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CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX TO JOINT APPENDIX 

DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

02/11/2019 

Sadler Ranch, LLC and Daniel S. 
Venturacci’s Petition for Judicial 
Review  

(filed in Case No. CV-1902-349, 
later consolidated with CV-1902-
348) 

I JA0001-0089 

02/11/2019 

Bailey Petitioners’ Notice of 
Appeal and Petition for Review of 
Nevada State Engineer Order No. 
1302 

(filed in Case No. CV-1902-350, 
later consolidated with CV-1902-
348 

I JA0090-0115 

02/11/2019 Ira R. and Montira Renner Petition 
for Judicial Review  I JA0116-0144 

04/03/2019 Eureka County’s Motion to 
Intervene I JA0145-0161 

04/05/2019 Notice of Entry of Stipulation and 
Order to Consolidate Cases I JA0162-0182 

04/25/2019 Order Following Telephone Status 
Hearing Held April 9, 2019 I JA0183-0186 

04/26/2019 Letter to Chambers re Stipulated 
Extension for Record on Appeal I JA0187-0188 

05/10/2019 Order Granting Eureka County’s 
Motion to Intervene  I JA0189-0190 

05/13/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion to 
Intervene I JA0191-0224 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

05/28/2019 
Unopposed Motion to Extend Time 
to File the State Engineer’s Record 
on Appeal 

I JA0225-0232 

06/07/2019 Order Granting DNRPCA 
Intervenors’ Motion to Intervene 

I JA0233-0234 

06/07/2019 
Order Granting Motion to Extend 
Time to File The State Engineer’s 
Record on Appeal 

I JA0235 

06/11/2019 State Engineer Motion in Limine II JA0236-0307 

06/11/2019 
Summary of Record on Appeal and 
Record on Appeal bates-numbered 
SE ROA 1-952 

II (JA0308-0479) 

III (JA0480-0730) 

IV (JA0731-0965) 

V (JA0966-1196) 

VI (JA1197-1265) 

JA0308-1265 

06/11/2019 Order Following Telephone Status 
Conference Held June 4, 2019 VI JA1266-1268 

06/14/2019 Notice of Withdrawal of Petitioner 
Daniel S. Venturacci VI JA1269-1271 

06/20/2019 Eureka County’s Joinder to State 
Engineer’s Motion in Limine VI JA1272-1275 

06/24/2019 Opposition of Baileys to Motion in 
Limine VI JA1276-1285 

06/24/2019 
Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and 
Montira Renner Opposition to 
Motion in Limine 

VI JA1286-1314 

06/24/2019 

DNRPCA Intervenor’s Joinder to 
State Engineer’s Motion in Limine 
and Eureka County’s Joinder 
Thereto 

VI JA1315-1317 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

07/01/2019 Notice of Mailing of Notice of 
Legal Proceedings VI JA1318-1330 

07/01/2019 

DNRPCA Intervenor’s Reply in 
Support of Joinder to State 
Engineer’s Motion in Limine and 
Eureka County’s Joinder Thereto 

VI JA1331-1336 

07/01/2019 
Eureka County’s Joinder to State 
Engineer’s and DNRPCA’s Replies 
in Support of Motion in Limine 

VI JA1337-1341 

07/02/2019 State Engineer’s Reply in Support 
of Motion in Limine VI JA1342-1353 

07/31/2019 
Motion to Intervene by Beth Mills, 
Trustee of the Marshall Family 
Trust 

VI JA1354-1358 

08/01/2019 

Motion to Intervene field by 
Diamond Valley Ranch, LLC, 
American First Federal, Inc., Berg 
Properties California, LLC and 
Blanco Ranch, LLC 

VI JA1359-1368 

09/04/2019 Order Granting Motion in Limine VI JA1369-1378 

09/06/2019 

Order Granting Motion to 
Intervene for Diamond Valley 
Ranch, LLC, American First 
Federal, Inc., Berg Properties 
California, LLC and Blanco Ranch, 
LLC 

VI JA1379-1382 

09/16/2019 
Opening Brief of Petitioners Sadler 
Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and Montira 
Renner  

VII JA1383-1450 

09/16/2019 Opening Brief of Bailey Petitioners  VII JA1451-1490 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

10/23/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ Answering 
Brief  VII JA1491-1522 

10/23/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ Addendum 
to Answering Brief  VII JA1523-1626 

10/23/2019 State Engineer’s Answering Brief  VIII JA1627-1674 

10/23/2019 Answering Brief of Eureka County VIII JA1675-1785 

11/26/2019 
Reply Brief of Petitioners Sadler 
Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and Montira 
Renner  

IX JA1786-1818 

11/26/2019 
Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. & 
Montira Renner’s Addendum to 
Reply Brief  

IX JA1819-1855 

11/26/2019 
Reply Brief of Bailey Petitioners 
and Addendum to Bailey Reply 
Brief  

IX JA1856-1945 

12/10/2019  Transcript of Proceedings, Oral 
Argument Volume I X JA1946-2154 

12/10/2019 Opening Argument of Bailey 
Petitioners Presentation  X JA2155-2184 

12/10/2019 
Sadler Ranch & Ira & Montira 
Renner Opening Argument 
Presentation 

XI JA2185-2278 

12/10/2019 Eureka County’s Presentation XI JA2279-2289 

12/11/2019 Transcript of Proceedings, Oral 
Argument Volume II XI JA2290-2365 

12/11/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ 
Presentation  XI JA2366-2380 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

04/27/2020 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
Law, Order Granting Petitions for 
Judicial Review  

XI JA2381-2420 

04/30/2020 
Notice of Entry of Order filed by 
Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and 
Montira Renner 

XII JA2421-2464 

04/30/2020 

Notice of Entry of Findings of 
Fact, Conclusion of Law, Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review filed by Bailey Petitioners 

XII JA2465-2507 

05/14/2020 DNRPCA Intervenors’ Notice of 
Appeal  XII JA2508-2554 

05/14/2020 

DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIII JA2555-2703 

05/15/2020 State Engineer Notice of Appeal  XIII JA2704-2797 

05/19/2020 

State Engineer Joinder to 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIII JA2798-2802 

05/19/2020 

Order Denying DNRPCA 
Intervenors’ Ex Parte Motion for 
Order Shortening Time; Order 
Granting DNRPCA Intervenors’ 
Motion for Temporary Stay 
Pending Decision on Intervenors’ 
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal 

