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General Description of the Project

| The application contemnlates an appropriation of one-half
. "~ cubic foot ver second, year-round plus 120 acre-feet per annum, the

latter to be collected between December 1 and April 30 of each season.
The source designated is the Middle Fork of Senta Ana Creek, a tributary,
via Coyote Creek, of Ventura BRiver, in Ventura County. The point of
diversion is described as being located within ihe Wi3EE: of Section 1, |
T4E R 24 W, SBB&M. Diversion is to be effected by means of a cement and
rock dam, 5 feet high by 40 feet long. From that dam the water is to be
conducted through 3000 lineal feet of 6 inch steel-cement pipe to an

of fstream storage reservoir, 30 acre~feet in capacity, the storage dam
being an earth structure 25 feet high and 275 feet long. The water is
woanted for domestic and irrigation purposes. Domestic use is to include

service to 6 residences, a total of 3 acres of zgarden and orchard and the

. ' - watering of 150 head of cattle, 100 hogs and a miscellany of fowl. Some



255 acres are to be irrigated of which 30 acres are to be in alfalfa,
20 acres in trees, 50 acres in general c¢rops and the balance, pasture.
Irrigation is to extend year round. The land to be irrigated is said
to have no other water right or source of water supply.

| Protests

Otto G. Wilhelm through tndla %. Shirk (once guardian, now

administratrix) protested the application, claiming a prior right under
Application 3660, his diversion thereunder heading within thg W&SWe of
Section 7, T4N R23W, SBBXM. According to the vrotest the flow of the
source is Insuffieient to satisfy both the protestant's rights and the
appropriation sought by the applicant, insufficlency of flow extends
from April to October, both inclusive, surpluses sometiumes occur during
vinter months. The protest invites attention to the cancellation of
Application 5809,

Charlotte Fitch Dunshee states that mmy further upstrean

diversions will ieave insufficient water in Santa ina Creek to satisfy

her appropriation under Application 5881.

The City of San Buenaventura claims that the proposed diversion

will interfere with diversions by that city at Casltas Narrows on Ventura
River, where it has appropriazted sll of the surfece flow except flood
flov. It.ciaims also that thé surface floy is already insufficient and
that supplementation by means of wells has been necessary.. It states that
its diversion hesads within Section 8, T3N R23W, SBB&M. |

Roy Pinkerton prqtésts that the pronosed appropfiation vill

materially deplete thé well supply upon which his 100 acre property




in Lot 25, Rancho Senta Ana (TLN R24W) depends for a domestic and
irrigation supply.
| Ventura County Floal Control District protests that the

proposed appropriation is in conflict with that district's earlier
- Applications 11710 and 11429,

John B. Cooke protests that the proposed avpropriation will

materislly reduce the supply which he obtainé froaw a well loceted within
Tract A of Rancho Santa Ana. He claims 2 riparian right, states that
his use is for domestic purposes and irrigation.

Edith H. Hoffmen vprotests that the proposed sppropriastion will

interfere with her supply from wells located within Lots 1 and 2 of Tract
C of Rancho Santa Aﬁa; She states that she uses water for domestic
purposes, irrigation and stockwatering.
Answers
The applicant denies the allegations of the seversl protestants,
alleging in turn that the diversion which he proposes will benefit the
protestants rather than injure them.

Hearing_ﬁeld in Accordance with the Water Code

Application 12935 was comnleted in accordance with the ¥ater
Code and the Rules and Regulations of the Division of Water Resources
end, being protested, waé set for public hearing under the provisions of
Article 133, Section.?jj(a) of the California Admicistrative Code, Title 23,
Waters, on Wednesday, July 11, 1951 in ilhe Buard of Supervisors' Hearing koom

-at the Court House, Ventura, California., Of the hearing the applicant and

the protestants were duly notified.




