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Re: Emergency Numb er 20 15 -03 20-06E8.
SWRCB Emergency Regulation Article
Flow to Meet All Needs

4 Curtailment of Diversions Based on Insufficient

The SWRCB failed to document riehts for state in passing the emergency regulation. On
November 19,2014 Rumiano Farms filed a RA request with the SWRCB requesting proof of
rights for the State of California, including
States Land Patents CACAAA 002833 and
SWRCB responded to the PRA request and
to the waters of Deer Creek and even ackno
State Water Board's ready possession." As

lic trust rights held by the SWRCB upon United
CAAA 001106. On December 15. 2014 the

'ailed 
to provide proof of any right for the SWRCB

ledged the requested "documents are not in the
matter of fact. the State of California cannot

document all waters and water riehts of Creek are waters of the State for regulation by the
SWRCB. Rumiano Farms holds reserved ri ts, among other rights, superior to any claim by the

subject of the emergency regulation. The StateState to the waters of Deer Creek which is
does not possess Rumiano Farm's reserved ights to the waters of Deer Creek to exercise them
with the emergency regulation. It would itute trespasses by the State upon all reserved
water right holders of Deer, Antelope, and ill Creek if the emergency regulation were
approved. The cost of approving the y regulation could be upwards of hundreds of



the United States Department of Commerce
illegal emergency regulation rests upon the
illegal curtailment with the State of Califom

Being involved in water, what one will find,
believe "All water within the State is the
cannot support the claim with necessary
makes no such claim. Article 10. section 2
declared that because ofthe conditions prev
the water resources of the State be put to
capable,...". What is of particular interest i
Constitution does not claim all waters withi
the "extent of which they are capable". The
to the waters of Deer Creek for the emersen
recognizes prior rights, as well as the Cali
California Water Code Section 4, and they
California Constitution states "An admini
created by the Constitution or an initiative
unenforceable, or refuse to enforce a statute

This emergency regulation is improper by
CACAAA002833 (Albert Toomes Rio De
Rancho Bosquejo) and wrongfully claims ri
of Califomia cannot show title to and/or
have the waters and water riehts to Deer C
California's admission to the Union. The S
or water rights of Deer Creek associated wi
named and neither can the National Marine
Stanford Vina Ranch Irrigation Company (
SVRIC are also on property which was pat

Rumiano Farm's portions of the United S
States following the war with Mexico, w
Hidalgo in 1848. Rumiano Farm's
confirmed in federal patent proceedings pur
implement the treaty, and that provided that
decided according to Mexican law. Cali
at the time of the patent proceedings, and
patents that were issued. Since the time of
show any rights to Deer Creek held by Ru
California and the SWRCB, for State juri

Given SLMMA CORP. v. CALIFORNIA EX
"California cannot at this late
over petitioner's property, w
interest had their interest rmed without any mention of such

manipulation and persuasion, all liability for this
tate of California and those who partake in any

is that some proponents of the emergency regulation
y of the people of the State", but the State

entation. In fact, the California Constitution
f the California Constitution states "It is hereby
iling in this State the general welfare requires that

ficial use to the fullest extent of which thev are
the Constitution and this passage is that the
the State and limits the State's iurisdiction to only

SWRCB cannot document appropriate jurisdiction
y regulation to be lawful. The Constitution
ia Fish and Game Code, Section 3 and the
st be honored. Article 3, section 3.5 of the
ive agency, including an administrative agency

te, has no power:(a) To declare a statute

w it encompasses United States land Patents
Molinos) and CACAAA 001106 (Henry Gerke

ts associated with these land patents that the State
ior rieht. The United States Government did not
in 1850 to convey to the State of California upon

Je cannot show a chain of title to any of the waters
Rumiano Farm's portions of the land patents

isheries Service. The majority of property in the
VRIC) and the Main Diversion owned by the
ted under authority of the treaty.

Land Patents cited became part of the United
was formally ended by the Treaty of Guadalupe

in-interest had their interest in the land patents
to an 1851 Act that had been enacted to

the validity of claims to California lands would be
ia made no claim to any interest in the land patents
mention was made of any such interest in the

patent proceedings, the State of California cannot
ano Farms have been conveved to the State of
;tional oversight.

L. LANDS COMM'N,466 U.S. 198 (1984)
assert its public trust easement

en petitioner's predecessors-in-



an easement in the federal
by California is one of such
of the fact that the claim is
capacity, this interest must
proceedings or be barred. C
United States v. Title Ins. &
U.S,472: United States v.
205-209."

As was found in the Summa case. the State
necessary to assert over the waters of Deer

The two land patents cited are on file at the
from there or from the United States Burea
copy of the land patents to the SWRCB in
SWRCB. The SWRCB has known of the
patents and has waited for the govemor to
the SWRCB, Califomia Department of Fi
Commerce are wrongfully using to try to ci
to support proof of proper rights to Deer
disapprove the regulation.

Rumiano Farms received a notice from the
to the emergency regulation. The SWRCB
riehts to Deer Creek. Neither the Califomi
States Govemment has ever contacted Ru
There have been cooperative efforts in the
right holders to Deer Creek and cooperati
'oemergency" has been falsely claimed by
National Marine Fisheries Service and the
bamboozle the OAL into thinking what
accomplished through the improper use of
emergency regulation is not an emergency
rezulation.

Rumiano Farms reseryes all riehts to the
Farm's Deer Creek waters in20l5 will be
theft by fraud.
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Gary Rumiano Rumiano Keith Rumiano

t proceedings. The interest claimed
bstantial maenitude that reeardless

by the State in its sovereign
ve been presented in the patent
Barker v. Harvey, 1 8l U.S. 481 ;
rust f466 U.S. 198, l99l Co,265

ado Beach Co.,255 U.S.472.Pp.

f Califomia cannot document jurisdiction and rights
reek as proposed with the emergency regulation.

)alifornia Secretary of State and can be obtained
of Land Management. Rumiano Farms provided a

005. No emergency exists as presented by the
ates lack ofjurisdiction in connection with the land

a broad proclamation of a drought emergency that
and Wildlife and United States Department of
umvent statutes. Without specific evidentiary facts
k for the State of California. the OAL should

WRCB on May 16,2014 notifying Rumiano Farms
iouslv has a record that Rumiano Farms has

Department of Fish and Wildlife nor the United
ano Farms regarding the waters of Deer Creek.

between California Fish and Wildlife and water
efforts can still be accomplished. The so called
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the

WRCB. These agencies are attempting to
have done is proper, lawful and can be

laim of emergency. The situation addressed by the
cannot be lawfully achieved by the emergency

of Deer Creek. Any diminution of Rumlano
iewed as a theft. and for the OAL and SWRCB, a
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