XIV JA2803-2807 

05/21/2020 Eureka County’s Notice of Appeal XIV JA2808-2811 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

05/21/2020 

Eureka County Joinder to 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIV JA2812-2815 

05/27/2020 

Opposition of Bailey Petitioners to 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIV JA2816-2831 

05/27/2020 
Sadler Ranch and Ira R. and 
Montira Renner’s Opposition to 
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal  

XIV JA2832-2864 

06/01/2020 

DNRPCA Intervenors’ Reply in 
Support of Motion for Stay 
Pending Appeal of Order Granting 
Petitions for Judicial Review of 
State Engineer Order 1302 

XIV JA2865-2929 

06/01/2020 

State Engineer’s Reply in Support 
of DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion 
for Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIV JA2930-2941 

06/01/2020 Eureka County’s Reply in Support 
of Motion for Stay Pending Appeal XIV JA2942-3008 

6/30/2020 
Order Denying DNRPCA 
Intervenors’ Motion for Stay 
Pending Appeal  

XIV JA3009-3013 
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ALPHABETICAL INDEX TO  JOINT APPENDIX 
 

DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

10/23/2019 Answering Brief of Eureka County VIII JA1675-1785 

02/11/2019 

Bailey Petitioners’ Notice of 
Appeal and Petition for Review of 
Nevada State Engineer Order No. 
1302 

(filed in Case No. CV-1902-350, 
later consolidated with CV-1902-
348 

I JA0090-0115 

06/24/2019 

DNRPCA Intervenor’s Joinder to 
State Engineer’s Motion in Limine 
and Eureka County’s Joinder 
Thereto 

VI JA1315-1317 

07/01/2019 

DNRPCA Intervenor’s Reply in 
Support of Joinder to State 
Engineer’s Motion in Limine and 
Eureka County’s Joinder Thereto 

VI JA1331-1336 

10/23/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ Addendum 
to Answering Brief  VII JA1523-1626 

10/23/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ Answering 
Brief  VII JA1491-1522 

05/14/2020 

DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIII JA2555-2703 

05/13/2019 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion to 
Intervene I JA0191-0224 

05/14/2020 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Notice of 
Appeal  XII JA2508-2554 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

12/11/2019 DNRPCA Intervenors’ 
Presentation  XI JA2366-2380 

06/01/2020 

DNRPCA Intervenors’ Reply in 
Support of Motion for Stay 
Pending Appeal of Order Granting 
Petitions for Judicial Review of 
State Engineer Order 1302 

XIV JA2865-2929 

05/21/2020 

Eureka County Joinder to 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIV JA2812-2815 

07/01/2019 
Eureka County’s Joinder to State 
Engineer’s and DNRPCA’s Replies 
in Support of Motion in Limine 

VI JA1337-1341 

06/20/2019 Eureka County’s Joinder to State 
Engineer’s Motion in Limine 

VI JA1272-1275 

04/03/2019 Eureka County’s Motion to 
Intervene 

I JA0145-0161 

05/21/2020 Eureka County’s Notice of Appeal XIV JA2808-2811 

12/10/2019 Eureka County’s Presentation XI JA2279-2289 

06/01/2020 
Eureka County’s Reply in Support 
of Motion for Stay Pending Appeal XIV JA2942-3008 

04/27/2020 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
Law, Order Granting Petitions for 
Judicial Review  

XI JA2381-2420 

02/11/2019 Ira R. and Montira Renner Petition 
for Judicial Review  I JA0116-0144 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

04/26/2019 Letter to Chambers re Stipulated 
Extension for Record on Appeal I JA0187-0188 

07/31/2019 
Motion to Intervene by Beth Mills, 
Trustee of the Marshall Family 
Trust 

VI JA1354-1358 

08/01/2019 

Motion to Intervene field by 
Diamond Valley Ranch, LLC, 
American First Federal, Inc., Berg 
Properties California, LLC and 
Blanco Ranch, LLC 

VI JA1359-1368 

04/30/2020 

Notice of Entry of Findings of 
Fact, Conclusion of Law, Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review filed by Bailey Petitioners 

XII JA2465-2507 

04/30/2020 
Notice of Entry of Order filed by 
Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and 
Montira Renner 

XII JA2421-2464 

04/05/2019 Notice of Entry of Stipulation and 
Order to Consolidate Cases I JA0162-0182 

07/01/2019 Notice of Mailing of Notice of 
Legal Proceedings VI JA1318-1330 

06/14/2019 Notice of Withdrawal of Petitioner 
Daniel S. Venturacci VI JA1269-1271 

12/10/2019 Opening Argument of Bailey 
Petitioners Presentation  X JA2155-2184 

09/16/2019 Opening Brief of Bailey Petitioners  VII JA1451-1490 

09/16/2019 
Opening Brief of Petitioners Sadler 
Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and Montira 
Renner  

VII JA1383-1450 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

05/27/2020 

Opposition of Bailey Petitioners to 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIV JA2816-2831 

06/24/2019 Opposition of Baileys to Motion in 
Limine VI JA1276-1285 

05/19/2020 

Order Denying DNRPCA 
Intervenors’ Ex Parte Motion for 
Order Shortening Time; Order 
Granting DNRPCA Intervenors’ 
Motion for Temporary Stay 
Pending Decision on Intervenors’ 
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal 

XIV JA2803-2807 

6/30/2020 
Order Denying DNRPCA 
Intervenors’ Motion for Stay 
Pending Appeal  

XIV JA3009-3013 

06/11/2019 Order Following Telephone Status 
Conference Held June 4, 2019 VI JA1266-1268 

04/25/2019 Order Following Telephone Status 
Hearing Held April 9, 2019 I JA0183-0186 

06/07/2019 Order Granting DNRPCA 
Intervenors’ Motion to Intervene I JA0233-0234 

05/10/2019 Order Granting Eureka County’s 
Motion to Intervene  I JA0189-0190 

09/04/2019 Order Granting Motion in Limine VI JA1369-1378 

06/07/2019 
Order Granting Motion to Extend 
Time to File The State Engineer’s 
Record on Appeal 

I JA0235 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

09/06/2019 

Order Granting Motion to 
Intervene for Diamond Valley 
Ranch, LLC, American First 
Federal, Inc., Berg Properties 
California, LLC and Blanco Ranch, 
LLC 

