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

IN THE MATTER OF APPLICATIONS )
54003 THROUGH 54021, INCLUSIVE, FILED )
TO APPROPRIATE THE UNDERGROUND ) RULING
WATER OF THE SPRING VALLEY )
HYDROGRAPHIC BASIN (184), ) #5726
WHITE PINE COUNTY, NEVADA )
GENERAL
L

Application 54003 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District"
to appropriate 6 cubic feet per second (cfs) of underground water from the Spring Valley
Hydrographic Basin for municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White
Pine Counties as more specifically described and defined within NRS § 243.210-243.225 (Lincoln),
243.275-243.315 (Nye), 243.365-243.385 (White Pine), and 243.035-243.040 (Clark). The
proposed point of diversion is described as being located within NW'4 NEY of Section 20, T.8N.,
R.68E., MD.B.&M.> In Item 12, the remarks section of the application, it indicates that the water
sought under the application shall be placed to beneficial use within the Las Vegas Valley Water
District service area as set forth in Chapter 752, Statutes of Nevada 1989, or as may be amended.
Further, that the water may also be served and beneficially used by lawful users within Lincoln, Nye
and White Pine Counties, and that water would be commingled with other water rights owned or
served by the applicant or its designee. By letter dated March 22, 1990, the Applicant further
indicated, in reference to Item 12, that the approximate number of persons to be served is 800,000
in addition to the current service of approximately 618,000 persons, that the applications seek all
the unappropriated water within the particular ground-water basins in which the water rights are
sought and that the projected population of the Clark County service area at the time of the 1990
letter was estimated to be 1,400,000 persons by the year 2020.

! These applications are now held in the name of the Southern Nevada Water Authority.

* File No. 54003, official records in the Office of the State Engineer. Exhibit No. 3, public administrative hearing before
the State Engineer, September 11 — 25, 2006. Hereinafter, the transcript and exhibits from this hearing will be referred
to solely by the transcript page number or the exhibit number.
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I

Application 54004 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within NE% SEY of Section 25, T.9N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M.* This application, along with
the others referenced below all contain the same remarks as those identified as to Application
54003,

IIL

Application 54005 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within NEY NEY of Section 14, T9N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M.*

Iv.

Application 54006 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SE% SEY4 of Section 22, T.10N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M.}

V.

Application 54007 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SE% NWY of Section 34, T.11N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M.S

YL

Application 54008 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SW'% SW of Section 1, T.11N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M.’

3 Exhibit No. 4.
* Exhibit No. 5.
* Exhibit No. 6.
¢ Exhibit No. 7.
7 Exhibit No. 8.
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VIL

Application 54009 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within NWY% NEY: of Section 36, T.13N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M.2

VIIL

Application 54010 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SEY4 SEV4 of Section 25, T.14N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M.°

IX.

Application 54011 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within NEY SE of Section 14, T.14N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M."

X,

Application 54012 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SE% NEY of Section 16, T.14N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M.!

XI.

Application 54013 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SW¥% SW of Section 25, T.15N., R.66E., MD.B.&M."

8 Exhibit No. 9.

% Exhibit No. 10.
19 Exhibit No. 11.
1 Exhibit No. 12.
12 Exhibit No. 13.
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Application 54014 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SW¥% SW of Section 15, T.15N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M."

XIII.

Application 54015 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SWY% NWY of Section 14, T.15N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M."*

X1V,

Application 54016 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
tocated within NEV4 SW Y of Section 7, T.15N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M."

XV,

Application 54017 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within NWY% SEY: of Section 25, T.16N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M.'®

XVIL

Application 54018 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 6 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SEY NEY4 of Section 24, T.16N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M."

¥ Exhibit No. 14.
14 Exhibit No. 15.
1% Exhibit No. 16.
' Exhibit No. 17.
17 Exhibit No. 18.
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Application 54019 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 10 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SW'4 NEY of Section 32, T.12N., R.68E., M.D.B.&M."*

XVIIIL

Application 54020 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 10 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SEY SEV; of Section 14, T.14N., R.67E., M.D.B.&M."

XIX.

