W, ¥ beleve S/\J\OP‘ WNas vaPw\:ﬁ hz,:o*} 4\\\%3

hidden as \W“ﬁ as onssible S ~\—r3 b Steel  woker %u.f)j":{ |
Store canchers aed Qarnilies ' both  Nedoda and Udsh,

7. T1think the State Engineer's 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As aresident and property owbncr in__YWzlo  County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority"s groundwater applications. [ have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

(18]



9. As a resident and property owner in Juzao County,  have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entireiy unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property ownerin _____36.3) County, ] also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

Jurap County.

11.  Asaresident and property ownerin __ Jlalo County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greaily from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engine‘er. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live anq work in the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this ”% day of “\% , 2006.

Signature \




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

Susal L. Genzy

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I_éJ&_L-_GEQPy _hereby declare the following:
1L My fLill, legal name is wéﬂgy' K .
2. My current address is _;Lg_&_m_ﬂmse_bﬁ,w&zu_

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

Alevada and [Y(TE ggg— County. I have lived in the State of
M EUAdDA for Ip  years and have resided in WHITE ‘PmE County for _[{ _ years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applicatio’ns in’“lglg fﬁg County because _LLBLM_M
iatee. < Lifesriie . '

Petitioners,
V.

‘Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N s N N s N et s’ e’ “ust s’

5. I recently leamed that the Southern Nevada Water Authdrity’s groundw‘ater

applications in the _lﬂb_‘_tﬁ_BAé_Coumy were filed over 16 yééi’s ago, on October 17, 1989,
l EXHIBIT

S,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in | A\WHTE PmE County, I would very much héve
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest ’the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in the ()Y ﬂ'ﬂE County and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in _U_luuf_ﬁg___ County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because,L_A,E&BEﬂ&Eb_M

AN Eilings

7. . lthink the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groﬁndwaler applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in |})g}7& QKIE County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community's supply
of water from the Southern chada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. | have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way. ‘

(28]



9. As a resident and property owner in _[{ )€ #AE _ County, T havea |
right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the fight to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in ()4 € FlnXE County, I also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

v

UXHE BQE County. ‘ '
1. Asaresident and property owner in ()4 /7€ gnE County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’ -
adjudicatioh process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
“and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this_/2® _day of lm'd“' 2006.

Sigfiature



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al., ,
Declaration of

dowacn 0. Genpy

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I Mﬁmﬂ/ hereby declare the following:

My full, legal name is ;Lgna[d__w_gggg/ﬁ
My current address'is ¢ 5. Khok House DR Bawer 1y 89311

I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

“KIIA?\'A and {141 f;ggé County. I have lived in the State of
MEUADA for & years and have resided in [{YHTE lomz County for{ﬂ years.

4. "I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in | f M,};_’l élm, County bccausedf_zwﬂlj‘_ﬂw_q@m
\J‘__O_LLgl_Qﬁapi.f‘ﬁ(TwL ESTNLE ‘

Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

——
.

N

LI

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater
applications in the} ﬂ“ﬁ &d g County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989.
! EXHIBIT

iz




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in {{ },4% ,ﬁ( a¢, County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the |/ [b lii ﬁl s¢) County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.
6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in lt“uti E’( AL ) County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest becausewﬂw._
NPiae. ~F le?f

L
N
g 2

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater ap)élications and its subsequent re'fiusa_l to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groﬁndwaler applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in |} ”A g.ﬁg ﬁ pg, County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community”s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way. | ’

({8 ]



A\ )k;ﬂ,_ f:.“ y  County.

-
-

9. 'As a resident and property owner in | )b | {:g ) ﬁi( ¥ County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

. final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in [ ig 1@ ]é% A0 County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

~

.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in{} }Lﬁ @4‘ 2 County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16

years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of

the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments

s

“and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from

people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. 1 declare under penaity of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__[ 3" day of M/A}‘Z_, 2006.




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
~organization, et al.,
: Declaration of

Kolbe Ewl’ng,

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

vvvvvvvvvvv'

I ‘iQOber ‘{’ j:L,L) lﬂq, hereby declare the following:
1. My full, lcgalnamels %hef'{' [,U\lfldn’\ j;qug.
My current address is 23 POLK Urew) Estales &Ucer NV £73] |
3. I am a citizen of the United Statcs and resident of the State of
7 N QU&C{& _and (L))’\l'lﬁ P 'ne County. | have lived in the State of

]\)W& for '7 years and have resided in lk»\HCP{/\C County for ' I years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

s

applications inmh‘k P{Qg County because Sl ar@"?i(ﬂ /\—?0/

o

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the (Aﬂ\iﬂ/ wpby& County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As aresident and property owner inU.)/\HC ‘Df/\é County, I would very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the \lj/\liﬁ 'D{ nf_County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwatd subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in fD ]/\{wui Dine County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file
\

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because = A ( dna'+ bve here
in 1990, T purchaSed my property in J00s.
LT waSnt  notifred hetore T purchased my
,DYD'W/%L(/ " dhat Jdhe wadter (WA4S gong 12
Alsa ppear.

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the SQuthem
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are

clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner inwh{‘ <\€ iD)‘ n€_ County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As aresident and property owner in u»\ 1‘4& P{ Ne. | County, I have a
right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would ‘be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in LQ\/\L o tf)f ne County, I also

e

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
U.)\/\l l{ P\ ne County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in (| l/\\. l—-e, (f)\( [\Q County, I also know a

number of people inkthe community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
;'ears ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this L 2{'—}3 day of _JY \% , 2006.

7 /
Si gﬁatlfre M=



° Loeal MCM@/&)%M LT UNCLS —rg i



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

v.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice,
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I Whereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is QLWEZH MILE \) Q’Ufﬂo
CUCE ALEW Eniers

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N Nt st Nt Nwnt Nam Nwst st et el

2. My current address is -
* - M. §F3/)
3. I am a citizen of the United States and reéxdent of the State of
Yotreola. and e dln lWhiFe i€ ounty. 1 have lived in the State of
¢ e |
/V CL) . for § 3 years and have resided in /l,bt £ County for _/ 22 years.
A | ,
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
Nye Lincloo

applications in ‘tltht I/ 4¢County§because L€ Cun a.  /Obo /'Lfﬂo(
Codt ops Camih wt pum (o00.00 cees anol
l’\O\UL: MD(BL)CJO £l AMHotwent ALLES u& neea/
Vhe it o2 alwr busihers goo  we  dodt latat—
Ll%eu g/QJM% MR weter

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in the }'Ll/l E ik Kh&oumy were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

. P o
near future. As a resident and property owner in /) 4 E 1 /b rkfé‘{mg, %ould very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications inthe < du¢f Countyland to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

. ) .

applications in L{g[a Z&LoL County &nd, as such, was never given the opportunity to file
_ ¢ W ‘ '
a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because

7. [ think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater appliéations and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are

clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in[}lﬂ«;/»![w&_— County I have a fundamental
[Whitcrine
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply

of water from the Southemn Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As a resident and property owner in J] Y, Linel 4 (i )k B County, T have a

. right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
-final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in}jl#gi Lineel, 21D P County,Talso
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Aufhority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

NWE) Lineek, ¢ WE_ County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in /] 1_1[5; )_\L‘gaja. County, I also know a
q Fne_

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

ﬁdjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
Myears ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
fhé groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well .informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this | S~ day of }/VUU;L , 2006.

[, AN

Signature



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
v. )
S )
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) ‘In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
I hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is /L?/w/p:/ 2 [t

2. My current address is 452/ %ﬁﬁ/d/y/&/@ M@Z{_ﬂ@ gz SH2T

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

izt and WCOMQ I have lived in the State of
Gzt for&_ years and have resided in gééﬁ& County for .23 __ years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in F/W(’/ Count) because WW

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authorit s groundwater
ysg

applications in the M_@_Count\ were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,
! | EXHIE]




and that the State Engineer’s office is plannmg on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. Asa resndent and property owner in 9_44 ' Z Lo County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportumty to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater aﬁplications inthe »,//, é’, /442( “ounty and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater -
applications in .44 ... _ County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the SQuthem
Né\'ada w atér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-noticé the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As aresident and property owner in éf\z 2/ County | have a fundamental -
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As a re51dent and property owner in County, I have a

e o Aeamed sy a P A N A T s R E LRSI T

rlght to recelve notxce of the groundwater appllcatlons the rrght to ﬁle a protest and ifa hearlng

is held, the rrght to partrcxpate fully in the adjudrcatlon process before the State Engmeer issues a
 final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in j’){//jv County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

9444 County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in _ -, Y et County, I also know a

number of people in the communrty who are unaware of or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudrcatxon process and decision to hold hearmgs on groundwater apphcatlons filed over 16

years ago These local reSIdents would beneﬁt .greatly from the State Engmeer S re-notlcmg of
«the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunlty, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well- informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this lg"w day of Zzgf;’: , 2006.

Wil




. IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
~ organization, et al.,
: ; Declaration of
Petitioners,
V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority's
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer. et al.,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Respondents. )
)

I&W “TNICIZEM()M hereby declare the following:
1. My full legal name is ﬁ'ﬁérL?‘f%N AIICKQLWR)
My current address is ’ 9/ ) JOY LA'NE FTMCWIE'MIZCM

[

(9% ]

I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the Stgxte of

Mizonk and_MOUAE  County. 1 have lived in the State of

Aprzolhe o 29 years and have resided in MUWE County for 22 years.
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s gounduatcr

applications in WHTEPNE Couny because _LIVING AND ALANNIE

T Be A BISINESS owNen. N BAIAQLA)B/AM Orer s

A RVZAL, SUSTAIbABLE OWo/ZM)m/ THE FACT THAT

OTUEL. Pugar MID TOSSIBLY SUSTAISABLE CoMmN (71E3.

te [AS Veaks HAVE Dpieb VP THe(e SFNGS SINCE

1907 Teems Tuep AUTile WiTel- NEEDS A4S Dim.

h) I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater -

@ spplications in the WITE TPlE._County were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17. 1989.




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in Wikcte Pr NE County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southem Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in the WE{ [E EZ&E County and to panicipaté in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in WI(TE Pl e County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because T BOU él“T P’ZUP %Ty
I8 BAVER NevidA DUiNG 2002 Lipheld BetSe
CF Tike OPPoavNeTy To BE IN A SUSTANAbLE BréiC
Commyn ety |

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in W'(lfé ZiN € County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way. .

(38



-
9. As a resident and property owner in WA [(3 PII} € County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

 to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in _WH’[TE v/ Ae County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

Wi’(T(,TE ?l NE County.

11.  Asaresident and property ownerin WATE /NE _ County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals ~ from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this_ 7 day of MAM 2006,

Signatué/ -




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
: Declaration of
Petitioners,
V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I [Q} /Ce B ([Z:C éﬁcs on héreby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is MI‘MMA Nicherson.
My current address is Wﬁﬂdfa@

3. 1 am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
/7/"/2.('/7 A and_Mohiay/< County. I have lived in the State of
gr_/_z_gi___ for ( years and have resided in _MQAQ[L_Coumy for 3 years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in W E“’ae County because A AL/S'/‘/i #5S _ynterests

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N N N N N s Nt Nt N N e

i

W,f/‘au “Oausing & Seiver’e Shortaagc
5. I recently leamed that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the MCoumy were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the
near future. As a resident and property bwner':.in ‘ Mﬂé y ﬁ‘;z ¢ Co‘unty; I would very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in the Mﬁilﬁ ' Z i; ¢. County and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwéter subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because 1 never received noticé of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in M County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file
a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

| or was given the opportumty to file a protest because / 7L /S 4. /-Pm rorary
Solutorn Lhat il /M’l m,afz‘ Las // 4's
/n/;/d Lerm Needs

7 Ithink the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Ne?ada Wat& Authority’s ground\\;a‘\tér applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
applicétion’and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident-and property O\m‘er in [dﬁb!ﬁ 41 n ¢ County I havea fi undamcﬁtal
intéresi in protecting my oxx;n personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.



9. ....Asaresident-and property owner in L//,,é’ ﬁ/) < County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully 1n tha ‘adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full onportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  As aresidentand property owner in %é Pn <« ___ County, Ialso

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
AZZ[ZP Z g'g ¢ County.

11.  As aresident-and property owner in _ h// //( B) ¢. County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudlca’uon process and dec151on to hold hearings on groundwater apphcatlons filed over 16

_years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-notlcmg of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 2 day of / ‘_‘2'44 , 2006.




o IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners, ’

v. ENWARD N WEISBRO T

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

| _£WE80D W E)SREOT— hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is EWAR) JOHN WEISBROT™
2. My current address is PP EDK 7/ I3A4EC AL L/ (g/dj/ [

1 am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

(73 ]

P AL ) and W7 FNE County. I have lived in the State of

Levd oA for & years and have resided inW, ‘P\WE  County for vears.