VI JA1379-1382 

11/26/2019 
Reply Brief of Bailey Petitioners 
and Addendum to Bailey Reply 
Brief  

IX JA1856-1945 

11/26/2019 
Reply Brief of Petitioners Sadler 
Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and Montira 
Renner  

IX JA1786-1818 

12/10/2019 
Sadler Ranch & Ira & Montira 
Renner Opening Argument 
Presentation 

XI JA2185-2278 

05/27/2020 
Sadler Ranch and Ira R. and 
Montira Renner’s Opposition to 
Motion for Stay Pending Appeal  

XIV JA2832-2864 

02/11/2019 

Sadler Ranch, LLC and Daniel S. 
Venturacci’s Petition for Judicial 
Review  

(filed in Case No. CV-1902-349, 
later consolidated with CV-1902-
348) 

I JA0001-0089 

11/26/2019 
Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. & 
Montira Renner’s Addendum to 
Reply Brief  

IX JA1819-1855 

06/24/2019 
Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. and 
Montira Renner Opposition to 
Motion in Limine 

VI JA1286-1314 
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DATE DOCUMENT VOLUME PAGE  RANGE 

05/19/2020 

State Engineer Joinder to 
DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion for 
Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIII JA2798-2802 

06/11/2019 State Engineer Motion in Limine II JA0236-0307 

05/15/2020 State Engineer Notice of Appeal  XIII JA2704-2797 

10/23/2019 State Engineer’s Answering Brief  VIII JA1627-1674 

06/01/2020 

State Engineer’s Reply in Support 
of DNRPCA Intervenors’ Motion 
for Stay Pending Appeal of Order 
Granting Petitions for Judicial 
Review of State Engineer Order 
1302 

XIV JA2930-2941 

07/02/2019 State Engineer’s Reply in Support 
of Motion in Limine 

VI JA1342-1353 

06/11/2019 
Summary of Record on Appeal and 
Record on Appeal bates-numbered 
SE ROA 1-952 

II (JA0308-0479) 

III (JA0480-0730) 

IV (JA0731-0965) 

V (JA0966-1196) 

VI (JA1197-1265) 

JA0308-1265 

12/10/2019  Transcript of Proceedings, Oral 
Argument Volume I X JA1946-2154 

12/11/2019 Transcript of Proceedings, Oral 
Argument Volume II XI JA2290-2365 

05/28/2019 
Unopposed Motion to Extend Time 
to File the State Engineer’s Record 
on Appeal 

I JA0225-0232 
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AFFIRMATION 

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding document does not 

contain the social security number of any person. 

Date: September 23, 2020 
 

/s/ Debbie Leonard     
Debbie Leonard (Nevada Bar No. 8260)  
LEONARD LAW, PC 
955 S. Virginia Street, Suite 220 
Reno, NV  89502 
(775) 964-4656 
debbie@leonardlawpc.com  
 
Attorney for DNRPCA Appellants 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I am an employee of Leonard Law, PC, and that 

on September 23, 2020, the foregoing document was electronically filed with the 

Clerk of the Court for the Nevada Supreme Court by using the Nevada Supreme 

Court’s E-Filing system (E-Flex). Participants in the case who are registered with E-

Flex as users will be served by the EFlex system. All others will be served by first-

class mail. 

  /s/ Tricia Trevino   
An employee of Leonard Law, PC 
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Case No. CV-l902-348 consolidated with case nos.
CV-l 902-349 and CV-1 902-350

Dept No.2

IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COUBT OF THE STATE OF

NEVADA II{ ANO FOR THE COUNTY OF EUREKA

lk*{(i***
TIMOTHY LEE BAILEY and
CONSTANCE MABIE BAILEY; FRED
BAILEY and CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA
R.RENNER, an indMdual, and
MONTIRA RENNER, an indMdual; and
SADLER BANCH, LLC.

Pelitioners,

vs

TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER
RESOURCES, OEPARTMENT OF
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL
RESOURCES,

Respondent,

and

EUREKA COUNTY; and DIAMOND
NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION
AND CONSERVATION
ASSOCIATION, et al.,

lntervenors.

day pending appeal ol order granting petitions lor judichl rcview of State Engineer Order

1302; on lhe same day DNRPCA intervenors filed ONRPCA intervenorc'ex parte motion
RECEIVED
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1 for o.der shorlening lime on motion tor stay of order granting polilions for iudicial rcview

ol State EngineerOrder 1302 pending appeal; on May 15, 20120, petilioners, Timothy Lee

Bailey and Conslance Marie Bailey and Fred Bailey and Carolytt Bailey liled an opposition

of the Baileys to DNRPCA intervenors'ex parte motion lor order shortening time on motion

for stay of order granling pelitions foriudicial review of State Engineer Order 1302 pending

appeal; on May 15, 2020, petilioners, Sadbr Ranch LLC and lra R. and Montira Renner

filed Sadler Banch, LLC and lra R. and Montira Renner opposltlon to DNRPCA intervenors'

ex parte motion fororder shorlening timei on May 18, 2020, the DNRPCA intervenors filed

DNRPCA intervenors' reply in support ol ex pane motion for order shortening time on

motion tor slay of order granting petitions for judicial review of State Engineer Order 1302

pending appeal; and on May 19, 2020, lhe State Engineer filed State Engineer's joinder

to DNRPCA inlervenors' motion for stay pending appeal of order grantlng petltlons lor

judicial review of State Engineer Order 1302. The court has reviewed the pleadings and

linds thal no tudher briefing or oral argument is required.r

The DNRPCA intervenors siate that in 20'19 the inigators in Dhmond Valley who

ar6 subi€cl to lhe State Engineer appoved Diamond Valley groundwater management

plan (DVGMP) have taken investment and fam management measurBs to implement the

DVGMP with claimed su@ess.2 The DNRPCA intervenors further cite that the inigator8

subject to the DVGMP have commenced lhe 2020 inigation season using the same

farming practices in acc$rdance wilh the DVGMP.3 The DNRPCA inlery€nors contend that

if a temporary stay p€nding the court's decision on the motion to stay is nol granted that
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pumping will increase in Diamond Valley and the acquifer will suffEr.' Although the oourl

is not convinced this result would be the case and lhat other stalutory and judidal

rernedies are available to preclude turther acluifer damage, the courl finds lt reasonable

for petitioners to submit their oppositions to the motion to stay and for the State Engineet

and the ONRPCA inlervenors lo file a reply using the time allor €d by districl court rules.s

A bri€f slay of the cou rt's order pendlng consideration ot the motbn to stay pending appeal

would not cause harm to the petitioners or others in Diamond Valley similady situaled.