Application 54021 was filed on October 17, 1989, by the Las Vegas Valley Water District
to appropriate 10 cfs of underground water from the Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin for
municipal and domestic purposes within Clark, Lincoln, Nye and White Pine Counties as more
specifically described and defined above. The proposed point of diversion is described as being
located within SW4 NEY of Section 33, T.16N., R.66E., M.D.B.&M.>

XX,

Many persons or entities protested applications 54003 — 54021, inclusive; however, not
every person protested every application.*’ The applications were protested by the following
persons as tdentified below and on many grounds as also identified below.

PROTESTANTS: Janell Ahivers, Joseph I. Anderson, Keith M. Anderson, Mary Ellen Anderson,
Dolores A. Arnold, Bruce Ashby, Fred Baca & John Theissen, John Bamey, Evan R. Barton, Bath
Lumber Co., Donna Bath, James H. Bath, Walter J. Benson, Neva Bida, Bidart Brothers, Sarah G.
Bishop, Joseph Boland, Boundy & Forman, Inc., Lance Burns, Donald R. Carrick, Cory Carson,
Dewey E. Carson, Kay Carson, Marietta Carson, City of Caliente, Citizen Alert, Steve Collard,
Mary Collins, Don Cooper, County of Nye, County of White Pine and City of Ely, Cindy Cracraft,
Danny Cracraft, Diana B. Crane, Tara Cutler, Rutherford Day, Irvin Baker Edwards, David
Eldridge, Delbert D. Eldridge, Dennis H. Eldridge, Elva J. Eldridge, George Eldridge & Sons, Inc.,
Gordon D. Eldridge, Helen Eldridge, Mary R. Eldridge, Nancy J. Eldridge, El Tejon Cattle Co., Ely
Shoshone Tribe of Indians, Juan M. Escobedo, Donald T. Fackrell, Sherlyn K. Fackrell, Marcia

'8 Exhibit No. 19.
1% Exhibit No. 20.
2 Exhibit No. 21.
2 Exhibit Nos. 22-41.
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Forman, Richard Forman, Richie Forman, Selena M. Forman, James F. Fraser, Lory M. Free,
Beverly R. Gaffin, Mary Goeringer, Danny E. Griffith, Sally Gust, Helen Hackett, Max Hannig,
Monte Hansen, Joan F. Hanson, Robert L, & Fern A. Harbecke, Glen W. Harper, John A. and
Vivian A. Havens, Rick Havenstrite, Randy Heinfer, Christine Hermansen, Jess Hiatt, Bonnie J.
Higdon, Bunny R. Hill, Harry James Hill, Edith Jean Hill, Merle C. Hill, Garland N. Hollingshead,
Karma H. Hollingshead, Charlene R. Holt, Wesley A. Holt, Barry C. Isom, Linda H. Isom, Abigail
C. Johnson, Lee Jensen, Kristine P. Kaiser, Art Kinder, Kirkeby Ranch, Rudolph E. Krause, Las
Vegas Fly Fishing Club, Alton C. Leavitt, James 1. Lee, Sarah Locke, Dr. Dan A. Love, John R.
McKay, Wanda McKrosky, Lenora McMurray, Daniel Maes, Dennis Mangum, Robert N. Marcum,
Chuck Marques, Beatrice D. Mathis, Laurel Ann Mills, Moriah Ranches, Inc., Mary Mosley,
Frances Murrajo, Nevada Cattlemen’s Association, Eastern Unit, Nevada Farm Bureau Federation,
Dean G. Neubauer, Janet K. Neubauer, Bob Nichols, Jim & Betty Nichols, Lyle Norcross, Donna
A. Nye, Helen O’Connor, Nancy Overson, Edna Oxborrow, Linda Palczewski, Panaca Irrigation
Co., Bruce Pencek, Carter I.. Perkins, John Perondi, Pioche Town Board, Clarence S. Prestwich,
Karen L. Prestwich, Duane Reed, Debbie Rollinson, Katherine A. Rountree, William R. Rountree,
Margaret Rowe, Marsha Lynn Sanders, Mark Schroeder, Larry Shew, Diana Smith, Amelia
Sonnenberg, [rene Spaulding, Sportsworld, Karen Sprouse, Connie K. Stasiak, Mildred L. Stevens,
Virgina B. Terry, Roy Theiss, Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club, Tonya K. Tomlinson, John G.
Tryon, Candi Tweedy, Freddy Van Camp, Jack Van Camp, John M. Wadsworth, Danicl Weaver,
Lois Weaver, Randy Weaver, Selena Weaver, Barlow White, White Pine County Cowbelles, Kelly
Wiedmeyer, Thomas R. Wiedmeyer, Patricia Williams, Paula Williams, Unincorporated Town of
Pahrump, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service.