4 I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in_WT SAVE County because

My home and land depend on the natural surface water from several springs. The land

PIOVIAEC NPOTIANnt wilg naoitat 1Ior man DEC1ES WIIN W anga pONd a1

meadows as well as domestic use. I have invested and continue to invest considerable
sums to improve the wildlife habitat, If water is exported from this desert area [ fear not
only my efforts, but those of my neighbors in Nevada and Utah who rely on traditional
water sources will have been for naught

S, I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater

' applications in the _ T, s County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




ineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in WY _P(N& _County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applicaiions inthe W™ Prwe  County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the grouﬁdwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in _WT. P(VE County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because __| DD YWOT QOUON

PRICCTY N WIITE  Pule= Lousire B LA4LS

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s grbundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in WY 2N County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the communitys supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority"s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

~



9 A“s“a resident and Eroperty owner in WT. Qf\}g _ County, I have a
right to receive notlce oof the groundwater applrcatlons the rxght to filea pr05te5t and ifa hearmg
is held, the rrght to participate fully in the adJudrcatlon process before the State Engmeer issues a
- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in MV PN County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
WT Y County.

1. Asaresident and property owner in wT, K)Df NE County, I also know a

number of people in the commumty who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engmeers

adjudrcatron process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16

| years ago. These local resrdents would beneﬁt greatly from the State Engineer’s re-notxcmg of
hthe groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
peopIe who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a wéli informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__D #a day of M AT ., 2006.




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

4},‘. LN 5 LR N .o -

Ve e ]

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
. ;Declaration of

THE LoV ow E0onOxTIon/

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
'16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

.
— .

I _THE LONC Wow ‘FOUNWW'-)hereby declare the fol,loi;f-iné: ‘ :

1. My full, legal name is G PO Fep ’(UL)

o 5\ My cun'éht-address is FUSZT MRSD’J ?(’DéA } F M WIZ}

PR N -

3. lama cmzen of the Umtcd States and resxdent of lhc State of R

CA MCOMQ I have llved in the Slate of o
CA{ for3 3 years and have resided in [ Mf nefl I\/Count) for 3 T vears.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications i_n‘u‘ﬂttfz PeEcounty because 1T THREATEAIS T HE
VeTURAL BABITIT LANDSCAVE  wN0 WAY JF
HFE Fojz THE ga)/iRa) MEMT, AP
IOHAB TAMTS gF PR NG VMIZV
WHERE THe "CouDATIoN s INS SEVEPR at
PR EC T ES

S. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the WH’ (47 ?( Ué_County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




e

and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the
near future. As aresrdem-a'nd v‘prepe‘rty owner m u: 2“’ e ¥ }\tounty, I would very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in the ng@?(k)f; County and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

‘This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in _p_/H’n’ﬁ VWE County and, as such was ‘never gnven the opportumty to file

4 t

a protest w nhm the 30 day trme penod allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

e \‘ . 3 - 101
.

- orwas glven rhe opportumty to ﬁlea}protestvbecause Wc. wercDE. LATTD
PUZAMNSES W 1991 5 2005 wiich WAS
TER TR DITEES c,chZc SEAS T'
\v Jepwes #~EDO .

1. lthink the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudlcaung the Southern

! B PR ," “\ . j" e .4 FE

Nevada Water Aulhom) s ground\\ ater apphcatrons and its sulpsequent re(usal to re-notice th::
. \ . Y 2 NP T ~'a-»9~ PR T

<

- - ~

appllcatron and re-open the protest period is exrremely unfalr and unjusr and.my interests are

. b i o R '

clearly prejudxced from m) resultmg mabnht) to protest the groundwater apphcauons

-

8. As a ms*écﬁ@d propert) oxmer in wmfg’&ﬂ%oum» 1 ha\e a fundamemal
Y " = v ‘]- L,

interest in protecting my own personal suppl} of water and in protectmg, the commumt) 's suppl)

- ] . 2

of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s ground\\ ater apphcauons T have a nght

to be heard in a meaningful way. ~ e e




9. AS a reﬁ.xden.t—aﬁd property owner in u/#hf@ VC M 6 County, I have a

AR YRR

right to receive notrce of the groundwater apphcatlons the rlght to ﬁle a protest and ifa hearmg

is held, the right to participate fully in the adJudlcatron process before the State Engineer issues a

- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asa resident an property owner in y H (T& PWJE  County, L also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
W W1 PinECounty. |
11.  Asaresident and property owner in [/ Ki1€ ?c}JE/ County, I also know a

number of people in the commumty who are unaware of or confused by, the State Engmeers

ad_]udrcatlon process and decision to hold hearmgs on groundwater apphcatlons filed over 16

years ago These local residents would beneﬁt greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from

people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make

~ awell informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

this__ {0 day of UARY, 2006.

[ P

Executed

Signrurev - T st e
ALEXANOER- T203E
prec . DIREAT



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al., v
Declaration of

270/51,/ A/ /(Mniawc4

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

Nt N Nt Nt Nt Nt vt st st g ot

I ,@»/wf A/ /{/de/aw'c,( hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is _, /f/e7/ /(/c/c/a_v //Lx’)unwcé

2. Mycurrentaddressis P2, Boy 77 Zn//ﬂ/ N, E£83// -

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
/f/gm C/A and (yﬁ,A’ 2 £ County. I have lived in the State of
MA r/A foréL years and héve resided in 445/ }é Pors County for _é;_)'ears.
4. - lam concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundﬂvatcr

applications in M/)Z[ P £ County because ff A // ;s Soe ‘// e T

544 [ AL é:a,ém VES 5;;#4[5/\/ /f/%m a/A Lwa}ﬂz, Avf //aef ){ 19 f/ww/aﬂo 7L

Alﬂ//cm)zfau S tnr 5(/4:7/( ?/'»5 éﬂy/\/l ’A// C/"//Le’zu_{ Aua’ %[L Eut/ﬁéoumc’/yr
&Jr// <lné/£& (\4’4 ﬁ7//C/3//\/ - t—[yﬂav/cfz//g/ (:t/él‘/[ ﬂw{ (ouo%x/ L,w//
,,/( Kecww s Lttle S'p/,owe Ascl C/nué/ &‘uu?l\/ gw// be éml/pj
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S. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in the Q[A,f[ P, e __County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in b / ¥ #.as County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the M/A{ /'j,,ué County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority‘s applications.'
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in &/A ‘ /[ P//v‘fv County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because Z ions UNALARE 7//7;41'7L

et deu ,//flﬂlo/ﬂ U/A'/éL /7u/‘:7/0/z/‘>//l/ [Y/séo/ /b ;,/A’Af/e,c

Aj{é?,, Jef A/OI/E -[:/fa/ y[)ce/ 7/&@&_&4@@4%@(/;3

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Walér Authority s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
- clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in £/ / T/ £ Pive County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community's supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

¥




9. As a resident and property owner in _£ {/ , /,z /9, £ County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in (/. ﬂ/ / / £ 70/‘1/ £ County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

W[//[ ?,‘/uf County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in _{/4 / 765 Dk County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
S'ems ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
Ethe groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a wéll> informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this_ 7 # day of /%a }/ , 2006.

Signature



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

neld FENRIN
In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

m aﬂt—%b Ny hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is QMEL}Q» M ?\QJN | :
2. M) current address is ;O —bjgs( l E‘IIEE ’\\.V ?)Q51 (

I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

‘F—' W {:\:DA— and [ - ~County. I have lived in the State of

‘A[a}ﬂbﬂ»_ for Els years and have resided in MCounty for ﬁ years.

I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in MCOMQ because LDI)F ﬂ:‘éﬁ‘gﬁ, \
— . —1—
()Mrr | P‘)p(z_uu ~ r\lt! r‘\j“"-L/({uAﬁQzV &fﬂu} UN.Je K

@A&MA_\M AvaTd l\A}LMAWL‘l'LL
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S uilllg o L0 LYYOMG » b ORemko L V\A'Mllj
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5. I recently learned that thé Southern Nevada-Water Authority s groundwater

Petitioners,
v.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

I

;
.

applications in the u}_mm&Coumy were filed over 16 years ago. on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As aresident and property owner in Mounty, I would"very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southerﬁ Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in the M@_County and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my ¢xisting rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

hg

applications in HIL!;!IE: Ejg County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because ___| pI0S Ko

buiua e white o O, od Hu Liwe.
J 1 _®

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my intergsts are

clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

1

8.  Asaresident and property owner in MCoumy I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way. .

(18]
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9. As a resident and property owner in | zg\[IE E‘N (= County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully irt the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in _{AD I-“TE,?;\\E; County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

WITE. #7ME County. |
11.  Asaresident and property owner in L %) EEE\ EN g£_ County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16

_years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of

the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — fromv
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a wéll- informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

" Executed on , 2006.

Signature



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

v.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I K l(/l’\ Llwe.ds%.rt hereby declare the following: \
1. My full, legal name is ___ das ot é‘r‘&g/"clk/ %«d‘éﬂ/%ﬂe LTE

My current addressis /Z 9o /—}’o Coonma Ave = /é enlo A eV
‘ 7 o ¢

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

(88

3. . Iamacitizen of the United States and resident of the State of
/I/?/ V0 4 and é(/%ﬁ/oé_ County. | have lived in the State of
/!/9—\/ woa  for 3 '-/ years and have resided in gg:_qﬂ@g—_, County for __ S vyears.
4, I‘ am concerned about the »Southem Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

N T
applications in L(.) ll 1T ?/ %‘oumy because AL w1 C AFFelt
+ Cirvecoent
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5. Infurtherance of these concerns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water

Authority’s groundwater applications in | LJ )l 1'% '\Dm/e, County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number 5 4 "r

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-héaring

conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from A 6%»44}&:')%& - AFreRr  sHE Lfac i

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of
the up:coming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority s applications.

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

I ALK R X b

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and




its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely

unfair and unjust.

9. Asa residént and property owner inb County ahd an orig‘inal
protestant, I have a fundamental inferest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. 1
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
a_nything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the
groundwatér subject to the pending applications. |

10.  Asaresident and ;;ropéﬁy ownerin___ | _County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications in

County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in County, | also know a

Pl

number of people in the community who are unaware of,, or éonfuscd by. the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluablg comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals - from people who live and work in
the affected community ~ I believe the State E;igir{eér ééhnot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guardﬂt:he pﬁblic interest.



12.  1declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

W

day of , 2006.

VA S

Executed on this

”

Signature




. IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaratlon of

’/EMEMF ? T BRAS,

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

A Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

Nt e N N Nwmt t “wuat aat’ t? “ant “wur’’

T, D M prRASCO
I /ERP\E’UC’E \ i ‘MA hereby declare the following
1. My full, legal name is T FIRR ELVCE r /%/4 RASco

2. My current address is /4 ﬂA’KE/’t’ /d V’E /{/—’WKE/\’ /{//
€53/

. 3. I am a citizen of the United States and rcsndmt(: of lhepSta of
| _ ¢ LWOPC
/(// = I//-f)'hﬂ' and [(//)/?L\p l? né Cg c{x#t) >/ha\e lived in the State of
A ' WH(TE PIVE [
A/ EVADA for / 2-years and have resided in COULT yCounty for Zé{___) ears.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authont} s groundwater
WHITE Pidke
appllcauons m County because

/. /Ut’c/a'#:vc :[mmc#s o) Gy Curvernt Houay Ve
Z /(m”qd?l‘/ﬁ jm/’,qc/s 2 A /D/CIVHLQ CUM/ /dl/«mxsu,s‘
3 /WWJ Y Jm/w/s or/ /7/71 Bosiness %fé

| Ie éf/x(?/i@m/&ml on_pu vt Aow wc, K144
‘f 77%/ A/YVE wot a//w///é/ /e 0 /9/6'/23

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

. applications in the [/U PC County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in (,L/ ' /) C County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the (A 1[3 C/ County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applicationsin  {{/ //) C County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file |

a protest within the 30 day time period allow ed under Nevada water law. | never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because .-L AC O ALV //
Pvo ﬁQv-L/ Hoy. - o WPC e +@ 4 OVM;/ML/‘
! ! /

A/,/\\ch ¢ 1\ o \,UQVP g’{‘p//

1. I'think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Watér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in (}V/ 0 County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way. .



9. As a resident and property owner in A \P C, County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully i the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in (A P O County, I also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest - not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

W {)C County.
11.  Asaresident and property owner in A {) c County, I also know a

~number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
:years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
ﬂthe groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a we'llr informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

pd -
Executed on this £7 __dayof m a \,/ , 2006.

N

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
V. )
| )
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) ~ In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
Y Yo Ham [ fon hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is ér\/m 'Tl'/cr /“[wn”‘i\f\

2. Mycurrentaddressis /952 S S.len Ave bobar AV 8931

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

Ne vegn and whi ke P g County. I have lived in the State of

N ede— for ~F years and have resided in L f P re County for z years.

4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in L}, [ Rm County because 4lese &pf]:cq/;mq heo e Fe

?C'Jl(/l‘/iul /z) fowser ’Pro'pe.-/\,; L-z,/u@s, GJQcIm:,J( QLLc /atal
L%L_(_\._[ﬁ.nml }‘nd\)s-{/?ﬁ , Crodicate Cipariun S thk;(}'aln):/e»

t 95112,;/{6/\ 7 C"\C'} rob *Lﬁ loun (\/: Af ,po ‘An‘k\u { CLenomil

G o tin
= !