Summary of Proceedings at Hearing of July 11, 1951

Applicent de la Garrigue testified (peges 11 to 31 of
transcript) that he has owned the property for which water is soucht
since April, 1946, that water was then being diverted on that property
from the source now filed upon, that the_intake'consisted of a 20
foot length of split-oven 10 inch pive lying on a solid rock with an
earth and rock dam diverting water into that pipe cr trough; that the
pipe ¢r trough had capacitj enough to carry the flow of the creek except
during the rainy season; that there was a small loss by seepage at the
entrance to the pive; that from the intake the pipe line leads some 2/3
of the way through the aspplicents property; that.there is very little
flow in the Middle Fork below the applicent's intake, that fiow extending
some 500 feet and tren disappearing into the ground; that more water
flows during the rainy season than the pive can carry; that the
application refers to the excess of creek flow beyond the carrying capacity
of the pipe;_that the water diverted through the pipe has been uséd for
domestic purposes and irrization; that if the application is approved it is
intended to move the intske a short distaﬁce upstream where a better head
1s obtainable; that he is engaged in the business of remanufacturing
pumps and installing new irrigation systems and removing old ones; that the
intake on his property appeared to be more then 40 years oid;.that the
existing pipe line delivers an estimated 25 to 30 gallons per minute; that
for domestic needs a partial supply is obtained from springs on his
property; that the flow of the source drops to ghout 10 gerllons ver minute
during veriods of hot weather: that the middle fork.of Santa Ana Creek
crosses his'land; that portions of the main fork and the west fork of

Sants Ana Creek also cross his land.,.
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Upon the éonclusion of the applicant's testimony Attorney
Wichner rested the applicant's case and moved (page 32 of transcript)
that a fleld investigation be made in suvplementatiosn of that case.
Attorney Hollingsworth on benalf of Protestant Hoffman, moved for a
dismissal of the application upon the ground of alleged failure by the
applicant to show the existence of unanpropriated water. = Attorneys Wright,
Selby, Roff and Dixon joined in the motion to dismiss as did Messrs.
Cooke, Pinkerton, Fowler, Dunlap and Chase, Mr. Bernard chosé not to
so join. In reply to the motion to dismiss, Attorney Wichner observed
(page 36 of transcript) that.testimony showing the existence of excesses
of water from Decesber 1 to April 30 had already been introduced and that
that testimony in itself amounted to a prima facie showing that surpluses
exist, |

RBoy Pinkerton next testified (page 43 of transcript) that he

owns 104 acres some 4 or 5 miles downstream from the applicant's property,
that his (the protestant's) property receives its water supply from wells
loéated near the stream, that in 1951 the wells have gone nearly dry, that
he protests any upstrean diversion.that will interfere with normal
percolation in the streambed, that the water level in the wells fluctuates,
that the use of water also varies, that the stream flows across his property,
that there are several riparian owners between his property and the
applican?s, that the 1951 season has been & dry season,

Charles . Dunlap (owner of 2% z2res served from Roy Pinkerton's

vell) testified (page 47 of transcript) that he uses 3 wells including the
Pinkerton well, that water now stands about 4 feet in the wells, that if
it recedes further his investment will be lost, that there is little flow

~in the Santa Ana except after storms and for & period in April, that his.
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wells are from 20 to 50 feet from the creek bank, that he has a check
danm at stream bed level, from which the distance down to bedrock is zbout 12

feet.

Kenneth fowler téstified {vage 50 of transcript) that George
Fowler purchased the 557 acre Fokker Ranch.in 1932, thaﬁ they (the Fowlers)
have always used the surplus water coming down the Santa Ana, thét their
ranch lies between de la Garrigue and Dunlap, that there is surface flov
all year round although small in amount, that bedréck is 15 feet bélow
stream bed, that they dry-farm most of their ranch but irrigate.about 5
acres by pumping from a pool in the stream channel, that puming fbr a
half hour or an hour exhausts the pool, that the flow of the creek goes
underground a short distance delow the pool.

Attorney Dixon on behalf'pf Ventura County Flood Control District

called attention (page 33 of transcript) to Applications 11310 and 11429,
and introduced 2 exhibits as an indication that priority under those
‘applications is being maintained.

