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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed a district court judgment defining the scope and width of an
irrigation pipeline easement across the plaintiff’s property. The Court held that the primary easement
was limited to the pipeline’s physical dimensions and that the secondary easement for replacement and
maintenance was reasonably limited to a sixteen-foot strip. It also upheld the requirement that the
irrigation district make every reasonable effort to preserve trees and a septic drain field.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an undefined express easement or prescriptive easement for an irrigation pipeline included the
thirty-to-forty-foot area needed for the District’s preferred construction method.

2. Whether the secondary easement associated with the pipeline easement was properly limited to sixteen
feet based on the less intrusive installation method.

3. Whether the district court properly ordered the District to make every reasonable effort to preserve the
trees and septic drain field.

4. Whether the Supreme Court should address the District’s request for reassignment of the trial judge on
remand.

HOLDINGS

1. An undefined express easement is defined by the intent of the parties as demonstrated by the easement’s
initial use, and a prescriptive easement is defined by its continuous and uninterrupted use during the
prescriptive period. Here, the District’s primary easement was limited to the physical dimensions and
location of the existing pipeline, not the area occupied by construction machinery.

2. The secondary easement for entering the property and performing necessary pipeline work is governed
by reasonableness and may be defined by the trial court. On the evidence presented, the permissible
width for installing the replacement pipeline was sixteen feet, because the less intrusive method was
available and there was no evidence that it cost more.

3. The district court properly ordered the District to make every reasonable effort to preserve the trees and
drain field, subject to the overarching requirement that the District’s use of the secondary easement
remain reasonable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that the rights of the owner of the dominant estate are limited by this rule of reasonableness.” (153
Idaho at 758)

“Given the absence of evidence of the respective costs of these methods of installation, the district court
correctly determined that the less intrusive method of pipeline installation defined the permissible scope of the
District’s actions on Ruddy-Lamarca’s property.” (153 Idaho at 759)

“As we interpret the district court’s order as requiring the District to “make every reasonable effort” to
protect the trees and drain field, we affirm the judgment.” (153 Idaho at 760)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ruddy-Lamarca owned a five-acre tract crossed by the District’s buried irrigation pipeline, originally installed in
1954 and replaced with another four-inch pipeline in 1962. The District sought to install a ten-inch replacement
pipeline alongside the existing pipe using machinery requiring thirty to forty feet of width, an approach that



could destroy two mature maple trees and damage Ruddy-Lamarca’s septic drain field. Ruddy-Lamarca
presented an alternative installation method requiring only sixteen feet and preserving those features. The 1911
express easement established a right-of-way for irrigation facilities but did not specify its width or location.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Kootenai County district court found that the District possessed express and prescriptive easements in the
same location and limited their width to sixteen feet. It also ordered the District to make every effort to preserve
two maple trees and a septic drain field. The District appealed, challenging the easement width, the preservation
requirement, and requesting reassignment of the judge on remand. The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed.
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