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the {3}, k p © __ County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in z,;)w,"L, P're  County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the (31, j¢ .o _ County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. Todate, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

_ applicationsin _Wh J P, County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. 1 never received notice
or was given the opportunity to file a protest because __ L o5 J¢4 €ars o [d
ke~ 7LL0 eppl ('el;mg (e re ~P }éo, As Such / L3S nd’f
T

&C—’hdo I7) ’?d llw}; f\j /U? Je p‘N N«/(/ °\rP'D l:(0+t'{’\.ﬂ$'

7. . Ythink the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Névada Watér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent ref L{Sﬁ] to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in Wh' k. P:ng County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
~ of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As a resident and property owner in _LJ}a. k DPre County,  have a
right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, therright to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

-final decision on the applications. 1 believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in _L3h. k P County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

Wide Pne County.

11.  Asaresident and property ownerin (3}, qu ﬁm County, I also know a
number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
“adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  1declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this Ez t!l day of _ My ,2006.

£,

Signat&{e{ ”




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

v.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

vvvvvvvvvvv'

I je)\'\\f\ Q \'Joa:h/w ﬁ;hereby declare the following:
: 7 ,
1. My full, legal name is @\w» & M<er (4)00374/‘0] 4
2. My current address is /9 s A { 7lace ) BAfer MV

3. I am a citizen of the United Statés and resident of the State of

] .
”/'6 Uada and LULL Piie County. I have lived in the State of

/l/{,ﬁ q J a __for 2o years and have resided in LJL\- L /?mCount)' for 2@ years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in LUL\‘L’ Pv\b\.e County because _JL, 7: ranrsS Jev d 0} Covid W G, SR

ot v L Coo/\hﬁ &gy Capse A ferfe  Cond. M ans
For Wi eife  as well #s  affect Yoo Qoeldy o4
Jole Lo~ M unan s Ndeints  as Wl

S. I recently lcarned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

_ _ Ar
applications in the [/UL« }1 0/) 1 A < _County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,
' 1




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in l/dh 1“'( /)z'»County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the | /UL,Lr | ) L County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

| 6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in LO\L\\* f e County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because T evrs het he L"‘ ed

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Watér Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the ground\\"ater applications.

8. As aresident and property owner in ULsL& me County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




AT

9. As aresident and property owner in W \"'\{ /. ne County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully i the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

-~ final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in \/duﬂ / i County, I also

R )

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
Y"JL .L\ P-‘u County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in ‘/\)\N L' ﬂ e County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, 6r confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
M years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
’the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a wélli informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__ S day of W Y . 2006.

= Py

Sigfature




. - IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

% ZM hereby declare the following:

My full, legalnamels LAUR’E EVE CRUIKS’LE“]N‘K
My current address is M 10 ¢ 5#\’%&? N ]/
‘ 3. I am a citizen of the United States and resndent of the State of
N (/,U?"(DA- and _j}jHﬂE oriie County. I have lived in the State of
NﬂﬁQ&__ for 2_ years and have resided inu)',”Tl:P/M’,' County for _22 _vyears.

4, I‘ am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in WHT® AN County because 1T~ 1S NOT—
SUSTAARE, T Wite Desnepy Tite
LIFE  AnD  ECOADM \/ OF ’771'75 AREA .

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N Nt Nt Nt o st “wtt et st

o

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater

applications in théU)HﬂE PIVE County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17. 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner inlOH7E=" £7#E County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the WWrTE_P/4T__ County énd to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such‘ applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater srubj.é‘ct tovthe Southérﬁ Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevgda Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in WH TE PILT County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

~ a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protestbecause

7. | [ think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southem
Nevada Water Authorify’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in WHME AME _ County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. 1 have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

w



9. As a resident and property owner in W~ (7E Erpe” County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in WH17€ _pPra/E County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

WHTE P/NET  County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in 1O Hrps LrMVE County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years agb. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live,Aand work in the affected community — I believe the State Engiqeer cannot make
a Weil informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this é day of ﬂﬂ’ \/ , 2006.

e %/44

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners, |

V. w2 RS

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

1_ Lkl Taores [Ser75:57 hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is [/ [ Ffer oF anrzs [Be 275877

2. My current addressis /70 Zax /507713 £ /1y AV 89375

3. 1 am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
fél/‘l da and Lhite Fine County. I have lived in the State of

/lé vade for _& Ayears and have resided in WWhite Pve County for _§2___years.

4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

appliéations in White Vine County bécause S /! dro . ffe

Lo fev tably Yoo /ow awd deur [ivels hood «wl/

Su/zé/l”—




5. In fuxftherance of these concerns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water .

Authority’s groundwater applications in ' County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number g “to |
!

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on

holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

LAt ﬂma County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from _ yipprd of ettt o ud [ocal vrow gaper
7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. ‘

i 3 . . . . . o e
While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

Sppepente pope et wianded @ F Flhe Dear;pos-

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and

135



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely
unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property owner in /4 ;#¢ (/e County and an original

protestant, I have a fundamental interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwz;ter applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. I
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in _ WA #¢ Dyre County, I also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater applications in

Lhis County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in [p/ % /.ve.  County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in __4// /¢ Y ive County, [ also know a
number of people in the community who are unaware of. or confused by. the State Engincers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
* Engineer. Without full participation ffom such individuals — from people who live and work in

the affected community ~ 1 believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



.12, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executedonthis_ /2 dayof _Jn.s ,2006.

Mo g

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,

‘ Declaration of
Petitioners,

SLLEN A weriilz

V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents,

SQ\QV\Q LDQG:\)QV hereby declare the following: |
I. My full, legal name is \S,e( e [e e (e I
2. My current address is Cﬂl[ O Marich (/L)’W), E("} M. F530/
l am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of v

‘\5? VA C and /< .,L /Qu—\- County. Ihave lived in the Statc of .

[ M (O~ for% years and have resided in U /7 County for g D) years.

4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

appllcatlons in Ub{ru ’&( ~Q County because \"l’ \S \)\V\k-(r\('_\\mw\ \u‘/\CC&

JV\Q Avnnm[@{-zm /ﬂ*/& u/a[e«/ u(// (([1/ Nt /0[77?9./\0[7
roro and %uo Jhese a pplhcatoms Lioul

[\ﬂ‘/‘ /Be d{/d//Qé/ﬂ 1%»/ )DUJIMSS///?C/AS/—fﬁ\

[flefe, 4§/’ aur (O/V\ﬂ\um/y




5. In furtherance of these concerns, I ﬁled a protest on Southern Nevada Water ‘

Authority’s groundwater applications in Qb\ L( N\_L County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application numbegx)qol Cb" 6 LIO( ?

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

e b

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from \N‘( Al L - 1[
%\( erZQ‘(QCM for ﬁ‘ﬁ'fc %\&d (@o’z/\&fc&ffégvf 7@//0“7 ‘H’/Sf /)’/véﬁf'éf

ng conference or o

U County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-he

the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. .

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, | imagine it is because:

O(&f( Cvuf\‘é‘l has Hlo ;Q’y/ﬁl(’&//@aczﬂcxouﬂ WQ!ij
10 e cepo, . L undasglend He lonelio el Cre
(‘of\éeﬁ b b//w do have othes ophons on the G [oradl
of w/ C(/%cz//m?a%cn 77\}5 ﬂ/@((c‘ﬁ /3 50 uN’ch@chz
bt T Jhak Clert (o wonl (e 1[5,’4 Czi[ Lo fé”j /QQCMM .

71/}\@7 cwm‘ L Zes ™ Yo Sfmf Oy S0 Thrvie fbi s Or jas7 ApH wal
I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide Rotice of the Januan 2006 - (05E

T -

7

~ pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. 1 also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely

unfair and unjust.

9. As aresident and property owner m\\)\\ \\i Q; < County and an original
protestant, I have a fundamental iriterest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of wate'r from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. |
believe this is the only way I can be given a fuﬂ opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
aﬁything less would be entirely unfair and y\'ould clearly prejudice my interests in tl;e
groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in Q\\ \Le »;u County, I als

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in ! $ AQ3
p'\ n£ __ County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in \0\\\\2 @lhﬁCounty ‘
11.  Asaresident and property owner in | { )L Eé:t 1 (s~ _County. I also know a

-

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of |
~ the groundwater applicatioﬁs and provide invéluablc comments and testimony to the State
Engincer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision»

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws ’

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this_/ & day of _|/" leey . 2006.

R Q,z /Q/uz- L)zque/

~Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
‘ Declaration of
Petitioners,
V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I;jﬂeue_&_.@aum:&) - hereby declare the following:

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer. et al.,

Respondents.

1. My full. legal name is .

2. My current addressis  {, 3% ‘1w Lsat ?1.1 , "}’7\1;.

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

b\\{\“ Ao and __|HP County. I have lived in the State of

0\ 3, fﬁ Ao for4p years and have resided in __ () ¢ County for _€3  years.

4, I, am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in __ \\p County because _ ) duiGiw.  looe ohgesds

EXHIBIT :




5. In furtherance of these concemns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water ‘

Authority’s groundwater applications in __ L, ¢ | County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

L e County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from _ Y Aedd thoih) M o - hosud

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of
the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

8. I believe that the State Engineer's failure to provide notice of the Jahuary. 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. 1 also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year dclay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and

138 ]



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely

unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property owner in\ (L e County and an original
protestant, I have a fundamental in‘terest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water

‘Authoﬁty’.s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Aulhorit)"s’applications. I
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the
groundwater subject to the pending applications;

10.  Asaresident and property ownerin __(DP County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications in

e County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and
property owners like myself who live in _ [,}@ County.
11.  Asaresident and property owner in L) P County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community ~ I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

™
Executed on this l day of S!)g” , 2006.

N Qs c‘Zl ODQL/?\A)
N

Signatdre




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
V. )
- )
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
I C/\ND( ASHB\;/ hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is CANDQCE ‘A%F‘AmBEK K\SHRVI)
2. My current addressis HC 33 By 33430 F—L‘\JI\NU.QC?@l

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the Staler of

NEVADRA and \)\lH TE PINE. County. I have lived in the State of
NE'\/F\DH for 3(@ years and have resided in \/\\*P ) County for 3 (o years.

4, I‘ am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applicationsin_ W P.  County because (VR \WATER. 1S
PrReCols As WE Harl Very biorie . [T 15 So NICE
Te Go ¢uT N ThE Hius Ao See Gur (ress HOW-
ING . VEGRS Neeps 6 RPur A Sop To Trer
ConminU NG ConsTrOCTTON |




5. In furtherance of these concemns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water .

Authority’s groﬁndwater applications in _\ /\\ o P: County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number 5 “e L A

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and broperty owner in

\W. P, County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from _ NeuQSPAFE R,
7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcoming hearings, 1 am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. .
While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

VEGRs FEers Trey AR Avtierdy (VER THE WHGLE

Stere Ann Can (i Ano Tk A They ek

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us, -
like'myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. 1 also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and

1%



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely
unfair and unjust.

9. Asa resideﬁt and property owner in \I\\P ° County and an original

protestant, I have a fundamental iﬁterest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Ne\(ada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. I
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property ownerin _ &l £ County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications in

\/\l Po County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and
property owners like myself who live in \fJ QPQ County.
I1.  Asaresident and property owner in WP, County. I also know a

number of people ih the community who are unaware of. or confused by, the State Engincers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engincer’s re-noticing of
the gfoundwater applications and provide invaluable commehts and testimony to the State
Engincer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community ~ I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 51—” day of mlf\\'l , 2006.

Candi. Doy

Signature *)




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al., '
Declaration of

o Cun—

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority's
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Petitioners,
v.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N Nt gt S Nt st et st “w? “ust

1___Sall \I/ QUQS ] hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is \5/9}/7 Lee C-T'L‘ISJ

2. My currentaddressis__ 24 S, /S 7
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
A/Q UAd 4 | and |Dlte }_O,_Mg County. I have lived in the State of
Neoada for 55 years and have resided in [4) i te e,‘ ve County for 4E  years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

appliéations in (Dl te ﬁ“& County because See ﬂ Hao [’l/Y]@AT.




5. Ip furtherance of these concems, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water

Authority’s groundwater applications in /4, 4= £ (¢ County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number S4030

6. I recently learned that the State'Engineer’s office already held a pre-héaring
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these _applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in
MCounty, and an original protestant, 1 would very much have liked to receive notice
of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from __ O Apwe (Qagrett——

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

Thi . . . . . . o .
While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

/]/UA//UDU Ve,

8. Ibelieve that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January. 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and

(38 ]



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely
unfair and unjust. |

9. As a resident and property owner in g #h}e B ue_County and an original
protestant, | have a fundamental iﬁterest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southem Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater appliéations. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. 1
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair ancik would clearly prejudice my interests in the

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10. As a resident and property owner in | {}fl.fe_ \0 FEv— County,.l also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authoﬁty’s groundwater applications in
| it Piue . County is not in the pﬁblic interest — not in the interest of local citizens and
property owners like myself who live in (;s4:te p: e County.

11. As a resident and property owner in |y H.te. \0.' uve___ County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals ~ from people who live and work in
the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this_).5 Th day of M&al , 2006.