Good cause appearing,

lT lS HEREBY ORDERED lhat the DNRPCA interuenors'ex paie motion for order

shortening tim€ oo motion for stay is DENIED.

lT lS HEBEBY FUBTHER ORDERED that the DNRPCA intervenors' ex parte

motion for lemporary stay of the court's order granling petitions for judk ial review of State

Engine€r Ord€r 1302 pending this Coun's decision on thg DNRPCA inteflenors'ex parte

motion for stay pending appeal is GRANTED./
DATED this / ?\aY ot May, zcl2o.
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Case No. CV- 1902-348 consolidated with case nos.
CV-l 902-349 and CV-1 902'350

Depl No.2

TIMOTHY LEE BAILEY and
CONSTANCE MARIE BAILEY; FRED
BAILEY and CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA
R.RENNER, an individual, and
MONTIRA RENNER, an individual; and
SADLER RANCH, LLC

Petilioners,

tN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL USTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF

I{EVADA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EUREKA
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TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State
Enoineer. DIVISION OF WATER
REBOUHCES. DEPARTMENT OF
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL
RESOURCES,

Respondent.

and

EUREKA COUNTY; and DIAMOND
NATUBAL RESOURCE PROTECTION
and CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,
el al.,

lnten enors.

The undersigned being an employee of the Eureka County Clerk's Oftice, hereby

at on

1

of the following:

a true and conect copy
)
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James Bolotin, Esq.
Deputy Attomey General
100 N. Carson Street
Carson City, Nsvada 89701-4717
jbolotin @ag.nv.gov

Theodore Beutel, Esq.
Eureka County Distdct Attomey
P.O. Box 190
Eur€ka, Novada 89316
tbeutel @ eurekacountynv.gov

Debbie Leonard, Esq.
Leonard Law, PC
955 S. Virginia Street, Suite 220
Reno, Nevada 89502
debbie @ leonardlawpc.com

Beth Mills, Trustee
Marshall Family Trust
HC 62. Box 62138
Eureka, NV 893'16

ln the following manner:

Karen A. Peterson, Esq.
Allison MacKenzie, Ltd.
402 Nodh Division Street
Carson City, Nevada 89703-4168
Kpeterson @ allisonmactenzie.com

Paul G. TaggBrl, Esq.
David H. Rigdon, Esq.
Taggert & Taggad, LTD.
108 North Minnesota Slre€l

Don Springmeyer, Esq.
Christopher W. Mixon, Esq.
Wolf, Rilkin, Shapiro, Schulman & Rabkin,
LLP
3556 East Russell road, * nmrr
Las Vegas, Nevada 89120
dsorinomever@ wrslawvers.comffi

Carson C , Nevada 89703

John Manol, Esq.
Dustin Marvel, Esq.
Marvel & Marvel, LTD.
217 ldaho Street
Elko, Nevada 89801
johnmarvel @ marvellawoflice.com
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xl regular U.S. mail
I cedilied U.S. mail
I priorily U.S. mail

t I ovemight UPS
t ] ovemight Federal Express
I x] via email

I hand delivery
] copy placed in agency box located
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1 Case No. CV-1902-348 MAY 2 1 2020 
(consolidated with Case Nos. 

2 CV-1902-349 and CV-1902-350) 

3 Dept. No. 2 
By ,f=~n:r:l:Ji 
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IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR 

THE COUNTY OF EUREKA 

TIMOTHY LEE BAILEY and 
CONSTANCE MARIE B.All..,EY; FRED 
BAILEY and CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA 
R. RENNER, an individual, and 
MONTIRA RENNER, an individual; and 
SADLER RANCH, LLC, 

Petitioners, 

VS . 

TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State 
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 

Respondent, 

EUREKA COUNTY; DIAMOND NATURAL 
RESOURCES PROTECTION AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATES, J&T 
FARMS, GALLAGHER FARMS, JEFF 
LOMMORI, M&C HAY, CONLEY LAND & 
LIVESTOCK, LLC, JIM AND NICK 
ETCHEVERRY, TIM AND SANDIE HALPIN, 
DIAMOND VALLEY HAY CO., MARK 
MOYLE FARMS, LLC, D.F. AND E.M. 
PALMORE FAMILY TRUST, BILL AND 
PATRICIA NORTON, SESTANOVICH HAY 
& CATTLE, LLC, JERRY ANDERSON, BILL 
AND DARLA BAUMANN , et al., 

Respondents/Intervenors. 

_________ _________ ./ 

EUREKA COUNTY'S NOTICE OF APPEAL 

RECEIVED 

MAY 2 1 111',, 

Eureka County Oerk 

1 
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1 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that EUREKA COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State 

2 of Nevada, by and through its counsel of record, ALLISON MacKENZIE, LTD. and THEODORE 

3 BEUTEL, ESQ., the EUREKA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY, hereby appeals to the Supreme 

4 Court of Nevada from the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Order Granting Petitions for 

5 Judicial Review entered in this action on April 27, 2020. Notices of Entry of Order were served in 

6 this action on April 29, 2020. 

7 AFFIRMATION 

8 The undersigned does hereby affirm that this document DOES NOT contain the social 

9 security number of any person. 

10 

11 

12 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DATED this 2l5t day of May, 2020. 

BY: 

KAREN A. PETERSON, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 0366 
ALLISON MacKENZIE, LTD. 
402 North Division Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89703 
(775) 687-0202 

~and~ 

EUREKA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
701 South Main Street 
Post Office Box 190 
Eureka, Nevada 89316 
(775) 2 7 

Attorneys for EUREKA COUNTY 
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1 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

2 Pursuant to NRCP Rule S(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of ALLISON 

3 MacKENZIE, LTD. , Attorneys at Law, this document applies to Case Nos. CV1902-348; -349; 

4 and -350; and that on this date, I caused the foregoing document to be served to all parties to this 

5 action by: 

6 '�� - -
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Electronic transmission 

Paul G. Taggart, Esq. 
David H. Rigdon, Esq. 

Timothy D. O'Connor, Esq. 
TAGGART & TAGGART, LTD. 