Prior to the administrative hearing, the Applicant filed a Motion to Dismiss Individual
Protest Claims Regarding Spring Valley Applications and Memorandum in Support.** In response
to the motion, replies were filed and stipulations entered into with the Federal agencies.”> The
State Engineer’s response to the motion is found in State Engineer’s Intermediate Order No. 4
pursuant to which he dismissed some protest claims and denied the request as to others.** Some of
the claims may be addressed below, as they are also statutory criteria that must be met. Other
protest claims were resolved by the Stipulation entered into with Federal agencies that resulted in
the withdrawal of their protests.”® The remaining protest grounds are summarized as follows:

2 Exhibit No. 44.
B Exhibit Nos. 47, 50, 51, 52, 53.
# Exhibit No. 57.
2 Exhibit No, 63,
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PROTEST GROUNDS:

1. The applications should be denied because they fail to adequately describe the proposed works,
the cost of such works, estimated time required to construct the works and place the water to

beneficial use and the approximate number of persons to be served.

2. The water is not available for appropriation and the quantity requested for appropriation will
exceed the safe vield of the area. Mining of ground water is not acceptable and appropriation of
this magnitude will lower the water table and degrade the quality of water from existing wells,
cause negative hydraulic gradient influences and other negative impacts and adversely affect
existing rights and the public interest.

3. The proposed diversions are from the carbonate-rock province of Nevada that is typified by
complex, interbasin, regional-flow systems that include both basin-fill and carbonate-rock aquifers
along with interbasin flows that are poorly defined, and the diversions will reduce the interbasin
flows, and modify the direction of ground-water movement in adjoining and hydraulically
connected basins thereby reducing spring and stream flows. Different flow systems underlie the
state of Nevada and these flow systems link the ground water beneath many of the hydrologic
basins over distances greater than 200 miles. While water taken from a basin may be within the
perennial yield of that basin, areas as far away as 200 miles may experience drawdown thereby
experiencing negative impacts.

4. Granting the applications in the quantity requested will impair, conflict and interfere with
existing water rights, sources and uses,

5. The granting of the applications would conflict with or tend to impair existing water rights
because, if granted, the amount of water appropriated would exceed the safe yield thereby
unreasonably lowering the water table.

6. It is unclear whether the amount contemplated in the applications is necessary and reasonably
required for the proposed purposes.

7. The Applicant has not shown a need for the water or that the project is feasible.

8. The Applicant lacks the financial capability for developing the project.

9.  Further study is needed because the potential effects are impossible to anticipate and we do not
want to render Spring Valley into another Owens Valley.

10. The available scientific literature is not adequate to reasonably assure that the proposed
diversions will not impact senior rights and water resources.

11. The water will not be put to a good use and it will not serve or benefit the public interest. The
Las Vegas Valley population is big enough. Further growth is not in the best interest of the Las
Vegas community; neither will it benefit Nevada and the Nation. Rather than give the Las Vegas
Valley more water, the State should encourage growth control, water economy, a sustainable life-
style, and the building up of other communities.
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12. The applications should be denied because the Applicant has failed to provide information
necessary for the State Engineer to protect the public interest, such information including, the
cumulative impacts of the proposed extractions, mitigation measures that will reduce the impacts of
the proposed extractions and alternatives to the proposed extractions.

13. The applications should be denied because the per capita water consumption rate for the Las
Vegas area is far above that of similarly situated southwestern cities.

14. Clark County must grow within the limits of their natural resources or the environmental and
socioeconomic balance of the state of Nevada will be destroyed.

15. The use of water as proposed will interfere with the purpose for which federal lands are
managed under the Federal Land Use Policy and Management Act of 1976.

16. The water is now being used and further pumping in large amounts would deplete the
underground water and dry up springs thereby adversely affecting wildlife, livestock and game
animals, birds, fish and Homo sapiens forever. It is about time for Clark County to solve their
problems and not steal the good things rural Nevada offers.

17. The applications will encourage and enable the uncontrolled population growth in the Las
Vegas Valley, which will exacerbate existing problems of air quality, traffic and crime.