Sigrature




The State of Nevada does not have adequate proof that by pumping the massive amounts
of water that Las Vegas requires, from the aquifers, it will not devastate the area in White
Pine County. The federal government has made wilderness areas that cannot be accessed
by vehicles any longer in order to protect and preserve these areas. Why would the
destruction of these areas be allowed. This pipeline would also destroy the wildlife that
resides in White Pine County when these water tables drop and do not recharge at a fast
enough rate. '

Also, Las Vegas has not made one attempt to control their growth, in fact the opposite is
happening. They are promoting, and planning for mega growth. This is called GREED.
We need to protect our trees, wildlife, flowers, and streams. Las Vegas needs to find
another answer for their water issues, since they are creating the problem. Why should
Las Vegas be allowed to destroy the rest of the state. They are willing to suck the life out
of this area, and then they will be moving on, your area could be next. BEWARE OF
THEIR POWER.

Hotty Fuer



IN THE Ol% FICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of ’
Petitioners, ) . ‘ . .
V. ) (RUE Hehiy
)
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
‘ ) Applications
| S T Ashby hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is '/RQ.;(-C Ress As)'\‘m.({

My current addressis _{1¢C. 32 Yor 32476 Z'Z‘;( o, 9307 .

o

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
Ny, and (Jh; 72z F a= County. I have lived in the State of
M, for #/s~ years and have resided in 7= f.vZ County for . 39 _ years.
4. Ilam concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in Q{A,ﬁ;— £,z _County because £ 51 1'/J(/‘ ; Ant A

Cf The Zrpere 7~ had ow 7he Duews ///z//{/

it _Ca /,‘1:




5. In furtherance of these concerns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water ‘

Authority’s groundwater applications in County after they were originally

- filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number 9 4’ o\ f;

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. .

Thi . . . . . . o .
While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself. who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and




its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely
unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property owner in /A (¢ £ County and an original

protestant, | have a fundamental inierest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southem Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. |
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the
groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in /.7 Prive County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications in _¢. 4. /<

B County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

propeny owners like myself who live in _¢ /4,72 /54 7 County.

11. As aresident and property owner in __{, jA. /% Y2, ¢ County, I also know a

-

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by. the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applicaﬁ’ons and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from peoplé who live and work in
the affected community - 1 believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws ‘

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executedonthis__ &~ dayof 1224?! , 2006.

A A
pri

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., ‘ )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, ) oy
v. ) Dapiel  WAES
)
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications ’
I Qm&\ 4 N\pm hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is D ‘Ar\) vl LEE M AE—S
2. My current address is p . RO\X } q7 LU’\’D '\)\1 .

3. 1 am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
NEyVACA  and N YE  County. I have lived in the State of
_NRNADA for ﬁ¢years and have residedin __N Y}L County for {Q years.
4. ‘I‘am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in (.2 N\®-_County because _ ~T “G’ L ‘A.J[)
_PonS tUWAT  fevun i LR C-
LAFR Sl A Ealeeny (4| \ e
S me‘(/ :mﬁ«,«v’rﬂé R, Sxil AcTiel




5. In furtherance of these concemns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water .

Authority’s groundwater applications in ¥ ur (= Paa County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number g “f’ G2 {

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-héaring
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in
_?A)_X‘QC_County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from  AJRd P’\“?%’LS y GU(/\:T DASNQ (/JMRL /\}E\E

i 4

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of
the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. ‘

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

\,r}l,my “Syow»A“ Dol AT Preffle
K o) (WMo

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. 1 also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely

unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property ownerin ___ N\ \4:”'}/ I\MDCounty and an original
protestant, I have a fundamental inierest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. |
belieye this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the
groundx?ate_r subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in NYR / - P County, I also

~ believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applicatibns in N \f’\

» 9 U . P County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in A-N?[W'P County.

11. Asaresident and property owner in N KZM} ,7«0 County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by. the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and vtestimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from éuch individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and ;he laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this [¢"E{aay of {. )A Y ,2006.
Dol Nho

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

V. Ropent A . marcom

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

RD B RART /\/ ‘ M6’MQQér/é%eclare the following:

1 My full, legal name is Lo RerT o, Mareco ra.
Pogos (S-c432,Kcy, MV, & 5375
2. My current addressis & SO e ST 7 - [5/&‘/ /\/(/‘ 5’?0/@']

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

NE/AOA  and WHiTE £74£_County. 1 have lived in the State of

NEVADA  for 27 years and have resided in w4 7€ #wéCounty for _2Z7 _years.

4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in & /#/7£ A#ECounty because /XTIt i 1> DESECeT

ARERS OF [ASTEer L EdADA L/ATELZ (S

A Scarce. AND VACLUABE.  (p2mmOd( T Lo

™ { 4 ‘
Ve SkeN N2 RUIDENCE  TriaT  ExPoe THASLE.

Qonm Treres s/ [0ATER— B XIST T Seor V€

LAS Vgohs ‘s pwaran pLrosoem




3. In furtherance of these concerns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water .

Authority’s groundwater applications in _ &/ 74 A/ MC County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number 64 C i C{

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conferénce on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

lU/MCoﬁnty, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from MO 47&/4/}2, CAnRRET T.

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of
the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

LUsE tan No (ogaey o) SOLLECT (wATEE.

AL ATIonN SINCE — (G5 F.

8. I believe that the State Engineer's failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and




its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely
unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property owner in _{/«~7%_ {2.z County and an original

protestant, I have a fundamental iriterest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southem Nevada Water
Autﬁority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. |
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anythring less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in __ it/ 74 /4%~ County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in

WittZ#. P/ M€ _County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in wétre Fin%. County.

1. Asaresident and property owner in _tv (174 7 rorc . County. I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents \\"ould benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who’live and work iﬁ
the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws ‘

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this ng day of Al >/ , 2006.

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA |

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
v. )
- ) )
Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
oo F{}S‘\W hereby declare the following:

L My full legal nameis_ T /0. Fosbi .

My current addressis_ 1D Sumahone Bk, MV 2431
3. lamacitizen of the United States and resident of the State of

)\)Q vedoe and | Mg Q\v_\lﬁ County. I have lived in the State of |

)\\mz{a for _2J years and have resided in |4 zﬁ { )‘g QM County for -/ _years.
4, llam concerned ab.out the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in wluk Pne County because [NLI” NSOUICHD (ANQ

Loniited ound junt. bweagoe s e population

= Wmmm( sun Dl u Y\O(ﬂ (S M,\Jr 074\

[YVL(W‘WJ( & not. VMD{Q M/l()uw The OWinalon

f?f\OL (‘J« Mm'\ M@m\vjw&( (’\UHWDLQY\ nL«

U%mm‘ A

)




5. In furtherance of these concemns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water .

Authority’s groundwater applications in \ L)\/L(&Z W County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number 5 4026

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in
M&W\_&Coumy, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice
of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of
the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

WA < r@omc ot g M it nda 40
Wove erow\d Lo M - ,QO xmw% o
»Q 1L woams LAg wethieal wieaas,

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications and




. its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely
unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property owner in h ).i ,& bm County and an original
protestant, I have a fundamental iﬁterest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. 1 have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. I
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also beliey'e that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in } ‘\\))/l &‘l{ \QVLQ, County, I also

. believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications in (O ‘l L(Q
{)M County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners likc myself who live in \ Q\\L\Q (BD{\S\ County.

VL .

11.  Asaresident and property owner in\ Q\/\QXQ ‘LB\\\S‘\ County, I also kno\w a
number of people in the community who are unaware of,, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engincer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provi“:le invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12.  1declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this_ 277 _day of Mmj , 2006.

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

Douard A . duee

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority's
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Petitioners,
V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N Nt Nt st N Nt ot N st st sl

I \.Do VAL D A BU“F‘F hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name xsmO;UALD Ama;']) uEfF
2. My current address is ""3\ E \51“ A\le Sl LILE( ct“\l U1 E4lo3

3. lamacitizen of the United States and resxdent of the State of
UXxa\ and Sa(‘\‘ Late_ Count) I have lived in the State of
LL—'m\,\ for 3 S years and have resided in SQ H'Lu kLCoum) for 35 years.
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications mwh L Pne COun/\{ccause,t- am o \andeowner in
Raker lowsnch g aMo( i Suake Creek dva fncegg;
u“‘i& u)u'(‘av ond rtbariau —meudows lands f‘ﬂ“—‘f

wou (d probably be 0(4&(."’&4 bq SNW# am((cﬁ_ﬂ_—f
\h@& QA«;QL_

§'UV‘V':V0( ;.\ u_)‘a\(Q‘L {nu Ouvi‘\‘ﬂ! o O\M! PV‘Q[\DLY’&“{¢

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

‘ . .
applications in the WLI t"’e‘ 'Pi n€County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17. 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s ofﬁce is p]annmg on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a-ncsrdent and property owner in bJ k %a P\n@oum}, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the Wh F‘L 'P yvie County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. | To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater éhbjeét to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applicalions.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in JIJ L ;'(6 Pwt L County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. [ never received notice

or was given the opportumty to file a protest becauseI was (L aev-
@‘(’*\ LM r@'dm%d&g my_( g'gé.’“z\g’ Euf'ncw am__Aa ‘

lahc{m% as 0‘9’200‘5 weH, loca-e é;ﬂre,s.: e£
?DwM S nake cmea%o. , 00, Box 32, 'Bakw MV

a3\l

7. [ think the State Engineer's 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern

Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are

clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications. .

8. As a resident and property owner in WE ((‘e B béioumy I have a fundamental

\ ke
\

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and irr protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

~



9. As a sesident and property owner in h L ‘\'2_ e County, I have a

right to receive notrce of the groundwater applrcatlons the rlght to ﬁle a protest and ifa hearmg
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
-final decision on the epplications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

» ¢
10.  As aresidentand property owner in SQ‘} \’(' £ P( we County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in
(_l) h \‘(2— 'P\'n &County.
11.  Asaresident-and property owner in lg Z‘rt e P;'ne, County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudication process and decision to hold heminés on groundwater applications filed over 16
;ears ago. These local residents would benefit greatlyrfrom the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
tile groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well rnformed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this ‘ & day of Maa , 2006.

Signature



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority's
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugﬁ Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engincer, et al.,

- Respondents.

vvv\-/vvvvvvv'

¢

I L,l P‘?C\‘;@\\r AT (Dc-qc.\(\Sﬁ hereby declare the following:
‘ ]
S, : N - -
1. My full, legal name is __<_\: 2eleada Q\r\fv. ’D—'”‘r\}-”‘:.\) )

2. My current address is _ 22 AA\"“( fve

3. lamacitizen of the United Statés and resident of the State of
A.QUPK'A and \AW\A-& ‘V.ne_ County. I have lived in the State of
&Q\)é\ '&ﬁ for (J years and have resided in \A“AX( /Q‘v\)\ County for ] years.
| 4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in L’\‘l\h\‘)L/\)\f\t County because T We oy - \\JO( o \I\L"Q,
and reser\* L.As \fea‘o\s'% Placieront  OUrC  Ude c\«\A

WAske. o0& weder. _AMeﬁ(s«‘s lower  class, and

, | _ N
m‘mA\\J shankine  tddle  \ASS  seem Yo be A QdJ
loccing  Jhely voice's. T Day T lWve Yo gce A

‘H“U'\ (rr C\AV\G\ ’H’\Q\‘( ﬁq‘\r\‘\'slz C!Af\é, @?c\\.\‘\\' bacl4, f\7 S

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the l/s\/\\‘\( pt\f\ County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17. 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in [»\A.\( \').\,\ County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the \/\u\)\\\k Q;& County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

| -6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in L«B\L&? QCVk County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. [ never received notice
or was given the opportunity to file a protest because 1 /\?An'* ccol\Ze  yae
4}\(aux\>\ whler une, Adeildde - T Aol X ke etre
“‘Duéc ‘o ene ice) L\Sﬁ;Qr\A s¥ll do. Do we. No¥ i

n A deect? Did Not celize we hod 32 pud~

Yo Spare DX

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada W atér Authority's groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are‘
clearly prejudiced frqm my resulting inability to protest the ground\\'ater applications.

8. As aresident and property owner in b\\:\\ﬁ Q'\& County | have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundivater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

N




9. As a resident and property owner in D\\&( 9( Y. G County, I have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

- final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anyfhing less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in _{ Y a— County, I also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

\,)\m\k fia County.

1. Asaresident and property owner in \b\p/\K {i (owd'z_County, 1 also know a
number of people in the community who aré unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
wyears ago. These loéal residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
&e groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community - I believé the State Engineer cannot make
a weli infdrmed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.
I (o
Executed on this I7 day of (™A¢ ./ 2006.

Stgngfure

3.



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA |

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

V.

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

1 *JMZ‘S!L‘NS&CS‘/ 7% ., hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is Farrzs Dsusers

2. My current address is Fo. ox S5 ) Wffﬁr CA FSH 36
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

/«4@@26?”7:4. and _ $5,uo.4 County. I have lived in the State of

C)Mfor 23 vears and have resided in B ussq14 County for S~ years.

4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications inMCoumy because _ 4JS Dpop) A SSccan

[orms TUsee Ar ZEMordr OF WATIZ.  FPort

T2t DNEcreoa7s  MAST ooy (lowecn B AZSASTRCOC S,

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in the A/;.ap,—; 2ove County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is plannmg on holding hearings on these apphcattons inthe .

near future As a resndent and property owner in Mounty, I would very ‘much have

hked to received notice of and the opportumty to protest the Southem Nevada Water Authonty s

groundwater applieations in the i/ia‘n 7250¢ County and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in bherss Pros County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because __ AJE LAS  SENT

7. | I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in Z42zre_AsCounty | have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.