Paul@legaltnt.com 
David@legaltnt.com 
Tim@legaltnt.com 

James Bolotin, Esq. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 

jbolotin@ag.nv.gov 

Don Springmeyer, Esq. 
Christopher W. Mixson, Esq. 

WOLF, RIFKIN, SHAPIRO, et al. 
dspringmeyer@wrslawyers.com 

cmixson@wrslawyers.com 

Debbie Leonard, Esq. 
LEONARD LAW, PC 

debbie@leonardlawpc.com 

John E. Marvel, Esq. 
Amber Konakis 
Paul Paschelke 

iohnmarvel@marvellawoffice.com 
amberkonakis@marvelll awoffice.com 
paulpaschelke@firstcommerceilc.com 

Wendy Lopez 
Judicial Assistant 

wlopez@whitepinecountynv.gov 

Placing a true copy thereof in a sealed postage prepaid envelope, in the United States 
Mail in Carson City, Nevada [NRCP 5(b)(2)(B)] 

Beth M ill s, Trustee 
Marshall Fami ly Trust 

HC 62 Box 62138 
Eureka, NV 89316 
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Courtesy Copv to Chambers: 
Hon. Gary D. Fainnan 

Department Two 
P.O. Box 151629 
Ely, NV 89315 

DATED this 21st day of May, 2020. 

4852-7446-9308, v. 1 
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NO. 
FILED 

Case No. CV-1902-348 
(consolidated with Case Nos. MAY 2 1 2020 CV-1902-349 and CV-1902-350) 

�~� Dept. No. 2 By 

IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR 

THE COUNTY OF EUREKA 

TIMOTHY LEE BAILEY and 
CONSTANCE MARIE BAILEY; FRED 
BAILEY and CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA 
R. RENNER, an individual, and 
MONTIRA RENNER, an individual; and 
SADLER RANCH, LLC, 

Petitioners, 

vs. 

TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State 
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 

Respondent, 

EUREKA COUNTY; DIAMOND NATURAL 
RESOURCES PROTECTION AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATES, J&T 
FARMS, GALLAGHER FARMS, JEFF 
LOMMORI, M&C HAY, CONLEY LAND & 
LIVESTOCK, LLC, JIM AND NICK 
ETCHEVERRY, TIM AND SANDIE HALPIN, 
DIAMOND VALLEY HAY CO., MARK 
MOYLE FARMS, LLC, D.F. AND E.M. 
PALMORE FAMILY TRUST, BILL AND 
PATRICIA NORTON, SESTANOVICH HAY 
& CATTLE, LLC, JERRY ANDERSON, BILL 
AND DARLA BAUMANN, et al., 

Respondents/Intervenors. 

___________________ .! 

EUREKA COUNTY'S JOINDER TO DNRPCA INTERVENORS' MOTION FOR STAY 
PENDING APPEAL OF ORDER GRANTING PETITIONS FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW OF 

STA TE ENGINEER ORDER 1302 

1 
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1 EUREKA COUNTY, by and through its counsel of record, ALLISON MacKENZIE, LTD. 

2 and THEODORE BEUTEL, ESQ., EUREKA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY, hereby joins in 

3 DNRPCA Intervenors' Motion for Stay Pending Appeal of Order Granting Peti tions for Judicial 

4 Review of State Engineer Order 1302, dated May 14, 2020. EUREKA COUNTY also supports the 

5 State Engineer's Joinder to DNRPCA Intervenors' Motion for Stay Pending Appeal of Order 

6 Granting Petitions for Judicial Review of State Engineer Order 1302 and comments stated therein, 

7 dated May 19, 2020. 

8 AFFIRMATION 

9 The undersigned hereby affirms that this document DOES NOT contain a social securi ty 

10 number. 

11 DATED this 2l5t day of May, 2020. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 BY: 

20 
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25 

26 

27 

28 

KAREN A. PETERSON, ESQ. 
Nevada State Bar No. 0366 
ALLISON MacKENZIE, LTD. 
402 N01th Division Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89703 

- and-

EUREKA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
701 South Main Street 
Post Office Box 190 Eme-
THEODORE BEUTEL, ESQ . 
Nevada State Bar No. 5222 

Attorneys for EUREKA COUNTY 
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1 

2 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to NRCP Rule 5(b), I hereby certify that I am an employee of ALLISON 

3 MacKENZIE, LTD., Attorneys at Law, this document applies to Case Nos. CV1902-348; -349; 

4 and -350; and that on this date, I caused the foregoing document to be served to all paities to this 

5 action by: 

6 �_ '��_� 

7 

8 

9 

10 

23 

24 '�� 

25 

26 

27 

28 Ill 

Electronic transmission 

Paul G. Taggart, Esq. 
David H. Rigdon, Esq. 

Timothy D. O'Connor, Esq. 
TAGGART & TAGGART, LTD. 

Paul@legaltnt.com 
David@legaltnt.com 
Tim@legaltnt.com 

James Bolotin, Esq. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 

jbolotin@ag.nv.gov 

Don Springmeyer, Esq. 
Christopher W. Mixson, Esq. 

WOLF, RIFKIN, SHAPIRO, et al. 
dspringmeyer@wrslawyers.com 

cmixson@wrslawyers.com 

Debbie Leonard, Esq. 
LEONARD LAW, PC 

debbie@leonardlawpc.com 

John E. Mai·vel, Esq. 
Amber Konakis 
Paul Paschelke 

johnmarvel@marvellawoffice.com 
ainberkonakis@marvelll awoffice.com 
paulpaschelke@firstcommercellc.com 

Wendy Lopez 
Judicial Assistant 

w lopez@whitepinecountyn v. gov 

Placing a true copy thereof in a sealed postage prepaid envelope, in the United States 
Mail in Carson City, Nevada [NRCP 5(b)(2)(B)] 

Beth Mill s, Trustee 
Marshall Family Trust 

HC 62 Box 62138 
Eureka, NV 89316 
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Courtesy Copy to Chambers: 
Hon. Gary D. Fairman 

Department Two 
P.O. Box 151629 
Ely, NV 89315 

DATED this 2l51 day of May, 2020. 

