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would like to take the application of the \"ralker River Irriga

tion District on the East Walker and }1ain Walker Rivers. Mr. 

3 Rowntree in his testimony this morning, as pointed out by Mr. 

4 Laxalt, indicated there was an old, pending application on the 

5 East Walker River to appropriate waters .by the Walker River 
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6 Irrigation District. This in fact, as it indicates, remarks in 

7 the application would indicate that the proposal on the intent 

8 was to store waters under that prior application. What this 

9 essentially means is that the decree sets forth direct diversio 

10 rights on the Walker River, on the East \V'alker and Main River. 

11 There are some prior rights and applications to store addition-

12 al water on the East Walker River, but there are in fact no 

13 

14 

15 

intervening rights for direct diversion of the East Walker 

River for those supplies over a nd above the decree. I there

fore overrule the protest of the Walker River Development 

16 Company to Application 25018 and grant it to the Walker River 

17 Irrigation District, subject, of course, to all existing rights 

18 on the stream system. 

19 The next application to be considered I'm sorry 

20 if I said 25018. That should have been 25017. Next we come to 

21 25018 by the Walker River Irrigation District to appropriate 

22 waters out of West Walker River. Again, as reported by Mr. 

23 Rowntree and Mr. Laxalt this morning, there has been since 

24 1919 an application pending to appropriate waters of the West 

25 Ivalker River, direct diversion, in the amount of 3,000 second 

26 feet. Subsequent rights in the form of the Hoye Canyon and the 
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storage application have been issued, with a later prior:.ty 

than this 1919 right. Also in accordance with the testLuony of 

3 Mr. Rowntree this morning, in answer to questions not only by 

4 Mr. Laxalt but by myself, he indicated there was no intent of 

5 the District for duplication, and in our view this 25018 would 

6 be in effect a duplication of the prior filing of the vJalker 

7 River Irrigation District, so in accordance with the testimony, 

8 I hereby deny Application 25018 by the ,la1ker River Irrigation 

9 District to appropriate waters of the West Walker River. 

10 There is a matter of application, somewhat out of 

11 order now, 25014, which was filed by Fred M. Fulstone, Jr., 

12 to appropriate waters of Desert Creek, which is, of course, a 

13 tributary to the Walker River Stream System. It was not 

14 

15 

pointed out in the testL~ony, it was alluded to in a letter by 

Mr. Arbuthnot, but in June of 1956 a similar application, 

16 num'!:ler 16970, was filed by Fred H. Fulstone, Jr., to appropri-

17 ate flood and surplus waters of Desert Creek. Investigations 

18 were held by the then State Engineer, and this prior applica-

19 tion was denied on the grounds that the protest to the granting 

20 of Application No. 16970 are sustained and the application is 

21 denied on the grounds that it3 granting would L~pair the value 

22 of existing rights and be detrimental to the public welfare. 

23 With this prior denial and considering all of the circ~~stances 

24 it is my ruling that the more recent application for Fred 11. 

25 Fulstone, Jr., on Desert Creek, namely 25014, be denied on the 

26 si~ilar grounds as to the denial of the previous State Engineer 
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