9. As a resrdent and property owner 1n ///@ ég{ County, I have a

R i yYee

rrght to receive notrce of the groundwater appllcatlons, the nght to ﬁle a protest and 1f a hearmg

is held, the rlght to partrcrpate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engmeer issues a
-final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a a full opportunity
to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

'10.  As aresident and property owner in _J/ps=y Azmue  County,lalso
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

M’*ﬁs’ /Zr&Coun

11.  Asaresident and property owner in ///4.;;—; 24 County, I also know a

number of people in the commumty who are unaware of or confused by, the State Engmeers

adjudlcatlon process and decrsxon to hold hearlngs on groundwater apphcatrons filed over 16

years ago. These local resrdents would beneﬁt greatly from the State Engmeer s re-notrcmg of

~ the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well rnformed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this__9F __ day of @ , 2006.




~ Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the

IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of
Petitioners,
V. Nomi Sheppard

In Support of the Petition for

. Declaratory Order to Re-Notice

. Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

N N Nt N Nt S N e vt e’ s’

1 Nonﬁ Sheppard, hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is Nomi Martin-Sheppard

2. My current address is PO Box 150 Baker, NV 89311

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Nevada and White
Pine County. I have lived in the State of Nevada fo% 6 years and have resided in White Pine
County for 6 years. 4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications m White Pine County because until a regional flow model is completed
by the USGS té ilelp us understand potential effects from pumping, I fear the drawdown of the
water tables from overpumping will devastate human, animal and plant habitats. I believe the
equipment required to build the pipelines (e.g. power lines, etc) will destroy the viewshed. I
believe Southern Nevada should increase their efforts at conservation and try to meet or exceed
the average household water use found in other desert cities in the west such as Tucson, Phoenix
and Albuquerque. Finally, with water growing scarcer in the west it seems prudent to reserve
groundwater in rural areas for people in Nevada during true catastrophic emergencies and not to

fuel unfettered growth that cannot be sustained.
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5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater .

applications in White Pine County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989, and that
the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the near
future. As a resident and prop’érty owner in White Pine County, I would very much have liked to -
received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in White Pine County and to participate in any scheduled hearings on
such applications as a means of protectihg my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in White Pine County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file a protest

within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice or was

given the opportunity to file a protest because I was not living in the area then, and was not
aware that it was happening. I have been coming to this area since I was 6 years old, have lived
here on and off for 30 years and have come to make it my home. I always assumed this area
would be here for me but now question if that reality still exists. I fear re-location to a similar
area is not a true option since there are so few places in this country where such open space,
silence & solitude exists.

7. I think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are

clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.




8. As aresident and property owner in White Pine County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right
to be heard in a meaningful way.

9. As aresident and property owner in White Pine County, I have a right to receive
notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing is held, the
right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a final
decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be
heard. I also believe that anything less ;Nould be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in White Pine County, I also belieye that the

_Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the public interest — not

in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in White Pine County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in White Pine County, I also know a number of
people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’ adjudication
process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16 years ago.
These local re_siéents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of the

groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments and

“testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people

who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-
informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.



Executed on this 2™ day of June 2006.

o Mards-hpporef

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al., ' A
' Declaration of
Petitioners,
V. Great Basin Water Network
In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

I, Nomi Sheppard, as co-founder of the Gfeat Basin Water Network hereby declare the foliowing:
1. The full, legal name is the Great Basin Water Network
2. The current address is 150 Home Farm Road Baker, NV 89311
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Nevada and White Pine:
County. I have lived in the State of Nevada for 6 years and have resided in White Pine County for 6
years. 4. The Great Basin Water Network is concerned about the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County because the core of its mission is to protect
locally_sustainablcv\;/ater use, natural resources and the public interest. We believe:
*  The proposed groundwater development project does not proﬁote equity in the use of water in
both urban and rural areas.
* The proposed groundwater development project does not protect the public interest in Nevada’s
water or Utah’s water.
* The proposed groundwater development project does not encourége sustainable development and

quality of life for rural and urban Nevadans and Utahns.




* The proposed groundwater development project will not sustain the economies of rural counties .

in Nevada, Utah or Native American tribes dependent on water.

* The proposed groundwater development project will not support plant and animal species in the
natural environment. -

5. We recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in White Pine County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989, and that the State
Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the near future; As a resident
~ and property owner in White Pine County, and on behalf of affected Millard and Juab counties iﬂ Utah,
I/We would very much have liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County and to participate in any
scheduled hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, the Great Basin Water Network has never been given an 6pportunity to protect ‘
our existing rights and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
applications. This is because the Great Basin Water Network never received notice of the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County and, as such, was never
given the opportunity to file a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law.
The Great Basin Water Network never received notice or was given the opportunity to-file a protest
because the Great Basin Water Network was not in existence then, and was not aware that it was
happening. Initial plans for the groundwater development project were not available then, and the broad
scope and magnitude of the project was not known.

7. We think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada

Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the application and



‘ re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and our interests are clearly prejudiced from

our resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in White Pine County representing the Great Basin
Water Network, and on behalf of affected Millard and Juab counties in Utah, we have a fundamental
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwatér applications. | The Great Basin Water Network has a right to be heard in a meaningful way.

9. As a resident and property owner in White Pine County, representing the Great Basin
Water Network, and on behalf of affected Millard and Juab counties in Utah, we have a right to receive
notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing is held, the right to
participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a final decision on the
applications. The Great Basin Water Network believe this is the only way we can be given a full

. opportunity to be heard. We also believe that anythjhg less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asaresident and property owner in White Pine County, representing the Great Basin
Water Network, and on behalf of affected Millard and Juab counties in Utah, we also believe that the
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the public interest — not in the
interest of local citiz‘ens and property owners who live in White Pine County or neighboring Utah
counties.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in White Pine County, representing the Great Basin
Water Network, and on behalf of affected Millard and Juab counties in Utah,k we know a number of
people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’ adjudication process
and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16 years ago. These local residents
would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of the grouﬂdwater applications and, if given

| . the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full
' 3



participation from such individuals and organizations — from people who live and work in the affected ‘
community — The Great Basin Water Network believes the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed
decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. The Great Basin Water Network declares under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
United States and the laws of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 2™ day of June 2006.

None: Mok — ch pief
Nomi Martin-Sheppard
Founder

Secretary/Treasurer
Great Basin Water Network




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
)
Petitioners, )
V. ) Declaration of
) Jo Anne Garrett
Tracy Taylor, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16 Year Old Groundwater
) Applications

I Jo Anne Garrett hereby declare the foﬂowing:
| 1. My full, legal name is Jo Anne Garrett
2. My currenf address is P.O. Box 130, Baker, Nevada 89311
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Nevada, White Piﬁe
County. Ihave lived in the State of Nevada for thirty-six years and have resided in White Pine
County for all these years. |
4, I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
_5§plications in White Pine County because this is a fragile desert landscape .whose v
* water is severely hmlted. The largest consumptive use is by agriculturists, whose
livelihood depends upon their sustainable use of both surface and groundwater.
Generations of experience with the ﬁmte water sources have resulted in a hard-
won communal understanding of the limits to water pumping, and to a
cooperative managément ethic that crosses political boundaries.
5. The GreatBasinisa unique geographical area, recognized by the establishment of

Great Basin National Park, and the rapid expansion of tourism and recreation in
1




this area makes preservation of the landscape and wildlifev of prime importance to

the public, and to our regional economy as well. I believe that wholesale water
exportation for the purpose of promoting unmanaged municipal growth would be
the end of this beautiful landscape, together with its remarkable diversity of finely
adapted plants and animals.
.6. As a concerned citizen, I filed a protest of SNWAs applications back in 1990,
 facilitated the filing of a record number of protests by other White Pine County citizens,
and plan to participate at the upcoming hearings on these applications. In 1992, two
“other women and I formed the Coalition to Protect Rural Water, and promoted a Special
Election in which White Pine voters approved a five-year special property tax to fund the
Defense of White Pine County Water. Through ten subsequent years, I chaired the

Citizens Advisory Committee on the Defense of White Pine County Water.

7. In the late 1990’s I became actively involved in assisting our County
Commissioners to resist partnering with private water entrepreneurs who promised to
“help” the County deal with the Las Vegas applications, as the Southern Nevada
Watéf- Authority began to step up its plan for groundwater importation.. This
consisted of sustéined political work on petitioning the recall of three officials, as
well as promoting responsible candidates in the subsequent general election.

8. More recently, as the magnitude and accelerated pace of the SNWA pipeline project
became evident, I helped found the Great Basin Water Network, comprised of
statewide Nevada and Utah concerned citizens (since the targeted aquifer crosses the
state line). I have also helped organize the local group, Snake & Spring Valley

Citzens Alliance, comprised of active members from both Nevada and Utah. ’
2



9. For the past two years I have voluntarily worked forty to fifty hours per week in
cooperation with opponents of the SNWA rural groundwater plan. Because of the
large area involved, my road mileage has doubled. This level of participation seems |
necessary because few others have such lengthy experience with all the stages of the
plan, and most others are otherwise employed. I attend all presentations by the US
Geological Survey, conferences of the Nevada Water Resources Association, etc., in
order to keep up on the scientific viers of the plan. Following and promoting
information exchange in the media is vital to an open process.

10. Early in 2006 I helped design and place ads in the local paper to notify people
who were unaware that SNWA was quickly moving to gain control of the rural
groundwater applied for sixteen years ago. It was the response to these ads that
demonstrated to me the depth of outrage and despair that most citizens feel about the
prospective export of Great Basin groundwater. I heard again and again deep
misgivings about the money and po§ver driving the plan, and about the well-designed

media message that “it’s a done deal.” In short, people were eager to learn what action they
might take in the face of feeling disenfranchised. |

| 11. | AIn the course of these communications, I identified approximately twenty-six (26) individﬁals who
protested SNWA's groundwater applications back in 1990 but never received notice of the upcoming hearings on
such applications. These individuals include: (1) Keith M. Anderson, 775-289-2676, 32 Carson Court, Ely NV
89301; (2) Betty Nichols, 775-289-2590, E. Fifteenth, Ely NV 89301; (3) Kaye Kirkeby, 775-289-2827, 1234 High
Sﬁeet, Ely NV 89301; (4) Linda Zakula (Palezewski), 775-235-7704, P O Box 1267, McGill NV 89318; (5) Lyle
ﬁorcross, 775-289-8240, 6611 P O Box 441, Ely NV 89315; (6) Selena Forman, 858-603-9721, 11335 Vista
Puesta, San Diego CA 92131; (7) Mark Schroeder, 775-289-3028, P O Box 414, Ruth NV 89319; (8) Mary Collins,

775-289-2836, P O Box 151913, Ely NV 89315; (9) Bruce Ashby, 775-289-4941, HC 33, Box 33420, Ely NV
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89301; (9) Candy Tweedy, 775-289-4941, HC 33, Box 33420, Ely NV 89301; (10) Christine Hermanson, 775-289-
2759, P O Box 151193, Ely NV, 89315; (11) Chuck Marquez, 775-289-4208, 203 Heritage Drive, Ely NV 89301;
(12) Daniel Maes, 775-238-0528, P O Box 147, Lund NV 89317; (13) Dean & Janet Neubauer, 775-289-4804, P O
. Box 151645, Ely NV 89301; (14) Marietta Carson, 775-289-4070, 10 Carson Dﬁve, Ely NV 89301; (15) Selena
Weaver, 775-296-1234, 940 Marich Way, Ely NV 89301; (16) Rick Havenstrite, 775-322-4621, 1290 Holcomb
Ave., Reno NV 89503 ; (17) Robert N. Marcum, 775-289-2767, P O Box 151432, Ely NV 89315; (18) Sally Gust,
775-289-1616 911 South First, Ely NV 89301; (19) Sarah Locke, 775-289-4757, P O Box 150, Ely NV
89305; (20) Steve Collard, 775-289-2141, 370 Stevens Ave., Ely NV 80301; (21) Tara (Cutler) Foster  775-289-
2143, P O Box 403, Ruth NV 89319; (22) Walter Benson, 775-289-2511, PAO Box 150713, Ely NV 89315; (23)
White Pine County, 775-289-2306, 359 Parker Ave., Ely NV 89301; (24) Bob Nichols, 775-289-8112, 1793 E.
Sixte;enth, Ely NV 89301; (25) James R. Jordan, 702-435-8514, 5380 E. Flamingo #76, Las Vegas NV 89112; and

(26) Marie L. Jordan, 702-435-8514, 5380 E. Flamingo #76, Las Vegas NV 89112.