18. The applications will cause water rates to go up thereby causing demand to go down thereby
rendering the water unnecessary.

19. The applications should be denied because they lie within the land covered by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley of 1863 and land claims under this treaty are currently in litigation and would conflict
with the reserved rights of the Western Shoshone Tribe.

20. A project of such unprecedented magnitude is likely to cost far more than the Applicant has
anticipated; a partially completed project — a white elephant — will burden local rate payers, bond
holders, and eventually the State with higher costs, while neither meeting the water demands of the
metropolitan Las Vegas area nor mitigating adverse ecological, economic and cultural effects of the
project on rural Nevadans.

21. California’s experiences suggest that large-scale water projects injure the state’s reputation,
promote factious politics and allegations of corruption, waste horrendous quantities of water
through leakage and evapotranspiration, and foster dangerous illusions that water supplies are
limitless and are either free for the wasting or are allocated solely for the advantage of the rich and
powerful,

22. A lack of water will restrict growth in the Pioche area.

23. The D-X Ranch plans to re-open previously existing commercial businesses and the
applications would affect the owner’s lifestyle,

24. The applications will discourage lower cost, more efficient alternatives to obtaining water and
pass the development costs on to the consumer.
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25. The applications should be denied because removal of the water will adversely impact
economic activity such as agriculture, power generation and transmission, mineral extraction,
manufacturing, tourism, and concentration of population.

26. Mining of the water resources will negate recreational and fish habitat benefits provided
through voluntary contrtbutions.

27. Rural water sources have value in their natural state for recreation and scenic vistas.

28. The applications were some of the 146 applications to appropriate water filed by the Las Vegas
Valley Water District, which combined seek approximately 800,000 acre-feet annually of
underground and surface water, and diversion of such a quantity of water would deprive the area of
origin of water needed to protect and enhance its environment and economic well being, and would
unnecessarily destroy environmental, ecological, scenic and recreational values the State holds in
trust for its citizens. Additionally, the diversion and exportation of this water will lower the static
water level adversely affecting water quality, existing wells, cause negative hydraulic gradient
influences, negative impacts, threaten springs, seeps and phreatophytes, which provide water and
habitat critical to the survival of wildlife and grazing livestock, and will adversely affect existing
rights and the public interest.

29. In as much as an interbasin transfer project of this magnitude has never been considered, it is
impossible to anticipate all possible adverse effects without further information and study. This
project cannot be properly evaluated without an independent, formal and public reviewable
assessment.

30. The granting of the applications is not in the public interest, as it would allow the Applicant to
"lock-up" vital water resources for possible use in the distant future beyond current planning
horizons.

31. The applications should be denied because population projection numbers are unrealistic,
current and developing trends in housing, landscaping, plumbing fixture standards and
demographic patterns all suggest that the simplistic water demand forecasts upon which the
proposed transfers are based substantially overstate future water demands.

32. The applications should be denied because conservation programs in the water district are
ineffective and the granting of these applications will increase the waste of water in Las Vegas.

33. These appropriations, even if limited to annual recharge, will inevitably damage plant and
animal life on the surface. Precious wild and cultivated areas will be destroyed, wildlife will be
disturbed or killed off and the lives of human residents and visitors damaged. In this sense, the
water is not available for appropriation,

34. Spring Valley is home to the Swamp Cedar and Spring Valley Pupfish, which are rare and
unique species. The survival of both depends on water quality and water levels that currently exist
and they cannot tolerate less.



Ruling
Page 10

35. The appropriation of the quantity requested will have negative impacts to the streams and
pools within the Great Basin National Park; thus, having a negative effect on migratory birds and
the plant and animal species. Great Basin National Park is the state’s only national park and to
divert and export water from it without a water resource plan would be sinful. The environmental
impact and economic well-being of the basin of origin need to be addressed.

36. The use of water as proposed under the applications would threaten to prove detrimental to the
public interest because they would likely jeopardize the continuance of threatened and endangered
species. The use of the water as proposed under the applications will impair wetlands and water in
the area that support migratory birds, native fish and other wildlife in conflict with Federal laws that
seek to protect wetlands, migratory birds and wildlife for the benefit of all.

