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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed a district court judgment holding that the United States’ late-filed
supplemental storage water-right claims were barred by claim preclusion. The court concluded that the
relevant water rights had been adjudicated and decreed in prior general adjudications, that the claims
arose from the same transaction, and that they should have been asserted earlier. The court also
rejected the United States’ argument that later changes in water-accounting procedures created claims

exempt from preclusion.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The United States appealed from the district court's summary

judgment ruling in consolidated Snake River Basin Adjudication
subcases. The district court adopted the special master's conclusion
that the United States' late-filed supplemental storage-water-right
claims were barred by claim preclusion. The Idaho Supreme Court
affirmed and declined to award attorney fees on appeal, while

awarding costs to the State and Suez.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Idaho Supreme Court freely reviews conclusions of law, including
whether res judicata applies. It reviews summary judgment under the
same standard as the district court, considering each motion on its own
merits and determining whether the record shows no genuine dispute
of material fact and entitlement to judgment as a matter of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether claim preclusion barred the United States' late claims for supplemental beneficial-use storage

water rights.

2. Whether the State of Idaho and Suez Water Idaho, Inc. were entitled to attorney fees on appeal under
Idaho Code section 12-117.

HOLDINGS

1. Claim preclusion barred the United States from litigating the late claims because the Payette
Adjudication and SRBA were final judgments on the merits, the identity-of-parties requirement was
satisfied or had little relevance in the general-adjudication context, and the late claims arose from the

same transaction and should have been asserted in the earlier adjudications.

2. The State and Suez were prevailing parties but were not entitled to attorney fees because the United

States had not acted without a reasonable basis in fact or law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We thus hold that claim preclusion bars the United States in this proceeding from seeking to litigate issues of
refill and flood-control administration, and from attempting to supplement the water rights already decreed
with quantities of water in excess of the quantities already decreed.” (at 12)

“Absent the United States undertaking appropriate proceedings to set aside a final judgment under Idaho
Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b), we emphasize that the decrees are conclusive and final, which comports our
general reluctance to allow already-decreed water rights to be relitigated.” (at 12)

“For the reasons above, we affirm the district court’s ruling that claim preclusion bars the Late Claims.” (at
14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The United States held decreed storage-water rights totaling 700,000 AFY in Cascade Reservoir and 163,000
AFY in Deadwood Reservoir, with those rights adjudicated in the Payette Adjudication and later decreed in the
SRBA. In 2013, the United States filed late claims asserting supplemental storage rights that would allow the



Bureau of Reclamation to complete a physical refill after flood-control releases, based on a 1965 priority date.
The claims arose after Idaho's water-accounting system shifted from physical-fill accounting to computerized

paper-fill accounting, but the asserted diversion and beneficial use allegedly predated both earlier adjudications.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The United States filed late claims in 2013 asserting supplemental beneficial-use storage water rights for
Cascade and Deadwood Reservoirs. The Idaho Department of Water Resources recommended disallowance
because the rights had not been claimed in the earlier Payette Adjudication and SRBA. After referral to a special
master, the district court adopted the recommendation that the claims were precluded, but rejected an alternative
duplicative-rights rationale. The United States appealed the preclusion ruling.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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