12. As the above list demonstrates, the majority of individuals who failed to receive notice reside in

Ely, Nevada. My inquiry at the Ely Post Office yielded the following information:

Until the late 1990’s there were two separate U.S. Post offices in the Ely area, one of them being
East Ely, NV 89315. In 1998 this office was closed and merged with the “downtown” Ely Post
Office, 89301. . |

Theteéfter, the large, “new” Ely Post Office wa.s established in the newly developing southeast
section of town. For a time, the “downtown” office continued to operate simultaneously. During
this period, many longtime residents were given the option of street delivery, or a new P. O. Box
number. When the “downtown” office finally closed in 1999, all services moved to the newly
established Ely Post Office. P. O. Box holders were then assigned Zip Code 89315, and all
others 89305. Inthe complexitigs of this }multiple transition, I'm told by Post Office employees,

systematic forwarding of mail became extremely difficult.
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’ 13. In course of this outreach, I also identified approximately forty-two (42) individuals

who are “new” property owners and/or residents, i.e., people who purchased property or moved

: to the area within the Iaét 16 years, or who were too young to participate back in 1989, and are
now mterested in protesting SNWA'’s applications. Because SNWA’s apphcatlons were filed
over 16 years ago, however, these individuals are bemg deprived of their right to file a protest
and protect their existing rights. These individuals include: (1) Russell Groves, 208-352-9924,
283B Spring Cove Rd., Bliss ID 83314; (2) Bob Kranovich ,775-234-7117, P O Box 52, Baker
NV 89311; (3) Terry Mé:asoo, 775-234;7323, P O Box 69, Baker NV 89311; (4) Dave Kuiper,
775-234-7355, P O Box 95, Baker NV 89311; (5) John Woodyard, 775-234-7154, P O Box,
Baker NV 89311; (6) Buck & L. Douglas, 775-234-7286, P O Box 72, Baker NV 89311; (7)

" Don & Susan Geary, 775-234-7167, P O Box 12, Baker NV 89311; (8) Pam Pedrini, 775-234-

| 7305, P O Box 6, Baker NV 89311; (9) Stephen Wolpin, 805-525-4785, P O Box 448, Santa

Paula CA 93061; Ed Weisbrot, 720-260-6712, P O Box 71, Baker NV 89311; (11) Abigail C.
Johnson, 775-234-7 124,'P O Box 183, Baker NV 89311; (12) The Long Now Foundation, 415-
561_-6582, Ft. Méson Center, Bldg. 1, San Francisco CA 94123; (13) Jeff Woodruff & Adrienne
Joy, 775-234-7121, P O Box 136, Baker NV 8931 1; (14) Tom Thrasher, 775-289-4725, P O Box

15188, Ely NV 89311; (15) Laurie Cruikshank, 775;23447205, P O Box 123, Baker NV 89311;
(16) Don Foss, J. Deneris, 707-887-0822 , P O Box 309, Forestville CA 95436; (17) Ben &
Brandi Roberts 775-234-7145 P O Box 3, Baker NV 89311; (18) Don Duff , 801-201-1008, P
O Box 23, Baker NV 89311; (19) John & H. Yacapraro, 775-234-7259, P O Box 109, Baker NV
89311; (20) Bruce & Pamela Jensen ’)75-238-0550, P O Box 213, Lund NV 89317; (21) Richard

‘ Barber, 775-377-1337, P O Box 1872, Round Mountain NV 8904; (22) Duff Smith, 435-632-
. 5 ‘




2325, P O Box 1, Hurricane UT 84737; (23) Terri Feasel, 775-754-6721, P O Box 876, Carlin

NV 89822; (24) Ken Hill, 435-693-3120, 550 Trout Creek, Rd., Via Wendover UT 84083; (25)
Don & Beth Anderson, 435-693-3136, HC 61, 291 Pony Express Rd., Caﬂgo UT 84083; (26)

| Miles Clark, 801-521-3389, 2972 W. Appleton Drive, West Valley City UT 84119; (27)

Gary & Joanne Perea, 775-234-;7356, P O Box 184, B‘aker NV 89311; (28) Justice Gish, 435-
693-3247, 555 Pony Express Rd, Trout Creek UT 84083; (29) S. Mahlon Edwards, P O Box
1375, Logandale UT 89021; (30) Guy Gonder, 435-855-2351, P O Box -lOO,VGarrison, uT
84728; (31) Ed Alder, 435-693-3124, P O Box 430, Pony Expréss Rd., Trout Creek UT 84083;
(32) Renee Alder, 801-969-2032, 4821 Mandan Ave., West Valley City UT 84120; (33) Deana

. Aider, 435-693-3 124,' P O Box 430, Trout Creek UT 84083; (34) Scott Herr, 702-370-9300, P O
Box 113, Béker NV 89311; (35) Pat & Kristi Filiman, 775;234-7109, HC 64, Box 64500, Ely

NV 89311; (36) Theodore Stazeski,775-234-7101, P O Box 61, Baker NV 89311; (37) Robert & .

Joyce Nickernson, 928-768-7481, 1915 Joy Lane, Ft. Mojave AZ 8642 ; (38) Raymond Timm
775-234-7205,P O Box 111, Baker NV 89311; (39) Rob & Susan Ewmg, 775-234-7136,P O
Box 75, Baker NV 89311; (40) Bryan & Jenny Hamilton, 775-234-7372, P O Box 55, Baker NV
89311; (41) Dai/id Sharp, 775-234-7278; Baker NV 89311; and (42) Robert & Kathleen Hayden.

775-234-7359, Baker, NV 89311..

14. I was also contacted by five (5) individuals who inherited property from their parents
and/or relatives over the last 16 years. These individuals are also being shut out of the
adjudicatipn process and are now unable to protect and defend theﬁ interests. These individuals |
include: (1) Tandora L. Wilson, 303-238-6250, 18 S. Chase Dr., Lakewood, CO 8022; (2) Parker

& C. Damon, 760-366-8222, P.O. Box 2201, Joshua Tree, CA 92252; (3) Deborah Torvinen, | ‘
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775-787-3184, 4089 Royal Sage Dr., Reno, NV 89503; (4) Jim Rasmussen, 928-425-7926, 1081
E. Montecito, Globe, AZ ‘85501; and (5) Anna Marie Heckethorn, 775-289-8384, HC 33, Box
3340, Ely, NV 89301. Ms. Heckethorn’s deceased husband, Gene, actually protested SNWA’s

| épplication # 54026.

15, As aresult of my inquiries, I also spoke with a number of individuéls who filed
protésts, received notice of the hearings on SNWA's applications but, given the over 16-year
delay, were entirely confused by the whole process. These individuals include: (1) Bath Lumber
Co., 775-289-3083, 1800 Ave. G, Ely NV 89301; (2) James & Donna Bath 775-289-4624, 570
First St., Ely NV 89301; (3) Sportswoﬂd, 775-289-8886, 189 W. Aultman Street, Ely NV 89301,
(4) Kristine P. Kaiser, 775-234-7109, HC 64, Box 64500, Ely NV 89301; (5) Lloyd F.
Westphal, 775-234-7219, P O Box 21, Baker NV 89311; (6) Patricia A. Peterson, 775-234-7219,
- P O Box 21, Baker NV 89311; (7) David Eldridge, 775-234-7242, P O Box 46, Baker NV
. 89311; (8) Carolyn Lehnig, 775-234-7205, P O Box 111, Baker NV 89311; and (9) the Snake
Valley Volunteer Fire Dept., 775-234-7108, P O Box 101, Baker NV 8931 L.

16. Ilearned that several of these individuals had, during the past year, been focused on
and participati_ﬂ'g‘ in the Bureau of Land Management’s EIS process for the Southern Nevada
Water Authority, and mistakenly took the State Engineer’s notiﬁcation asa ﬁmction of the EIS
proceedings and put it aside. Others were discouraged from responding for financial reasons:
the notice seemed to imply that the services of an attorney were reqmred, and that participants
would incur unspeciﬁed costs in connection with recording the hearings.

17. In view of these various circumstances that would seem to effectively prevent further
legal participation of a significant portion of the population contesting the Southern Nevada

Water Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County, I feel that the State .
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Engineer’s subsequent refusal to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is

extremely unfair and unjust.
18. All residents, interested persons, and/or property owners in the Snake and Spring
| Valleys have a fundamental interest in protecting their personal supply of water and in protecting
the c(;mmunity’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications. These individuals have a right to be heard in a meaningful way.

19.  All residents, mtcrested persons, and/or property owners have a right to receive
notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing is held, the
right to participate fully in the adjudicaﬁon process before the State Engineer issues a final
decision on the applications. Anything less would be entirely unfair.

| 20. Asa reéident aﬁd property owner in White Pine County, I also believe that the

Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the public interest — not

in the interest of local citizens and property owners like me who live in the region. °

21.  Asaresident and property owner in White Pine County, I also know a number of
people in the community who are unaware and/or confused by,/ the State Engineers’ adjudication
process and dqéiéion to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16 years ago. '_
These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of the
groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments and
testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people
who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-

informed decision regarding the applicatiohs nor guard the public interest.




22..  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
~ of the State of Nevada that to the best of my knowledge the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 47 ﬁ day of 2006.

ignature
Jo Anne Garrett



IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

'VPetitioners, o
NOAH MATSON, on behalfof
Defenders of Wildlife

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

Tracy Taylor, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents. 16 Year Old Groundwater
Applications ‘
I Noah Matson hereby declaré the following:
1. My full, legal name is Noah Paul Matson. I am submitting this declaration in my

professional capacity, on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife.

2. My current address is 318 Lincoln Ave, Takoma Park, MD. My work address
with Defenders of Wildlife is 1130 Seventeenth Street, N.W.; Washington, D.C.

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Maryland and

Montgomery County. I have lived in the State of Maryland for seven years and have resided in

| Montgomery County for seven years.

4. The facts and opinions set forth in this declaration are based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness in these proceedings, I could and would testify competently to
these facts and opinions.

5. I hold a Masters of Environmental Management, with a concentration in
conservation biology and policy, from the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies,
New Haven, Connecticut. My thesis research involved both biological and policy analysis of the

National Elk Refuge, Wyoming and the National Wildlife Refuge System.




6. I am the Direetor of Defenders of Wildlife’s Federal Lands Program. In that
capacity, I have worked extensively on issues pertaining to National Wildﬁfe Refuges and other -
federal public‘ lands including National Forests, National Parks, and Bureau of Land
Management and Department of Defense lands for the past seven years.

7. Defenders of Wildlife is a national, net-for-proﬁt charitable organization under
section 501 (c)(3) of the Internal Revenue tax code. Defenders’ mission is the protection of all -
native wild animals and plants in their natural communities. Defenders has over 470,000 paying
members nationwide, including 3,100 in the state of Nevada. Defenders’ members are very
interested in wildlife protection and wildlife observation, and many travel to national wildlife
refuges and other federal lands to enjoy viewing and photographing animals and their habitats.
Defenders also hae one paid staff member in Nevada.

8. Defenders of Wildlife has been substantively involved in individual National
Wildlife Refuge issues as well as National Wildlife Refuge System policy fof decades. In 1992
Defenders brought suit against the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS”) over incompatible
uses at Ruby Lake National Wildlife Refuge in Washington. The suit was later coxﬁbined with a
suit brought by the National Audubon Society, both concerning compatible uses of National
Wildlife Refuges. As a result of the suit, the FWS was required to reexamine and conduct '
compatibility determinations for thousands of uses throughout the Refuge System.

9. During the same time both the General Accounting Office (GAO)1 and the FWS?
conducted independent analyses of secondary uses of National Wildlife Refuges. Both reports

found incompatible uses throughout the Refuge System.

! General Accounting Office, 1989. National Wildlife Refuges, Continuing Problems with Incompatible Uses Call
for Bold Action. GAO/RCED-89-196.
2.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1990. Secondary Uses Occurring on National Wildlife Refuges.




10.  Inresponse to these recognized problems facing National Wildlife Refuges, in

1991 Defeﬁders of Wildlife convened an independent Commission on New Directions for the

National Wildlife Refuge System. The Commission publfshed a report, Putting Wildlife First,

- Recommendations for Reforming Our Troubled Refuge System, which concluded that secondary
uses of National Wildlife Refuges were seriously threatening the Refuge System. The
Commission, and the report, recommended organic legislation to rectify the problems facing the
Refuge System, including incompatible uses. |

11.  Defenders of Wildlife worked for close to a decade for passage of “organic”
legislation for the Reﬁ;ge System. This legislation, the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act (“Refuge Act”), passed in 1997.

12; I have been actively involved in all national policy guidance issued by the FWS
since passage of the Refuge Act including the draft and final Refuge Planning Policy, the draft

“and final Refuge Compatibility Regulations and Policy, and the draft and final Policy on
Maintaining the Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health of the Refuge System,
the draft Mission, Goals, and Purposes Policy, the draft Wilderness Stewardship Policy, the draft
Appropriaté Uses Policy, and the General Recreational Uses Policy.

| 13.  In 2004, I began researching and becoming involved in the Southern Nevada
Water Authority’s (“SNWA”) plans to develop groundwater in and around national wildlife
refuges and other public lands in Nevada. Of primary concern at the time was SNWA’s proposal
to develop several groundwater wells on Desert National Wildlife Refuge, the largest national
wildlife refuge in the cbntiguous United States. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and
SNWA had been negotiating an agreement to allow groundwater development on the refuge.

Through these negotiations, it became clear that outright municipal development of groundwater



on the refuge was incompatible with national wildlife refuge law, and SNWA began

characterizing the wells as “monitoring” wells.