Attorney Roff, on behalf of the City of San Buenaventura; introduced

two exhibits by reference, these being appropriation notices allegedly filed
in July 1872 for 2000 mirerts inches and in November 1875 for 3500 miner's
1nches.L | _

Lou Wood; Superintendent, Ventura Water System, testified (pages
58 to 62 of transcript) that that system!s principal source of water is
the Ventura River below its junction with Coyote Creek, to which Santa
Ang Creek is tributary, that the amount taken from Tentura River during
1946 and 1947 was about 6000 acre-feet, that there is never any surplus

surface flow in Covote Creek; that there is some surface flow in Coyote




Creek, which flow is normally greater from December 1 to April 30

than at other times, that all water flowing through the System's intakes
1s used, |

B, ¥, Hoffman, Jr., testified (psge 62 of transcript) that he

operates a property owned by his wife, that Santa Ana Creek traverses

that property, that Santa Ana Creek feeds a water hole at which livestock

has been watered since 1916, fhat the water hole has been dry for the last

3 years, that in order to_water cattle it has been necessary to install

a pump and pipeliné, that the entire property is riparian, thet until 1540
there was a continuous stream of water flowlng in Coyote and Santa Ana Creeks.

Wendell S, Miller testified (page 66 of transcript) that he is a

part owner of a property on Santa Ana Creek below de la Garrigue and
adjoining Shirk, that he and his co—ownefs have pumped water from welis '
beside the stream and taken water from water holes and sumps, that water
has been so obtained and used for at least 10 yeérs, that there is no
outflow of water beyond that property, that the supply is diminishing,
year by year. ' |

Attorney Selby on btehalf of Mr. Miller and his co—owners offered

(page 68 of transcript) by reference a judgment dated XNovember 1, 1915, in
an actlon in the Superior Court, County of Ventura, purportedly enjoining
the taking of water from a point on the land now held by Applicant de la
Garrigue and transporting said water to a remote area,

Inforzation Obtained by Field I-vestieation of July 12, 1951

The report of fleld investigation contains statements to the
following effect.
The watershed above Applicant de la Garrigue's.proposed point of

diversion contains about 1.8 square miles of steep broken nountain side with
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south exposure and for the most part heavily drush covered. Average

rainfall over that area is thought to average between 20 and 25 inches.
The past 7 years have been subnormal, the past year little more ihan 50%
~ of normal,

At Applicent de la Garrigue's proposed point of diversion, a
naturel cleft in exposed bedrock, approvimately 3 mile above his present
point of diversicn, flow measured 30 gallions per minute. HNo work has been
done at this site other than the bulldozing of a road up the canyon. The
proposed point of diversion is 200 feet higher than the present point of
diversion and the irrigated area can be served by gravity. |

| At the applicant's present point of diversion jo'gallons per
minute were being diverted and very little water was escaping down streanm,
The espplicant!s present use includes the 1rrigation by sprinkler of 15
acres of planted vasture, domestic use at 2 houses, the watering of 20
head of livestock and the watering of a quarter‘acre of zarden. Twenty
acres of corn, planted this spring, have been abandoned, due in part to
lack of wate:. An existing reservolr on the de la Garrigue place is 10 to
12 acre-feet in espacity. There is in addition a swimming pool 20 x 45 feet
in plan, bty 5 feet deep. There 1s a pipe'line leading from the present
point.of diversion. It is very old and has been replaced in part‘by 6 inch
steel pipe the capacity of which, with due regard to the grade on which 1t
is leid, is estimated to be 0.85 cubic foot per second. A branch from the
0ld line erteunds to the reservolr.

All of the protestants as well as the appllicant appear fo be
: riparian or to overlie the valley lands, Use of water dnriﬁg 1951 was

considerably below normal, due to shortage of supply. Current use is as

follcws:




Wilheln (including tenants) = irrigation of 125 acres of

alfalfa, watering of some 520 head of livestock, and domestic

use, water being obtained by surface diversion from Santa Ana Creek,
from a well, and from a spring, On date of investigation the spring
‘was dry and the reservoir contained only enough water for domestic
needs and stockwatering. |

Clausen and Mlller - use: domestic, irrigation of 2 acres, watering

of 16 to 20 head of cattle; sources: 3 wells, 2 sums in stream

channel. st time of investigation 2 of the wells and 1 of . the

sunps was 4dry.