4839-3880-6205, V. 1 
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 -2-  
�%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���2�S�S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q���W�R���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���6�W�D�\���3�H�Q�G�L�Q�J���$�S�S�H�D�O  

This Opposition is based on the following Memorandum of Points and Authorities, all 

papers and pleadings related to this matter currently on file with the Court, and any oral 

argument the Court may entertain at hearing of DNRPCA Intervenors�¶ Motion for Stay Pending 

Appeal of Order Granting Petitions for Judicial Review of State Engineer Order 1302 

(hereinafter, the �³Motion� )́.  

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I.  FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

On January 11, 2019, the State Engineer adopted and entered Order 1302, approving the 

Diamond Valley Gr�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U���0�D�Q�D�J�H�P�H�Q�W���3�O�D�Q�����³�*�0�3�´������On February 11, 2019, the Baileys, 

and separately Ira R. & Montira Renner and Sadler Ranch, LLC, filed Notices of Appeal and 

Petitions for Review of State Engineer Order 1302.  After briefing and oral arguments, on April 

27, 2020, the Court entered its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order Granting 

�3�H�W�L�W�L�R�Q�V���I�R�U���-�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���5�H�Y�L�H�Z�����K�H�U�H�L�Q�D�I�W�H�U�����W�K�H���³�2�U�G�H�U�´������ In its Order, the Court correctly held 

that, inter alia, Order 1302 is arbitrary and capricious due to �W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V clear violation of 

Nevada law, and granted the petitions for review, resulting in the reversal of Order 1302 and 

�R�Y�H�U�W�X�U�Q�L�Q�J���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3�����H�I�I�H�F�W�L�Y�H���X�S�R�Q���W�K�H���L�P�P�H�G�L�D�W�H���I�L�O�L�Q�J���R�Q���$�S�U�L�O�����������������������R�I���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶��

Notice of Entry of Order.  

On May 14, 2020, DNRPCA filed its Notice of Appeal of the Order to the Nevada 

Supreme Court ���K�H�U�H�L�Q�D�I�W�H�U�����W�K�H���³�$�S�S�H�D�O�´��. During the pendency of the Appeal, DNRPCA seeks 

�W�R���V�W�D�\���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U�� and therefore return the GMP into full force and effect. Because 

reinstating the GMP would irreparably harm the Baileys and because DNRPCA is unlikely to 

�S�U�H�Y�D�L�O���R�Q���W�K�H���P�H�U�L�W�V���R�I���L�W�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���R�I���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U�����W�K�H Court should deny the Motion. 

II.  LEGAL ARGUMENT 

A. Standard For A Stay Pending Appeal. 

DNRPCA argues that while an appeal is pending from a final order that grants, dissolves, 

or denies an injunction, the district court �³may stay, suspend, modify, restore, or grant an 

injunction on terms for bond or other terms that secure the opposing party�¶s rights.�  ́Motion at 3 
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 -3-  
�%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���2�S�S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q���W�R���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���6�W�D�\���3�H�Q�G�L�Q�J���$�S�S�H�D�O  

(citing NRCP 62(c)).  �+�R�Z�H�Y�H�U�����W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���I�U�R�P���Z�K�L�F�K���'�1�5�3�&�$���D�S�S�H�D�O�V���L�V���Q�R�W���D�Q��

injunction, it is an order granting a petition for judicial review of, and overturning, a final agency 

action.  �1�R�U���L�V���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���D���I�L�Q�D�O���M�X�G�J�P�H�Q�W���V�X�E�M�H�F�W���W�R���W�K�H���D�Xtomatic 30-day stay of 

enforcement pursuant to NRCP 62(a)(1).  �,�Q���I�D�F�W�����L�I���'�1�5�3�&�$���L�V���F�R�U�U�H�F�W���W�K�D�W���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U��

�S�U�R�Y�L�G�H�V���L�Q�M�X�Q�F�W�L�Y�H���U�H�O�L�H�I�����W�K�H�Q���L�W���Z�R�X�O�G���E�H���V�X�E�M�H�F�W���W�R���1�5�&�3���������D���������¶�V���H�[�F�O�X�V�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H��

automatic stay for orders granting injunctive relief. 

Therefore, the standard of review for a stay pending appeal pursuant to Nev. R. App. P. 

8(c) �L�V���P�R�V�W���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�E�O�H���W�R���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H���0�R�W�L�R�Q�� See e.g. Fritz Hansen A/S v. 

Eighth Judicial Dist. Court, 116 Nev. 650, 657, 6 P.3d 982, 986 (2000).  Pursuant to NRAP 8(c), 

the court should generally consider the following factors: (1) whether the object of the appeal 

will be defeated if the stay is denied; (2) whether appellant will suffer irreparable or serious 

injury if the stay is denied; (3) whether respondent will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the 

stay is granted; and (4) whether appellant is likely to prevail on the merits of the appeal. NRAP 

8(c).  The movant must �³present a substantial case on the merits when a serious legal question is 

involved and show that the balance of equities weighs heavily in favor of granting the stay.�  ́ 

Fritz Hansen A/S, 116 Nev. at 659 (emphasis added). 

B. The Circumstances Here Do Not Warrant Reinstatement Of The GMP. 
 

DNRPCA cannot show that the balance of equities weighs heavily in favor of granting 

the stay and reinstating the GMP, and as such, has failed to meet its burden. Therefore, 

�'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V Motion should be denied.  

1. The Baileys Will Suffer Irreparable And Serious Injury If The Stay Is 
Granted And the Groundwater Management Plan Reinstated.  

 
�'�X�H���W�R���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q���L�Q���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V���W�R���³�V�K�D�U�H�V���´���Z�K�L�F�K���D�U�H���I�X�U�W�K�H�U���U�H�G�X�F�H�G���Y�L�D��

annual reductions to �³�D�O�O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q�V�´���R�I���Z�D�W�H�U per share, the GMP causes the Baileys to suffer 

serious and irreparable injury when it is in effect.  As this Court determined in its Order, the 

GMP results in the deprivation of property rights, particularly of senior water rights users, and 

results in other harms to water rights and resources because of its myriad violations of Nevada 
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law.  DNRPCA is simply wrong to allege in the Motion that the Baileys will suffer no harm 

should the GMP be reinstated. 

