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5.1.1 Overlying Production Rights.  The Parties listed in Exhibit 4, 

attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, have Overlying Production Rights.  Exhibit 

4 sets forth the following for each Overlying Production Right: (1) the Pre-Rampdown 

Production; (2) the Production Right; and (3) the percentage of the Production from the Adjusted 

Native Safe Yield. 

5.1.1.1 The Parties listed on Exhibit 4 have the right to Produce 

Groundwater, on an annual basis, up to their Overlying Production Right set forth in Exhibit 4 for 

each Party.  Each Party’s Overlying Production Right is subject to the following conditions and 

limitations: 

5.1.1.2 Pursuant to the terms of this Judgment, the Parties listed on 

Exhibit 4 have the right to Produce their Overlying Production Right for use on land they own or 

lease and without the need for Watermaster approval. 

5.1.1.3 Overlying Production Rights may be transferred pursuant to 

the provisions of Paragraph 16 of this Judgment.  

5.1.1.4 Overlying Production Rights are subject to Pro-Rata 

Reduction or Increase only pursuant to Paragraph 18.5.10. 

5.1.2 Non-Pumper Class Rights.  The Non-Pumper Class members 

claim the right to Produce Groundwater from the Native Safe Yield for reasonable and beneficial 

uses on their overlying land as provided for in this Judgment.  On September 22, 2011, the Court 

approved the Non-Pumper Class Stipulation of Settlement through an amended final judgment 

that settled the Non-Pumper Class’ claims against the Public Water Suppliers (“Non-Pumper 

Class Judgment”).  A copy of the Non-Pumper Class Judgment and the Non-Pumper Class 

Stipulation of Settlement are attached for reference only as Appendices A and B.  This Judgment 

is consistent with the Non-Pumper Class Stipulation of Settlement and Judgment.  Future 

Production by a member of the Non-Pumper Class is addressed in the Physical Solution.   

5.1.2.1 The Non-Pumper Class members shall have no right to 

transfer water pursuant to this Judgment.   
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shall allocate the Imported Water for delivery to areas on an equitable and practicable basis 

pursuant to the Watermaster rules and regulations.  

9.2.1 The Non-Pumper Class Stipulation of Settlement, executed by its 

signatories and approved by the Court in the Non-Pumper Class Judgment, specifically provides 

for imposition of a Replacement Water Assessment on Non-Pumper Class members.  This 

Judgment is consistent with the Non-Pumper Class Stipulation of Settlement and Judgment.  The 

Non-Pumper Class members specifically agreed to pay a replacement assessment if that member 

produced “more than its annual share” of the Native Safe Yield less the amount of the Federal 

Reserved Right.  (See Appendix B at paragraph V., section D. Replacement Water.)  In approving 

the Non-Pumper Class Stipulation of Settlement this Court specifically held in its Order after 

Hearing dated November 18, 2010, that “the court determination of physical solution cannot be 

limited by the Class Settlement.”  The Court also held that the Non-Pumper Class Stipulation of 

Settlement “may not affect parties who are not parties to the settlement.” 

9.2.2 Evidence presented to the Court demonstrates that Production by 

one or more Public Water Suppliers satisfies the elements of prescription and that Production by 

overlying landowners during portion(s) of the prescriptive period exceeded the Native Safe Yield.  

At the time of this Judgment the entire Native Safe Yield is being applied to reasonable and 

beneficial uses in the Basin.  Members of the Non-Pumper Class do not and have never Produced 

Groundwater for reasonable beneficial use as of the date of this Judgment.  Pursuant to Pasadena 

v. Alhambra (1949) 33 Cal 2d 908, 931-32 and other applicable law, the failure of the Non-

Pumper Class members to Produce any Groundwater under the facts here modifies their rights to 

Produce Groundwater except as provided in this Judgment.  Because this is a comprehensive 

adjudication pursuant to the McCarran Amendment, consistent with the California Supreme Court 

decisions, including In Re Waters of Long Valley Creek Stream System (1979) 25 Cal. 3d 339, 

this Court makes the following findings: (1) certainty fosters reasonable and beneficial use of 

water and is called for by the mandate of Article X, section 2; (2) because of this mandate for 

certainty and in furtherance of the Physical Solution, any New Production, including that by a 
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member of the Non-Pumper Class must comply with the New Production Application Procedure 

specified in Paragraph 18.5.13; (3) as of this Judgment no member of the Non-Pumper Class has 

established a Production Right to the reasonable and beneficial use of Groundwater based on their 

unexercised claim of right to Produce Groundwater; (4) if in the future a member of the Non-

Pumper Class proposes to Produce Groundwater for reasonable and beneficial use, the 

Watermaster as part of the New Production Application Procedure, has the authority to determine 

whether such a member has established that the proposed New Production is a reasonable and 

beneficial use in the context of other existing uses of Groundwater and then-current Basin 

conditions; and (5) the Watermaster's determinations as to the approval, scope, nature and priority 

of any New Production is reasonably necessary to the promotion of the State's interest in fostering 

the most reasonable and beneficial use of its scarce water resources.  All provisions of this 

Judgment regarding the administration, use and enforcement of the Replacement Water 

Assessment shall apply to each Non-Pumper Class member that Produces Groundwater.  Prior to 

the commencement of Production, each Producing Non-Pumper Class member shall install a 

meter and report Production to the Watermaster.  The Court finds that this Judgment is consistent 

with the Non-Pumper Stipulation of Settlement and Judgment. 

9.3 Balance Assessment.   In order to ensure that after Rampdown each Party 

may fully exercise its Production Right, there may be a Balance Assessment imposed by the 

Watermaster. The Balance Assessment shall be assessed on all Production Rights, excluding the 

United States’ actual Production, but including that portion of the Federal Reserved Right 

Produced by other Parties, in an amount determined by the Watermaster.  A Balance Assessment 

may not be imposed until after the end of the Rampdown.  In determining whether to adopt a 

Balance Assessment, and in what amount, the Watermaster Engineer shall consider current Basin 

conditions as well as then-current pumping existing after Rampdown exclusive of any 

consideration of an effect on then-current Basin conditions relating to Production of Groundwater 

pursuant to the Drought Program which occurred during the Rampdown, and shall only assess a 
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