Cooke = use: domestic purposes and watering of not over & acré of

 lawn and flowers; source: 1 well,

Fowler - use: domestic, irrigation of 29 acres, watering of 35 head of
cattle; source: a sump in the stream channel _

Barnard -— use; domestic, irrigation of 2 acres, watering of 50 to 60
head of cattle; source: a well, some distance easterly of Santa Ana Creek.
The well'waé about dry at time of field investigation,

Dunshee - use: domestic purposes énd watering of 80 fo 100 head of
cattle, |

Peirano - use: domestic, watering 25 head of livestock, irrigating 25
acres; source: 2 wells near Santa Ana Creek. Has notirrigated this year.
Dunlap - use: irrigation of 15 acres; source: wells. Claims he had

only “8 acre inches" in 1950, |

Pinkerton - usé: domestic and irrigation of 4 acres of permanent
pasture. |

Hoffmen - use: domestic, stockwatering (500 head) and irrigation of
scattered_patches; source: wells,

County of Ventura - use: none'at present; has spplied for.a.permit to

appropriate 10000 acre-feet.
' o . A




. City of San Buenaventura - use: municipal; source: Venture River
| - below junction with Coyote Creek; annual consumntion: 6000 acre-feet.
With reference to watershed characterestics the report of investigation
states in part:

"The watershed abave the Casitas dam site of Ventura County
which is below the junction of Cnycte and Santa Ana Crecks
is about 35.8 square miles, beilng roughly 75 perceat
mountain and hill and the balance is valley land. The
watershed above the 1.8.5.8, zaging station near the

mouth of Coyote Creek has a watershed zrea of adout 41,1
square miles, being about 75 vercent mountain and hills.

» * * . *

"Aversge anmual precipitation and runoff are probably
at least 20 percent higher sbove the proposed point of
diversion than over the entire watershed.

%At present there is a reach of four or five hundred |
' feet below applicant'!s present diversion that has _
. healthy willow and alder growth, indicatingz some under- ‘
- flow in the canyon, but the lower one quarter aile

above the junction with the West Fork has scattered

dying or dead clumps of willows. The YWest Fork, fronm -
the applicant's west property line to well sbove the

Middle Fork has conglidershle growths of healthy alders

or willows, wlth numerous vools of standing water, but

with very little flow between pools. The stream channel,

to a point about one=half mile below the Forest boundary

has medium to heavy growth of healthy =alders, with a few

pools of standing water. From there to Coyote Creek,

no standing pools of water were observed, but there were

several places with fair willow growth, At other points,

where the valley broadened, the willow zrowth indicated

lack of water. -From the junction of the two creeks to

the Ventura River there were a few pools of standing

water and some sections had fairly heavy growths of

alders. There was no surface water at the U.S.G.5.

gegipng station. ¥ :

Aprended to the report of field iavistigation are 2 tabulations,
ona_shbwing monthly runoffs, in acre-feet, of Coyote Creek from Octobver,

11927 to September, 1949 (less the water year 1932-33), and the other

.- showing seasonal runoffs from Coyote Creek, Ventura River and certain




other streams for the longer period 1894-95 to 1946~L7, both inclusive.
The first of the two tabulations reflects USGS gagirgs. The secopd
tebulation lncludes the figures of the first but also contains estimated
figures for years within the longer period in which discharge was not
measured. |
Discussicn