The GMP irreparably harms the Baileys because it irreparably harms their senior water 

rights.  �$�V���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W���I�R�X�Q�G�����W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���I�R�U�P�X�O�D���I�R�U���F�R�Q�Y�H�U�W�L�Q�J���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V���W�R���V�K�D�U�H�V���³�G�R�H�V���Q�R�W��

give senior right holders all of the water to which their priority permit/certificate entitles [them.]�´����

Order at 8:9�±12.  �$�V���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W���Q�R�W�H�G�����³�S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���R�I���D���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W���L�V���W�K�H���P�R�V�W���L�P�S�R�U�W�D�Q�W���I�H�D�W�X�U�H�´���D�Q�G��

�³�S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���L�Q���D���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W���L�V���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���L�Q���L�W�V�H�O�I���´����Id�����D�W���������������������7�K�H�U�H�I�R�U�H�����W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W���I�R�X�Q�G�����³�W�K�H��

loss or reduction of any water associated with the senior right can significantly harm �W�K�H���K�R�O�G�H�U���´����

Id. at 26 (emphasis added).  The inescapable conclusion this Court came to was that �W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V��

mandatory reduction of the amount of water allocated to senior water �U�L�J�K�W�V�¶���K�R�O�G�H�U�V �³�H�I�I�H�F�W�L�Y�H�O�\��

�L�J�Q�R�U�H�>�V�@�����������\�H�D�U�V���R�I���W�K�H���S�U�L�Q�F�L�S�O�H���R�I���µ�I�L�U�V�W���L�Q���W�L�P�H�����I�L�U�V�W���L�Q���U�L�J�K�W�¶�«���´����Id.  To reinstate the GMP 

�E�\���J�U�D�Q�W�L�Q�J���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q���Z�R�X�O�G���W�K�H�U�H�I�R�U�H���U�H�L�Q�V�W�D�W�H���W�K�L�V���L�U�U�H�S�D�U�D�E�O�H���K�D�U�P���W�R���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶��

senior water rights by denying them the use of these valuable property rights in violation of law. 

In addition to the irreparable harm to the B�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���V�H�Q�L�R�U���J�U�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V�����W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W��

also found that the GMP impairs the Baileys senior vested water rights in violation of NRS 

533.085(1).  Order at 23�±24.  As the Court found, the GMP on its face fails to reduce the harm 

caused by over-pumping of the aquifer, and therefore aggravates the depleted groundwater basin 

to the detriment of senior vested surface water rights that depend on the groundwater aquifer.  Id.  

�'�1�5�3�&�$���F�O�D�L�P�V���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���Y�H�V�W�H�G���U�L�J�K�W�V���D�U�H���Q�R�W���K�D�U�P�H�G���E�\���W�K�H���*�0�3���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���R�I���W�K�H���H�[�Lstence 

�R�I���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���3�H�U�P�L�W���1�R�������������������Z�K�L�F�K���'�1�5�3�&�$���L�Q�F�R�U�U�H�F�W�O�\���F�O�D�L�P�V���L�V���D���³�P�L�W�L�J�D�W�L�R�Q�´���U�L�J�K�W������

Motion at 11.  But that water right is not a mitigation permit.  It was not issued pursuant to the 

�6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���P�L�W�L�J�D�W�L�R�Q���R�U�G�H�U�����L�W���G�R�H�V���Q�R�W���I�X�O�O�\���U�H�S�O�D�F�H���W�K�H���W�R�W�D�O���D�P�R�X�Q�W���R�I���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���Y�H�V�W�H�G��

water right�����D�Q�G���L�W�V���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���G�D�W�H���L�V���U�R�X�J�K�O�\���D���F�H�Q�W�X�U�\���M�X�Q�L�R�U���W�R���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���Y�H�V�W�H�G���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W.  

Therefore, it cannot mitigate the harm to the Baileys that this Court found would result from the 

GMP. 

This harm to the Baileys water rights is per se irreparable harm because it is harm to their 

property.  �³�1�H�Y�D�G�D���O�D�Z���L�V���F�O�H�D�U���W�K�D�W���D�S�S�X�U�W�H�Q�D�Q�W���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V���D�U�H���D���V�H�S�D�U�D�W�H���V�W�L�F�N���L�Q���W�K�H���E�X�Q�G�O�H���R�I��
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�U�L�J�K�W�V���D�W�W�H�Q�G�D�Q�W���W�R���U�H�D�O���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���´�� Dermody v. City of Reno, 113 Nev. 207, 212, 931 P.2d 1354, 

1358 (1997); Adaven Mgmt. v. Mt. Falls Acquisition Corp., 124 Nev. 770, 774, 191 P.3d 1189, 

1192 (2008).  �³�5�H�D�O���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\���D�Q�G���L�W�V���D�W�W�U�L�E�X�W�H�V���D�U�H���F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U�H�G���X�Q�L�T�X�H���D�Q�G��loss of real property 

rights generally results in irreparable harm���´��Dixon v. Thatcher, 103 Nev. 414, 416, 742 P.2d 

1029, 1030 (1987) (emphasis added). 

�'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���R�I�I�H�U���W�R���H�[�F�O�X�G�H���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V���I�U�R�P���W�K�H���U�H�L�Q�V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���L�O�O�H�J�D�O��

mandatory reduction of the Baileys�¶ senior water rights does not address additional irreparable 

harm threatened by the GMP.  In addition to the direct irreparable harm �W�R���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���Z�D�W�H�U��

rights resulting from the reduction of their senior rights to smaller shares and allocations, 

reinstatement of the GMP would also cause irreparable harm to the Baileys by allowing for 

unfettered trading of water shares, including by permitting traded shares to be pumped from 

areas that could harm the Baileys.  As this Court found, the GMP will result in another 35 years 

of overpumping of the Diamond Va�O�O�H�\���D�T�X�L�I�H�U�¶�V�����������������D�F�U�H-foot perennial yield.  Order at 9.  

The overpumping of the groundwater aquifer is responsible for the harm to the Baileys�¶ vested 

water rights, and as the Court correctly found, continued pumping in excess of the perennial 

�\�L�H�O�G���R�I���W�K�H���E�D�V�L�Q���K�D�U�P�V���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���V�H�Q�L�R�U���Y�H�V�W�H�G���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V�������(�[�F�O�X�G�L�Q�J���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V���I�U�R�P���W�K�H��

�*�0�3�¶�V���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q�V���W�R���J�U�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U���S�H�U�P�L�W�V���Z�R�X�O�G���Q�R�W���D�G�G�U�H�V�V���W�K�L�V���L�U�U�H�S�D�U�D�E�O�H���K�D�U�P���W�R���W�K�H���D�T�X�L�I�H�U��

and to the Baileys�¶ vested rights. 

