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STATUS CONFERENCE REPORT

This short statement is submitted to comment on a certain portion of the City’s brief
concerning the law of physical solution in adjudicating water. We understand that the cases cited
are meant to provide a history of the various applications of physical solution, and that each case
is unique. Thus, portions of those cases cited and particular points summarized will undoubtedly
be addressed in later briefs. However, at least one case merits immediate comment because,
without the full context of the California Supreme Court’s decision, the City’s conclusion as
presented 1s incomplete.

The case is City of Los Angeles v. City of San Fernando (1975) 14 Cal.3d 199 where,
among other issues, the pueblo right of the city of Los Angeles is ruled upon. The pueblo right is
not before this court at present, but is held in reserve (and thus mentioned) by the City. The court

in the above case upheld the right, but qualified it as follows:

The historical conditions which led to the creation of the pueblo water right have
long since disappeared. This court has upheld, and now upholds, the existence of
that right principally because of the pueblo successor's reliance on the right in
planning and developing a municipal water supply. Now for the first time we are
asked to extend the pueblo right to encompass ground water in basins which are
hydrologically independent from the area of the bed of the river to which the
pueblo right attaches. This, we decline to do. There is no showing in this case or
in our judicial knowledge that plaintiff ever relied on any supposed paramount
right to the ground waters of the Sylmar or Verdugo basins or upon any inflow to
the Los Angeles River dependent on absence or cessation of the extraction of such
ground water, or that any other claimant of a pueblo right in California ever so
relied in a similar situation. fn. 41 Plaintiff's pueblo right in the waters of the Los
Angeles River therefore attaches to native ground water within the San Fernando
basin and to surface water tributary to such ground water (see fn. 39, supra) but
not to ground water in the Sylmar or Verdugo basins.

Id. at 250-251. A full discussion is found at Cify of Los Angeles, 14 Cal 3d at 249-251.
While this may or may not be relevant in the future, and we do not prefer to comment

piecemeal, the City’s summary called for clarification.

=fu

Status Conf. Report




10
11
i2
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21
22

24
25
26
27

28

Dated: March 10, 2021 By

S

' B el
/1(' ‘(‘_j T
: T J‘Q\{}/l‘ﬁ_ﬁ/’)

~ 1

VAV s

LOAE. BLISS
DAVID A. GILBERT

Trustees,
The Loa E. Bliss 2006 Revocable Trust

Status Conf. Report