From the hydrographic information contained in the report
of field investigation it may be célculatcd that the average annual
runoff per squarc.mile tributary to the USGS gnge for the 21 jyears
considered in the first of the 2.tab1es was approxicately $910/41.1
or 241 acre-fest mer saquare miie, which is equivalent roughly to 0.33
second-foot per square mile. Or, by using the figures based upon
estimates as well as upon geging, durinz the lonzer veriod shown in the
latter of the 2 tabulations it may be calculated that Tunoff per sguare
 mile adave the USGS geze has averaged soms 270 acré—féet per square mile,
equivalent to 0.37 second-foot per square mile. If, as the report of
field investigation indicstes, the waﬁersbed above the applicent's proposed
point of diversion is more productive by 20 percent then the watershed as a
whole, the average runoff from the 1.8 square miles tributary to that point
mgy be of the order of 1.8 x 1.2 x 0.37 or 0.8 second-foot, an amcunt which is
in excess of the amcunt the applicant seeks, the latter amount belng 0.5
cubic foot per second plus 120 acre-fest per annum, equivalent in all to

L85 acre-feet per annum or 0.66 cubic foot mer secand of contimious flow.
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From the applicant's testimony at the hearing, which festinmony

was not contradicted, it appears that the applicantis existing pipe

line accommodates the natural flow of the stream filed upon, prior

to the rainy season, but does not accommodate that flow during the

reiny season., It further apmears from that testimony that the applicant

has been diverting through the pipe line since 1946 and that in his

" opinion the pipeline was then 40 years old, That testimony suggests but

“does not prove the existence of an approvriative right to divert through

the pipeline, antedatirz the Water Commission Act. The apvlicant's
attitude in this regard is not clear. In Parsgraph 13 of his application
he stétes #the land to be irrigated has no other water right or source

of water supply other than that hereln applied for." TYet he evidently

'believes himself entitled to divert through his present pipe line, because

he testifies (on pege 12 of transeript) to the effect that the

unappropriated wﬁte: sought under Application 12935 is water in excess

of that which cen be sccommodated by his presently installed 10 inch pipe.

The uppermost protestant (Wilhelm), for the irrigation of
the 125 acres of slfalfa ascribed to him in the report of field investigation,
end for hls probably lesser incidental requirements, may be supposed to
require séme 1;5 second feet. The watershed above hiz, reportedly 8.2
équare miles in extent, may be supposed to yield roughly, in a normal
season, 8.2 x 1.2 x 0.37 or 3.64 second-feet, an amount more than sufficient
to satisfy the applicsnt, the Wilhelm interests and all the other protestants

or users of record below the applicant excepting the Ventura County Flood

Control District and the ity of San Buenaventura.




The Ventura County Flood Control District under Applications
11310 and 11429 seeks to appropriate, respectively, 6000 acre-~feet
per aanum for irrigation and domestic purposes and 4000 acre-feet
per apnun for municipal purposes., In both instances the projected
diversions head at Casitas damsite which 1is located immediately below
the confluence of Senta Ana and Coyote Creeks, znd the propced collection -
period is year-long. The U.S5.G.5. ga2ge on Coyote Creek 1s downstiream
from Casitas dzmsite and the records show that substantial amounts of
water pass the U.S.G.S. zage. Obviously the developments projected
under ipplications 117310 and 11429 are not a bar, currently, to thé
approval of ipplication 12935, Those projects are not yet operative,

The applications in fact are not yet ™in form" and the time within which

to complete them has recently been extended to June 30, 1952. Should
Applications 11310 and 11429 be approved and the projects therein contemplated
come into oﬁeration they may to some extent hinder diversions to storage

under Application 12935, It is an established principle however that

intended future use, by a protestant, is not a bar to the approval of an
appilcation.

Total snnual flows vassing the U.5.G.5. zage on Coyote Creek are
estimated, in the 2nd of the 2 tabulations appended to the report of field
investigation, to have ranged from a maximum of 50890 acre-feet to a
minimum of 200 acre-feet and to have ateraged-lilzo acre-feet. WYhether
this flow is %o be regarded as unappropriated depends upon claims agzaizss

it by downstream users. The only protestant against Application 12935 whose

 diversion heads below the gage in question is the City of San Buenaventura,



According to testimony at the hearing (pages 59 and 60 of i{ranscript)

