
Your Honor, 
 
My name is Judith Richey.  My husband and I built our home in SPCE in 2003.   
 
Our well level was not measured by Mark Moll.  Our well was measured after we first moved in by 
USGS and by the man that drilled our well.  Then in September of 2017, it was measured again by 
Karl Hausman when we had to get our pump replaced. I made this statement as the well data that was 
obtained by 
Mark Moll was not allowed as part of other testimony by the court as it did not meet court deadlines. 
 
When we purchased our lot, we were required by the developer to watch a video in the sales office that told 
us that there was abundant water for the development of SPCE. Each lot was at least 10 acres and all were 
allowed to have individual wells.  Individual wells were allowed because of the limited number of home sites 
in a large area. 
 
PAAKO, our neighboring community, which was developed earlier than SPCE, was NOT allowed to have 
individual wells because of the high density of the development. These were decisions made by the state 
engineer. 
 
Now, our developer has a new plan to establish a very high-density community that will potentially use more 
water than all the wells in the east mountain communities identified, combined.   
The new state engineer supports this plan. 
So, what has changed? 
 
At this point I was interrupted by the attorney for AS claiming that I was not speaking about issues which were 
facts about my property but about my perceptions of previous trial testimony.  I then asked the judge if what I 
learned from the trial could not be applied to my own experience and added that our well was drilled to 240 
feet and that the water level was measured in September 2017 at 174’.  Therefore our well has dropped about 
10’ since we moved in. 
 
During the course of the trial we learned that if the new AS proposal is approved, many of the existing wells in 
our community will be adversely impacted, many having to be replaced.  The number identified was only 11 or 
12 and as many as 100.   
 
(Your honor, AS claims their theory fits a model they developed, while actual data from wells monitored 
repeatedly in the area does not support that claim.) 
 
So, what if the number of wells adversely impacted is closer to 100?  How will AS mitigate those impacted 
wells and when?  
 
In the hearing prior to this trial, the state engineer denied the application by AS stating that “there is no 
unappropriated water available in the east mountains.” 
 
Again, the question remains, What, has changed? For these reasons, your honor, I respectfully ask that you 
reject this new petition by AS. 
 
 
 
 


