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INTRODUCTION 

On September 21, 2016, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) filed 

19 objections to the Joint Water Districts Board Written Testimony and Exhibits submitted by 

20 protestants Butte Water District (BWD) and Richvale Irrigation District (RID). The objections 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

raised are without merit. Testimony from the general managers of the protestant districts and the 

manager of the Joint Water Districts Board is clearly relevant and admissible to this proceeding. 

LEGAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

On August 30, 2016, protestants BWD and RID submitted the written testimony of 

Donnie Stinnett, Sean Earley, and Mark Orme, along with documentary evidence in support of 

26 their case. BWD and RID are also members of the Sacramento Valley Water Users and in such 

27 capacity submitted expert evidence of Walter Bourez and Dan Easton of MBK Engineers. 
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ARGUMENT 

2 DWR objects to Stinnett's testimony on the basis that Stinnett "does not provide any 

3 details or facts that support a showing of injury to the Joint Water Districts and instead refers to 

4 the testimony ofMBK Engineers for the injury suffered by the districts from the WaterFix 

s Project." (Page 2, lines 6-9.) DWR objects to the testimony of Orme and Earley on the basis 

6 that "their testimony does not offer specific details or facts to show how the CWF will injure use 

7 of water under these water rights.'' (Page 2, lines 22-24.) DWR then summarily concludes that 

s in the absence of testimony regarding the injury, the testimony is irrelevant and should be 

9 excluded. Neither objection is founded. 

1 o California Water Code section 1702 requires a petitioner to establish that the change will 

11 not operate to the injury of any legal user of water involved. Evidence offered during a 

12 proceeding for a petition for change is admitted in accordance with Government Code section 

13 11513, which provides that relevant evidence be admitted if"it is the sort of evidence on which 

14 responsible persons are accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs, regardless of the 

15 existence of any common law or statutory rule which might make improper the admission of the 

16 evidence over objection in civil actions." (Gov. Code,§ 11513, subd. (c).) Protestants 

11 introduced evidence through the testimony of Stinnet, Orme, and Earley to establish that RID 

18 and BWD, as members of the Joint Water Districts, are legal users of the water involved in the 

19 proposed change. This testimony is clearly relevant to the proceeding at hand. RID and BWD, 

20 as members of the Sacramento Valley Water Users, introduced evidence through the expert 

21 testimony of Walter Bourez and Dan Easton ofMBK Engineers. This, too, speaks directly to the 

22 matter at issue. DWR seems to suggest that each individual witness must speak to all elements a 

23 issue in order to establish relevance. There is no legal basis for this assertion. Protestants can 

24 demonstrate their standing and injury through multiple witnesses. 
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For the foregoing reasons, protestants BWD and RID respectfully request that DWR's 

2 objections be overruled in its entirety. 
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