that City diverts from Ventura River just below the point where Coyote
Creek enters that river, diversions extending throughout the year, and
amounting, from the combined flow of the two streams, to about 6000 acre;
feet per year. Further testimony by the same witness to the effect that
surface flow occurs in Coyote Creek for 2 to 2% months ﬁer year and that
such flow is not surplus would appear to apply to the subnormal flow
conditions.recently-obtaining. Kot only does the record of flow at the
Coyote gage indicate that annusl discharzes at that point average
considerably mors than 6000 acre-feet, but the same situation is indicated
by the record of flow of "Ventura River near Ventura," also set forth in
the 2nd tabulation appended to the report of field investigation, The
geging station just mentioned is described as being located 0.3 mile
downstream from the City's diversion dam. According to the dats tre
discharge of “Ventura River near Ventura® is estimated to have ranged from.
a maximum of 260380, to a minimum of 200 acre—fcét ver annum, and to have
aversged 62120 acre-feet per annum, With due regard both to the testimony
and to the flow data 1t is concluded that at times of low stage, which prevail
most of the year, the entire flow of Ventufa River is in use, but that times
of high water also occur, chisfly during winter and early spring months, and /
that diversions, at least during such times of high water, may be made for
the benefit of projects such as the one contemplated in Applicétion 12935,
vithout injury to lower users.

. Wher surface flow in a strean ie continuous, unappropriated
vater nay be cbnsidercd to be non-existent above any rightful user who is

not adequately supplied. "hen a stream sinks however circumstances may be

~such that water may be diverted upstrean from the point where the surface




flow goes underground without affecting diversions helow that voint,

_ The rate of travel o}’sabsurface flow then heccues a governing consideration,
According to the report of field investizatfi~n Santa Ana (reek in dry annths
does not flsw as 2 continmuous surfoce stress but its chennel rather is a
succession'bf pools with little or no surfece flow between them. Vegetation
along ﬁhat channel voints to the nresence of underfisw, which hovever is
linited in amount, a2s indicated by the spresrence of the ﬁegetatisn, the
depth of bedrack and the confi.uration of the channel. In view of the
probable aszgresate length of dry reaches of chennel hetween the avnlicent end
the nrotestant City's intake on Ventura River and the time reguired for water
to travel undergr und it is inconceivahle that ﬁhe effect of diversimms by
the apnlicant wonld be felt by that nrotestant,

While the protests annear insufficient tn operate as a'bar
against the annroval of the apnlication, a bar exists to the eporoval of that
portion of the apnlication which relates to o CGntinaous, direct diversion.

ractically non=-existent frou lay to

hie

. . .. -
Unapproprinted waler anresrs to e

i

P
Ll

Novcmhér, bofh inclusive. It apparently exists from Desceaber to April, both
inclusive, but flow fluciuates %{oo widely durinz those =onths for use thereof
.to be made advantaceonsly by direct diversion. Data contzined in the renort of
field investizatinn incicate that ranoff from the watershed above the proposed
point of diversion way be of the nrder of (1.2 x_1.8)/&1.h or about 1/19 of
runoff reazching the US:S gege on Coyote Creek, Any diversions that the apnlicant
can make will be limited necessarily, on the scpe hand by the flow of the

stream and on the other hand by the cenacity (adbout 1.1 curic feet per second)
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of the proposed nipe lire. At ties streafiow greatly exceeds the caracity
of that pipe line. If runoff at the proposed point of diversion is indeed
1/16 of the runsff neasured a2t the USAS gaze coleulations indicate that,
during the 5 high—ﬁater 15nths, a c-nduit, 1,1 cubic feet per second in
carncity, would have diverted amnunts, in acre-feet, during the weter.year of

minimn runoff, the water-year of meximia runoff =nd the =edisn year, respectivelrw,

as follows:

194748 1oko-t] 195142
{(Vater—year (YWater—yesr {iedian
of least of sreatest waler—
runoff) Tanaff) venr)
Decenber 0.31 18.5 23.1
Janusry 0.25 c1l.5 25.1
February 0.28 £1.1 15.5
Harch 0.L3 £8.2 17.5
April | 0.9 £6.0 31.5
5 gonth tatal 1.71 265.4 113.7
Gross runoff during . '
same 5 nonths 1.71 2510, 154,
Gross runoff during
entire water—venr . 2.58 2850, 192,

According to the tabulation the vroposed c¢onduit would have accommodated

the entire flow of the source in the driest year of record, a little over 10%

of the December to April flow in the wettest year of record end about_?h% of
the Decedper to April flow in the medisn year.