14. | As I and other Defenders’ staff members have conducted additional research into
- SNWA'’s groundwater plans throughout the state of Nevada, we have grown increasingly
concerned with their potential effects on not only the Desert National Wildlife Refuge, but the
other Wildlife Refuges comprising the greater Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex,
including the Ash Meadows, Pahranagat, and Moapa Valley National Wildlife Refuges. The
isolated surface waters (primarily comprised of springs, seeps, wetlands, and other desért
“oases”) found within these Refuges—as well as other public and private lands within Nevada—
support an incredible diversity of rare and endangered species, many of which exist nowhere else
in the world. Many of these species, including the Moapa dace, Southwestern willow flycatcher,

Ash Meadows Amargosa pupfish, Ash Meadows speckled dace, Virgin River chub, White River

spinedace, and the Pahrump poolfish, could be adversely affected if SNWA’s proposed
groundwater pumping affects the isolated surface waters and other riparian areas they depend
upon for their continued existence.

15.  Defenders is also concerned with the impact SNWA’s groundwater pumping
plans, and the development of production wells, pipelines, pumping stations, water treatment
facilities, power lines, and support facilities (known collectively as the Clark, Lincoln and White
Pine Counties Groundwater Defelopment Project) will have on other public lands and imperiled
species throughout the state of Nevada, including the Great Basin National Park, and lands
administered by the BLM and Forest Service.

16.  On March 7-8, 2005 I traveled to Nevada and visited the Desert National Wildlife

Refuge and the Ash Meadows National Wildlife Refuge and met with FWS staff to discuss .



issues facing the refuge and its biological resources. I spent full days on both refuges and
enjoyed them both personally and professionally. I intend to travel to Nevada’s refuges and
other public lands both personally and professionally in the future in enjoy their unique wildlife
- and landscapes. |

17.  As an organization committed both to the preservation of all native planfs and
wildlife, and the integrity of the National Wildlife Refuge and overall public lands system,
Defenders of Wildlife would have liked to receive notice of, as well as the opportunity to
comment—and if necessary, protest—the Southern Nevada Watér Authority’s groundwater
applications in Clark, Lincoln, and White Pine counties, and participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting the organization’s existing interests.

18.  The extreme delay between the filing of SNWA’s applications in 1989, and the
hearings to be finally conducted this fall, however, demonstrate the need to allow new
« opportunity for public participation in any event. From the perspective of Defenders of Wildlife,
our organizational depth and priorities have greatly broadened in the intervening seventeen
years. Whereas in the past, Defenders focused largely on the conservation of large predator
mﬁmmalian species, as the significance of the global extinction crisis has become more apparent,
we héve greatly expanded our efforts to also place emphasis on protecting and conserving less-
well known but equally vital species. These species—including spring—dwelling fish, aquatic
invertebrates, and rare plants—are precisely the type most threatened by SNWA’s plans.
Defenders of Wildlife’s interests have greatly changed and evolved since 1989, and we strongly
f;ael that we should have an 0pportﬁnity to address and protect those interests in relation to the

SNWA applications.



19. In sum, on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife, I believe tﬁat SNWA’s and the State
Engineer’s 17 year delay in adjudicating SNWA’s groundwater applications and apparent refusal ‘
to re-notice the application and re-open the protest period is unfair, contrary to fundamental
' pﬁnciples of due process, against the public interest, and prejudicial to Defenders of Wildlife’s
interest, as well as the interests of the more than 3,000 meﬁbers Defenders represents in Nevada.

2_0.} I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on this_Z/ i day of _, ) wht , 2006.

/\) ALM;z:N

Noah Matson

Federal Lands Director
Defenders of Wildlife

1130 Seventeenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

(202) 682-9400




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
, V. ) Veronica F. Douglass
Tracy Taylor )
Hugh-Rieet, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16-Year-Old Groundwater
) Applications
1 Veronica F. Douglass hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is Veronica Faith Douglass
2. My current address is HC61 Box 380, Wendover, Utah 84083
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
. Utah and Juab Cbumy. I have lived in the State of

Utah for 47 yearsand have residedin ___Juab County for _33 _ years.

4, 1 am concerned about the Southem Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in White Pine County because as a land owner in Snake

Valley, (UT/NV) the SNWA project for groundwater pumping could

affect and threaten our existing use of water from wells and

streamflow to place at risk our continued survival, and

livelihood on our ranch as well as affect future ranching

operatiops of my children and‘grandchildren.‘

5. I recently learned that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in the White Pine County were filed over 16 years ago, 0B QOctober 17, 1989,

. ]




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the

near future. As a resident and property owner in__Jua b County, I would very much have

liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

 groundwater applications in the White Pine County and to participate inany scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority"s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in White Pine County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

orwasgiventheopportunitytoﬁleaprotestbecause I was not informed by the

Nevada State Engineer of these applications as they might possibly

affect the Snake Valley Aquifer System tied to White Pine, Juab,

and Millard Counties (UT) from which our water originates from

and would be impacted by any groundwater pumpiﬁg by the SNWA.

7. 1think the State Engincer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Névé.da Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applicatibns.

8. As a resident and property ownerin ___Juab County I have a fundamental

interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community’s supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.



9. As a resident and property owner in Juab County, ] have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing
is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a
~ final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asa resident and property owner in Juab County, I also
believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the

public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

Juab County. Utah in Snake Valley, (UT/NV).

11.  Asaresident and property owner in Juab ___County, I also know a
ﬂumber of people m the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a wéllv informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed onthis___ 26 dayof _June  2006.

’thj’@maézw

Signature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

Declaration of
Petitioners,

V. Abigail C. Johnson

In Support of the Petition for

Declaratory Order to Re-Notice

Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

16-Year-Old Groundwater

Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al., :

Respondents.

I Abigail C. Johnson hereby declare the following:

1. My full, legal name is Abigail Chase Johnson.

2. My current address is 612 West Telegraph Street, Carsoh City, Nevada 89703 and
in White Pine Couﬁty: 425 Winnemucca Street, P.O. Box 183, Baker, Nevada 89311.

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Nevada. and Carson
City County. I have lived in the State of Nevada for 26 years and have resided in Carson City
County for 26 years. I am also a property owner and part time resident in Baker, White Pine
County, Nevada, where I have owned property since 2003, and where I have owned a home
since November, 2004.

4. | I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in White Pine County because I believe that the exportation of watcr from the Snake
Valley will permanently damage the community, economy, env’ironment, and future of one of the
state’s most spectacular rural areas. The water exportation project is a temporary solution for the
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s perceived need for additional water, but it is a death

sentence to the Snake Valley and an encroachment on my property rights.
1




5. When Southern Nevada Water Aﬁthority’s groundwater applications in the White .
Pine County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17, 1989, I protested Application # 54006
in Spring Valley, White Pine County, in order to register my opposition to the applications.

6. Now, as a part time resident and property owner in Baker, White Pine County, 1

would like the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in the Snake Valley, White Pine County, and to participate in any scheduled
hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

7. T think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-opeh the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are

clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications. On

November 30, 2005, I wrote to the State Engineer to request the reopening of the protest period. 1 .
explained how my circumstances have changed in the past 16 years, that I am now a property
owner and part time resident of Baker, Snake Valley, White Pine County, Nevada. I requested
that he establish a process to address the concerns of persons whose status has changed, and of
persons who are now affected, but were not 16 years ago. I asserted that since the State wi!l'
allow evidence in the hearings that has been developed in the past 16 years, he should permit the
current affected population to protest. I received a written response dated December 8, 2005,
from the State Engineer rejecting my request.

8. As a part time resident and full time property owner in Baker, Nevada, I have a
fundamental interest in protecting my personal water supply and the community’s supply of |
water from the effects of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications. I

have a right to be heard in a meaningful way. | .



R

9. As a resident and property owner in Baker, Snake Valley, White Pine County, I
have a right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a
hearing is held; the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer
issues a final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full
opportunity to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

10.  Asa property owner in White Pine County, I also believe that the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’sl groundwater applicatibns are not in the public interest — not in the
interest of local citizens and property owners like myself in White Pine County.

11, Asa part time resident and property owner in White Pine County, I aiso know a
number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’

adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16

- years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of

#the groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments

and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.
/8
Executed on this ) day of 7?//‘-4 , 2006.
Signatuﬁ V




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

I, Wm W hereby declare the following:
1. My full legal name is %62 /W W
2. My current address 155_‘ 50 [ %Wf 2 S ?/J.z
3" I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of |
W and M County. | have lived in the State of
72&%04&, for?j years and haQe resided inU/W,me/ County for 3( ) ___years.
4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications II%E‘AQL County because s A}%MW

Petitioners,
V.

v

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

L Nt Nt Nant m uu ws wst s nt st




5. In furtherance of these concerns, | ﬁled a protest on Southem Nevada Water

Authonty s groundwater apphcanons m( (ﬁ 42: g:)gfzg County aﬁer they were ongmally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number ‘/ o Q-)-

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing '
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and property owner in

d -) - . - - -
C [’M County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings

from \7~ ﬁ%ﬂ{y S/ﬁf"/ae ;@(/-

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcommg heannns I am being deprived of the opportumty to fully protect my exxstmg rights
and interests in the groundw ater SUbjCCl to the Southem N vada Water Authonty s apphcalxons

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because

v%y Uierme /é-*l it L0 /”2/&4{@/& /"'96? ce t/v«;ﬁi/%,,

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like m) self w ho fileda protest is unfarr and unjust I also thmk the State Engmeer s 16- plus-

year dela\ in adjudlcatmg the Southem Nevada Water Authont) s groundw ater apphcanons and

(18]




its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely

unfair and unjust.

9. As aresident aﬁd p?opeﬂ? owner in%é ﬂie Couﬁty and aﬁ origiﬁal
protestant, I have a fundémental iﬁterest in protecting my own pérsonal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. I
believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in thé

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10.  Asaresident and pfopcn)? owner in M - | ‘County,lalso

believe that the Souihém Nevada W-z‘ncr‘Aut‘hdrity's groixhdwater applications in M

’)4/;@2_ - County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in&%zﬁdé County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in M County, I also know a
number of people in the community who are unaware of,, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents wohld benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected communm——l 5ciie§'é the State Engineéf canhdi make a well-informed decision

| r‘egarding"th'e 'appli;:alions or guard the public interest.



12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 8 é __day of4@zﬂ_— » 2006.

Signature = £




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF'NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit

organization, et al.,

' Declaration of
Petitioners, C e/,

v. Jp Mo JLe ey

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice

~ Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

IJAmrs R, JoROAN hereby declare the following:

. Myfulllegal nameisx 7Jarors R . \JoRoD AN

o

' ‘ F=
My current address is 5.3 93 . FLAMInG0 RO, 74 LAS UECAs NV
‘ o I
3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

Neupos and _C L rAK County. [ have lived in the State of

Nevaerrg forByg yéars and have resided injt/isr2_pinve County for 53 years.

4. I am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority s groundwater

applications iNy,;r= 1are County because s7 so/1L A AHAUVE A

NEGR T VE (07007 QN THE EN VIRV E AT a




5. In furtherance of these concems, ] ﬁled a protest on Southem Nevada Water

Authority’s groundwater apphcatlons in County aﬁer they were ongmally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I pretested application number E)A)L ¢ )_ (P

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applicatiqns in the near future. As a resident and property owner in
CLserx  County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice
of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearihgs. Instead, I heard about the hearings
fom75 dnwe Greerrr

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcommg hearmgs, Iam bemg depnved of the opportumty to fully protect my emstmg rights

and interests in the ground\\ ater subject to the Southem Ne\ ada Water Authonty s apphcatlons

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

= Ro DURES Us=RE Nor Foliowzo &

LlisrRKkes WeRe /MR0c.

8. I believe that the State Engineer’s failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself. who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southen Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and




e rna ahre 22 B TE L O i

its subsequent failure to re-notice the apphcations and re-open the protest penod is extremely

unfair and umust | _

ToRMER :

9. As a resident and property owner lnw&¢Z£ s County and an original

protestant, I have a fundamental interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any h_eva»ringson the Southem Nevada Water Authority’s applications. |
believe this is the only way I can be given a ful.l opportunity to be heard. I also believe that |
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the

groundwater subject to the pending applications.

10. As a resident and propenv ownerinC//mpa _______ County,lalso

bcheve that the Southem Ne\ ada Water Authonty s ground“ ater applications in (&ﬁiav-'

Pinr= County is not in the pubhc interest — not in the interest of local citizens and
property owners like myself who live in S /L gk County.
11. As a resident and property owner in _C/ 28 K County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwate_r applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community - I believe the State ﬁngineer cannot make a well-informed decision

‘regarding the applicution;m guard the pubiie interest.



12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

<%
Executed on this Q day ofy _7(//:/5‘ , 2006.

"Z YLl - \M,-

ignature




- IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network a nonprofit.
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

Ko e 1> Dﬁy
?gl%go@t-gth!/ etitfon for

Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater

-Applications

Petitioners,
V.

. oy,

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

QUW’OM DA S/ hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is /eu T HeXFono rjA \/
2. My current address is S £ Ndﬂ- / 0 lgo)c /o ]ﬂ OCf/t’ MV Wﬂ}’

<

b

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of
MEVApAa and_( ;jr2ePLA)  County. | have lived in the State of

PMEVApA  for ;2 years and have resided in _( /0 ¢p 0 County for / ol vears.