37. The granting of the applications will lower the water table, sanction water mining, degrade
water quality, cause negative hydraulic gradient influences, threaten springs and seeps and
phreatophytes which provide water and habitat critical to the survival of wildlife including,
endangered species and grazing livestock.,

38. The applications will negatively impact Nevada's environment. The applications should be
denied since it is the public policy of the State of Nevada, per Governor Bob Miller’s January 25,
1990, State of the State Address to protect Nevada’s environment, even at the expense of growth.
39. Granting the applications in the quantity requested, that is for all the unappropriated water in
the basin, will adversely affect agricultural operations in that it will affect the economic welfare of
all farms and ranches, it will destroy the environmental balance thereby destroying grazing lands,
wetlands and farm lands, and it will halt all potential agricultural growth.

40. In modern periods of drought there is insufficient water that currently creates hardships on
cattlemen in that grazing areas do not have sufficient feed, surface waters are insufficient for
irrigation and stock watering, water tables are lowered making it more difficult and expensive to
pump water, which all affects the economic welfare. If drought creates this many hardships,
continual removal of the perennial vield will destroy ranching.

41. The State Engincer must consider all of the future environmental and socioeconomic
ramifications of the trans-basin transfer of ground water in order to protect the state of Nevada by
not allowing these transfers.

42. The State Engineer has a responsibility to all of the people of Nevada and must consider all
adverse effects, which the granting of these applications will have on all areas in the state of
Nevada. The appropriation of this magnitude of water will deprive the areca of origin of water
needed for its environmental and economic well being, especially as it applies to the agricultural
uses for this area.

43. Granting the applications would be inconsistent with the federally owned water rights as to
lands affected by Applications 54003-54005 and the proposed points of diversion are located near a
wilderness study area that is managed by the BLM for study and potential designation as a National
Wilderness Area.
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44. Granting the applications will be detrimental to the public interest because it will eliminate the
capability of the federal agencies to fulfill federal land management activities imposed by
legislative action.

XXI.

The United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLLM), National
Park Service and Fish and Wildlife Service were Protestants to the applications. The Ely Shoshone
Tribe of Indians protested Application 54019. A Stipulation for the Withdrawal of Protests
(Stipulation) was entered into between the Southern Nevada Water Authority and the United States
Department of Interior on behalf of the Bureau of Indians Affairs, the Bureau of Land Management,
the National Park Service, and the Fish and Wildlife Service.?® The intent of the Parties to the
Stipulation was to provide initial express conditions to allow development of the waters applied for
to proceed; however, to recognize that future conditions may be adjusted based on the
implementation of the monitoring, management and mitigation plans specified in the attachments to
the Stipulation. The common goals stated by the Parties to the Stipulation are that the Parties are
(1) to manage the development of ground water by the Applicant in the Spring Valley Hydrographic
Basin without causing injury to Federal Water Rights and/or unreasonable adverse effects to
Federal Resources in the Area of Interest, (2) to accurately characterize the ground-water gradient
from Spring Valley Hydrographic Basin to Snake Valley Hydrographic Basin via Hamlin Valley,
and (3) to avoid any effect on Federal Resources located within the boundaries of the Great Basin
National Park from ground-water withdrawal by the Applicant in the Spring Valley Hydrographic
Basin. Additional common goals were indicated to be (1) to manage the development of ground
water in order to avoid unreasonable adverse effects to wetlands, wet meadow complexes, springs,
streams, and riparian and phreatophytic communities and maintain biologic integrity and ecological
health of the Area of Interest over the long term, (2) to avoid any effect to water-dependent
ecosystems within the boundaries of the Great Basin National Park, and (3) to avoid an
unreasonable degradation of the scenic values of and visibility from the Great Basin National Park
due to a potential increase in airborne particulates and loss of surface vegetation which may result
from ground-water withdrawals by the Applicant.

The Parties agreed that the preferred conceptual approach for protecting Federal Water
Rights from injury and Federal Resources from unreasonable adverse effects within the Area of
Interest and for avoiding any cffect on Federal Resources located within the boundaries of the Great
Basin National Park that may be caused by ground-water withdrawals by the Applicant in Spring
Valley is through the development of such ground water in conjunction with the implementation of
the monitoring, management and mitigation plans described in Exhibits A and B to the Stipulation.

2 Exhibit No. 63.










































































































