In the mecdian year the flow at the propossd point of diversion |
probably esourlled or exceeded various nercentages of the canacity of the

propnsed mireline for numbers of days as follows:

Percentaze Dece~her Janus Ty Fehruary MaTch Aoril Total
100 L - 0 0 0 2 é
75 5 2 0 2 6 15
50 6 ' 5 1 2 11 25
25 11 31 ‘ 11 g - 22 _ g3

10 31 G § 28 G 8 30 151




Plainly, the fluctuating flow of the source can be more
advantageously utilized with storas ze than without. In the uedian yeor
the proposed reservoir (30 acre-feet in capacity) could heve reglated
completely thie flow that the proposed nive line could have delivered, Such
resérvoir,_in the uedlan season, nisht have filled apd emptied 3 tires and
nearly filled a fourth time. Such operation in accordance with our usual
procedure should properly be statel as an zmount of storage equal to the
capacity of the reservoir plus an amount of direct diversion in order to
allow for such regulation as may tare place during the storage season.

Sumzary and Conclusions

Unappropriated watef in the source filed upon in Application 12935
appears to be non-existent excent during periods of hizh flow, These periods
usualiy occur in one or more of the months of Decewver, Jamuary, February,
March and April of each year, Unapnropristed water then exists and
presunzhly will.so exist in future until the projecfs'to which Applicatinsns

3 0 and 11429 (Casitas Dam) relate, Secome operational. Apvlications 11310
and 11429 2re not a bar to the annraval of Aprnlication 12935 for such use
- thereunder as =zay not conflict with use wnder thase senior filinegs. Streaz flow
during Decerher, January, February; March ané April fluctustes widely and
regulation and storage are necessary for nptinun use of available supply. .

In view of the circuastances summarized it is the opinion of this
office that Application 12935, insofar as it relntes to a direct dlver51on fron

Dece1oer 1 af each vear to ipril ;0 af thke nexu, and to a diversion to ztoraze

of an amount not in excess o? the csnecity of the propnsed reservcir, should

-
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be aporoved;

Eyy

diversion from ¥y 1o

storage of zny emount

ghould be denied.

Apnlication 12035

and that the

annlica

o000

ORUER

A.

far 2 mer

on insofer

1t to snoropri

as if relates to 2 direct

ﬁqve:ger, both inclusive, =znd to 2 diversion to

in excess of the carecity of the nroposed reservoir,

=ie water heving heen

filed with the Division of Water Ressurces as ahbove sirted, protests heving

heen filed, a

miblic hearing hevin

fally informed in the nremises:

IT IS HERERY CEDERED that

anount of 0.5 cuabic foot per sechnd

year to April 70 of

storage to be collected

and that a perzif be issued to the applicent,

fnmms ArmA Aaest F osaw
YA Lt Childd Wil W fliw

to direct diversion froa Fay 1 to love

AT TR R

frnm Decen

ke
i
L

3

- heen

mer 1 of ea

et et e rinie]
e OL\J e T tv.

fpnlication 124

ch vear Lo ADT

sab ject

that Application 129735 iansofar as it

held and the State Engineer now beling
2% he approved in an
to he diverted from Decerher 1 of each

the next, and in the zm~int of 20 acre-feei ner annun

ta such of the usual

relat

Ser 30 or to diversion to storage

.of anmsunts in excess of 30 acre-fest per anmun de denied,

WIT'ESS av hand and the sezl of tre Devartnent of Public YWorks

of the State of Califnrnia this 30th day of April 1952.
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anston

Stete Engineer

il 30 of the next