4. YI am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater
applications in ' Lg /LCQ'@Coumy because /Y~ (S
oUsSum e  Torz  Prresovpt
LD Bos, Uees: Bbesr waﬂ‘%s (<
(o Deospa Qv ﬂ(}h@/}) Po Box | 54946 |
lie (ene //V 5= 5L




5. In furtherance of these concerns, I filed a protest on Southern Nevada Water ’

| Authority’s groundwater apphcauons in é//l/CO / o/ County after they were originally

filed on October 17, 1989. Specifically, I protested application number ﬁ @}S - O §

6. I recently learned that the State Engineer’s office already held a pre-hearing
conference on these applications in January, 2006 and that the State Engineer is planning on
holding hearings on these applications in the near future. As a resident and prdperty owner in

[L/ iy é/‘/ County, and an original protestant, I would very much have liked to receive notice

i

of the pre-hearing conference and the upcoming hearings. Instead, I heard about the hearings
from G’;}}Z(%/"’ %//)/ Wﬁ‘ E’ﬂ /L&/Zdﬁﬂlc

7. Having not been given notice of the January, 2006 pre-hearing conference or of

the upcoming hearings, I am being deprived of the opportunity to fully protect my existing rights

and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.

While I am unsure as to the precise reason I did not receive notice, I imagine it is because:

8. I believe that the State Engineers failure to provide notice of the January, 2006
pre-hearing conference on the applications and notice of the upcoming hearings to those of us,
like myself, who filed a protest is unfair and unjust. I also think the State Engineer’s 16-plus-

year delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and

(18]



its subsequent failure to re-notice the applications and re-open the protest period is extremely

unfair and unjust.

9. As a resident and property owner in Z/‘/\(O/ A/ County and an original
protestant, I have a fundamental inkterest in protecting my own personal supply of water and an \
interest in protecting the community’s supply of water from the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications. I have a right to be heard in a meaningful way and a right
to participate fully in any hearings on the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications. |
belieye this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity to be heard. I also believe that
anything less would be entirely unfair and would clearly prejudice my interests in the
groundwater subject to the pending applications.

~ .
10.  Asaresident and property owner in l, [ o/t County,]also

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in

L C@/ L County is not in the public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and

property owners like myself who live in L ’;' /V)( /»/,1) County.

11.  Asaresident and property owner in i (ﬁ”; C O%" County, I also know a
number of people in the community who are unaware of. or confused by. the State Engineers’
adjudication prdcess and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
years ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s re-noticing of
the groundwater applications and provide invaluable comments and testimony to the State
Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from people who live and work in
the affected community - I believe the State Engineer cannot make a well-informed decision

regarding the applications or guard the public interest.



12.  1declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws . .

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this ﬁ.} U/‘@/ 2006.

o )
Slgnature




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,

)
)
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
V. ) Great Basin Chapter, TU
)
Tracy Taylor, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
V | ) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16 Year Old Groundwater
) " Applications

1, Don Duff, in my official capacity as President of the Great Basin Chapter of Trout Unlimited,
Baker, Nevada hereby declare the following:

1. Myﬁlﬂ,legalnaxneisDonaldA. Duff .

2. My current address is 421 E. 10™ Ave., Salt Lake City, UT 84103, and as a
landowner in Snake Valley, White Pine County, Baker, NV 89311, have a Chapter and personal
mailing address of P.O. Box 32; Baker, NV 89311.

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Utah and Salt Lake
Cougty.

4. | I am the acting President of the Great Basin Chapter of Trout Unlimited (hereinafter
“Great Basin Chapter of TU™). |

5. TU is a membership organization whose committed mission is to conserve, protect, and
restore North America's coldwater ﬁsheries and their watersheds.

6. The Greaf Basin Chapter of TU is specifically focused on the recovery of native fisheries
in the west desert of Utah and eastern Nevada and the restoration and protection of aquatic-

riparian habitats in these watersheds.




7. The Great Basin Chapter of TU has approxinmtel& 30 members in this region covered by
the Chapter in White Pine County, Nevada and portions of Millard, Juab, and Tooele Counties, .
| Utah..
8. The Great Basin Chapter of TU is concerned about the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County because of the potential threat
groundwater pumping might have on either reduction of or loss of perennial stream and springs
flows in Spring and Snake Valley's thereby placing at risk of either extinction and/or reduction of
native aquatic and fishery endangered, threatened, sensitive species or species of special éoncem,
and the loss and/or reduction in fisheries related recreational and economic values to residents
and communities in the area to be impacted, as well as to Chapter members who utilize these

natural resources for their beneficial uses.

9. As an organization of Trout Unlimited committed to the recovery of native

fisheries in the west desert of Utah and eastern Nevada and the restoration and protection of
aquatic-riparian habitats in these watersheds, the Great Basin Chapter of TU would have liked to
receive notice of, and the opportunity to protest, the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
groundwater applications in the White Pine Coimty and participate in any scheduled hearings on
such applications as a means of protecting the organization’s existing interests. |

10.  To date, the Great Basin Chapter of TU has never been given an opportunity to
protect its rights and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s applicatibns. This is because the Great Basin Chapter of TU never received notice of
the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County and, as
such, was never given the opportunity to file a protest within the 30 day time period allowed

under Nevada water law. The Great Basin Chapter of TU never received notice or was given the .

2



opportunity to file a protest because at the time of the filings the Great Basin Chapter of TU had
not been formed as a Chapter of Trout Unlimited to organize anglers and concerned citizens as

volunteers to work on the conservation and protection of our Great Basin native coldwater

- resources and their watersheds in eastern Nevada and western Utah.

11.  The Great Basin Chapter of TU believes that the State Engineer’s 16 plus year
delay in adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its
subsequent refusal to re-notice the application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair
and unjust and prejudices the organization’s interests in protecting the region’s precious
groundwater resources and the fish and wildlife that depend on them.

12.  As an organization committed to the recovery of native fisheries in the west desert
of Utah and eastern Nevada and the restoration and protection of aquatic-riparian habitats in

these watersheds, the Great Basin Chapter of TU has a right to receive notice of the groundwater

-applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing is held, the right to participate fully in the

adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a final decision on the applications. I
belie\}e this is the only way the Great Basin Chapter of TU can be given a full opportunity to be
heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

- 13.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 28% day of June, 2006.

o B

Don Duff, as President of @éét/Basin Chapter of TU




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit
organization, et al.,
Declaration of

(il & Gacdeoe

In Support of the Petition for
Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
16-Year-Old Groundwater
Applications

Petitioners,

V.

Hugh Ricci, in his official capacity as the
Nevada State Engineer, et al.,

Respondents.

I Zif/ ,/,//K }( . @/Ae/ hereby declare the following:
1. My full, legal name is ___ { ;25&2 a é '4/p,. Kﬂ/&f
>My current address is M.&?LMMMU

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of

M&éﬂ __and ZJAHL@ P, a2 County. [ have lived in the State of
JUP UM(X for é years and have resided in ZQZ e . ZE no_ County for éf years.

4. l am concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater
applications in [/, 4o 2 e County because _J;L%Mﬁz
loits . ? raund cf)aﬂLp/ and /nwg/ +he 102 7L¢/7l25/ﬁ .
Ldaher s in cdod s =gt Ar i pagethovn Hloyada
it ,..,ﬂ,/ TN 1/0,, = £ V/,en)h/@/;?L have o Xz na[é;tzéml Yhe

il

-QLG nomic A2 : o
I recently learned that the Southum Nevada ‘Water Authority's groundwater

applications in the-| hito P A2 County were filed over 16 years ago, on October 17. 1989,




and that the State Engineer’s office is planning on holding hearings on these applications in the
near future. As a resident and property owner in [‘gé ﬁﬁ f,»n ¢ County, | would very much have
liked to received notice of and the opportunity to protest the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the () Lidte P}n 2 County and to participate in any scheduled

hearings on such applications as a means of protecting my existing rights and interests.

6. To date, I have never been given an opportunity to protect my existing rights and
interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s applications.
This is because I never received notice of the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater

applications in [”4: fe E} ne County and, as such, was never given the opportunity to file

a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada water law. I never received notice

or was given the opportunity to file a protest because j/w / )_y—/ P aa¥ /\/ ’74',71 é 4R

In 1989

7. | 1 think the State Engineer's 16-plus-year delay in adjudicating the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its subsequent refusal to re-notice the
application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfair and unjust and my interests are
clearly prejudiced from my resulting inability to protest the groundwater applications.

8. As a resident and property owner in,ﬁﬂé ﬁ é/ ~ 2 County I have a fundamental
interest in protecting my own personal supply of water and in protecting the community's supply
of water from the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications. I have a right

to be heard in a meaningful way.

[ %]




9. As a resident and property owner in (‘34 ;71-; I}, ne County, [ have a

right to receive notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing

is held, the right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a

final decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way I can be given a full opportunity

to be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

'10.  As aresident and property owner in hite P s S County, I also

oo

believe that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications are not in the
public interest — not in the interest of local citizens and property owners like myself who live in

C«)A?’I% Pm e County.

11..  Asaresident and property owner in L /t;‘to. )O;AL County, I also know a

number of people in the community who are unaware of,, or confused by, the State Engineers’
adjudication process and decision to hold hearings on groundwater applications filed over 16
};ears ago. These local residents would benefit greatly from the State Engineer’s fe-noticing of
thé groundwater applications and, if given the opportunity, would provide invaluable comments
and testimony to the State Engineer. Without full participation from such individuals — from
people who live and work in the affected community — I believe the State Engineer cannot make -
a well informed decision regarding the applications or guard the public interest.

12. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the laws

of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on thi 2% _dayof @7_7, 2006.

W7~

Signature

[l//‘ //(ﬂl /(a/en G;/Lé/

Po Bk S7 Yakos Ny ;
lohite Pine Gty 73/




IN THE OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

Great Basin Water Network, a nonprofit )
organization, et al., )
) Declaration of
Petitioners, )
V. ) Utah Council, TU
‘ )
Tracy Taylor, in his official capacity as the ) In Support of the Petition for
Nevada State Engineer, et al., ) Declaratory Order to Re-Notice
A ) Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
Respondents. ) 16 Year Old Groundwater
) Applications

I, Paul Dremann, in my official capacity as Vice President of Conservation for the Utah Council
of Trout Unlimited, hereby declare the following: |

1. My full, legal name is Paul F. Dremann

2. My current address is 2348 Lynwood Drive, Salt Lake City, UT 84109

3. I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of Utah and Salt Lake
County.
4, I am the acting Vice President of Conservation for the Utah Council of Trout Unlhnitgd
(hereinafter “Utah Council of TU”). |
5. | TU is a membership organization whose committed mission is to conserve, protect, and
restore North America's coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.
6. The Utah Council of TU is specifically focused on the conservation, protection, and
restoration of Utah's coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.
7. The Utah Council of TU has approximately 1,900 members in the region.
8. The Utah Council of TU is concerned about the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in White Pine County because of the potential threat groundwater




pumping might have on either reduction of or loss of perennial stream and springé flows in

Snake Valley and Deep Creek Valley, both occupying lands in Utah and Nevada, thereby placing
- at risk of either extinction and/or reduction of native aquatic and fishery endangered, threatened,

sensitive species or species of special concern, and the loss and/or reduction in fisheries related

recreational and economic values to residents and communities in the area to be impacted, as

well as to Council members who utilize these natural resources for their beneficial uses.

9, As on organization committed to the conservation, protection, and restoration of

Utah's coldwater fisheries and their watersheds, the Utah Council of TU would have liked to

receive noﬁce of, and the opportunity to protest, the Southern Neva.da Water Authority’s

groundwater applications in the White Pine County and participate in any scheduled hearings on

such applications as a means of protecting the organization’s existing interests. |

10.  To date, the Utah Council of TU has never been given an opportunity to protect

~ its rights and interests in the groundwater subject to the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s
applications. This is because the Utah Council of TU never received notice of the Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications in White Pine County and, as such, was
never given the opportunity to file a protest within the 30 day time period allowed under Nevada
water law. The Utah Council of TU never received notice or was given the opportunity to ﬁle a
protest because the Utah Council of TU was not informed by the Nevada State Engineer of the
applications as they might possibly affect Utah's waters, fisheries, and wildlife resources located
within the Snake Valley Aquifer System tied to White Pine County, Nevada and Millard, Juab,
and Tooele Counties, Utah from which water resources originate and used by Utah residents,
recreational anglers, and the aquatic-riparian and fisheries resources of the area which would be
potentially impacted by the Southern Nevada Water Authority's groundwater applications.

2



11, The Utah Council of TU believes that the State Engineer’s 16 plus year delay in
adjudicating the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s groundwater applications and its
subsequent refusal to re-notice the application and re-open the protest period is extremely unfanr
and unjust and prejudices the organization’s interests in protecting the region’s precious
groundwater resources and the fish and wildlife that depend on them.

' 12.  Asan organization committed to the conservation, protection, and restoration of
Utah's coldwater fisheries and their watersheds, the Utah Council of TU has a right to receive
notice of the groundwater applications, the right to file a protest, and if a hearing is held, the
right to participate fully in the adjudication process before the State Engineer issues a final
decision on the applications. I believe this is the only way the Utah Council of TU can be given
a full opportunity tb be heard. I also believe that anything less would be entirely unfair.

13. I declare under penalty of petjury under the laws of the United States and the laws
of the State of Nevada that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 30® day of June, 2006.

. Paul Dremann, as che President of Conservation of the Utah Council of TU