The Court also ruled that the GMP violates the fundamental doctrine of beneficial use.  

Order at 21�±23.  This violation of the beneficial use requirement also causes irreparable harm to 

the Baileys.  �7�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V��banking and trading scheme applies not only to certificated water rights 

that have been put to actual use, but also to permitted water rights �W�K�D�W���K�D�Y�H���Q�R�W���E�H�H�Q���³�S�U�R�Y�H�G��

�X�S�´���E�\���D�F�W�X�D�O���X�V�H�������7�K�H���*�0�3���W�K�H�U�H�I�R�U�H���Y�L�R�O�D�W�H�V���W�K�H���I�X�Q�G�D�P�H�Q�W�D�O���S�U�L�Q�F�L�S�O�H���R�I���Z�H�V�W�H�U�Q���Z�D�W�H�U���O�D�Z��

that beneficial use depends on actual use of water.  Order at 21 (citing Bacher v. State Engineer, 

122 Nev. 1110, 1116, 146 P.3d 793 (2006)).  The GMP violates the beneficial use requirement 

by allowing banking of shares derived from unperfected permitted water rights and any water 

rights not used in a given irrigation season, which can then be transferred to others.  Absent the 
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GMP, water not pumped in one year would not be allowed to be saved and pumped in the future.  

Should the Court grant the Motion and reinstate the GMP, the Baileys would be irreparably 

harmed because the owners of banked shares�±�±derived from unused certificated water rights 

and/or unperfected paper water rights�±�±would be free to transfer them to others, increasing 

demand on the aquifer and continuing to harm the Baileys�¶ senior water rights, all in violation of 

Nevada law.  For example, after Year 1 (2019) of GMP implementation, there are now 

approximately 25,614 acre-�I�H�H�W���R�I���³�E�D�Q�N�H�G�´���Z�D�W�H�U���L�Q���W�K�H���D�T�X�L�I�H�U������See Exhibit 13 to Motion, CY 

�����������6�K�D�U�H���/�H�G�J�H�U�����V�X�P���R�I���³�����������%�D�Q�N�H�G�´���F�R�O�X�P�Q1.  The new allocations for 2020 allow for 

73,702 acre-feet to be pumped.  Id.�����V�X�P���R�I���³�����������$�O�O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q�´���F�R�O�X�P�Q��  Adding those together 

means that, if the GMP were to be reinstated, there could be 99,316 acre-feet pumped from the 

aquifer by new allocations and banked water in the 2020 irrigation season alone. 

It is likely that another reason the monitoring wells show slight stabilization in the basin 

water levels (in addition to the fact that mother nature provided substantial precipitation in 2019) 

is because there was not yet any banked water to be pumped in 2019; there was only the Year 1 

allocations.  Now, there is banked water that can be pumped in addition to the annual allocation 

under the GMP, putting the basin at risk of even more pumping than historic baseline pumping of 

approximately 76,000 acre-feet annually.  There is no provision in the GMP that limits annual 

pumping or banking�±�±�D�V���O�R�Q�J���D�V���R�Q�H���F�D�Q���V�H�F�X�U�H���D�Q���³�D�O�O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q�´���L�W���F�D�Q���E�H���S�X�P�S�H�G today or 

banked for pumping later.  Because the banking of water shares continues to expand the threat of 

future increased pumping above the new annual water allocations, the GMP constitutes an 

ongoing threat of irreparable harm. 

Reinstatement of the GMP would also threaten irreparable harm to the Baileys by 

allowing groundwater pumping to be transferred among wells, including brand new wells, 

without first requiring the completion of statutory procedures meant to protect water rights 

                                            
1 Interestingly, the share register does not provide a total amount for this column as it does for others.  Nor 

�G�R�H�V���L�W���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���D���W�R�W�D�O���D�P�R�X�Q�W���R�I���W�K�H���³�5�H�P�D�L�Q�L�Q�J�´���F�R�O�X�P�Q�����Z�K�L�F�K���Z�R�X�O�G���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���W�K�H���W�R�W�D�O���D�O�O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q���S�O�X�V���E�D�Q�N�H�G��
water available to be pumped under the GMP. 
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holders from potential harm from changes in pumping amounts and locations throughout 

Diamond Valley.  See Order at 9 (noting that under the GMP, the State Engineer may only 

review a proposed transfer of the point of diversion or place of use of a water right allocation if 

the new well could exceed the pumping volume of the original water right or if excess water 

pumped beyond the volume allowed for an existing well would conflict with existing rights).  

These procedures are found in, among others, NRS 533.325 and 533.345.  As the Court 

�H�[�S�O�D�L�Q�H�G�����³�7�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U���L�V���U�H�T�X�L�U�H�G���W�R���U�H�Y�L�H�Z���D���W�H�P�S�R�U�D�U�\���F�K�D�Q�J�H���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�W�Lon regardless 

of the intended use of the water to determine if it is in the public interest and does not impact the 

water rights used by others.  If a potential negative impact is found, the application could be 

�U�H�M�H�F�W�H�G���´�����2�U�G�H�U���D�W�����������±11.  The GMP does away with these statutory review procedures, and 

the Court therefore correctly found the State Engineer to have acted arbitrarily and capriciously 

in approving the GMP because it permits violations of these procedural safeguards.  Order at 39 

���³�7�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���Y�L�W�D�O���V�W�D�W�X�W�R�U�\���R�Y�H�U�V�L�J�K�W���D�X�W�K�R�U�L�W�\���W�R���H�Q�V�X�U�H���W�K�H���W�H�P�S�R�U�D�U�\���F�K�D�Q�J�H���L�V���L�Q���W�K�H��

public interest or that the change does not impair water rights held by other persons is otherwise 

lost���´�������H�P�S�K�D�V�L�V���D�G�G�H�G���������5�H�L�Q�V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V��liberal transfer of water rights without the 

necessary statutory oversight of the State Engineer threatens to irreparably harm the Baileys. 

�'�H�V�S�L�W�H���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���V�X�P�P�D�U�\���V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���W�R���W�K�H���F�R�Q�W�U�D�U�\�����U�H�L�Q�V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3���Z�R�X�O�G��

irreparably harm the Baileys.  In addition to the �R�E�Y�L�R�X�V���K�D�U�P���W�R���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���V�H�Q�L�R�U���J�U�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U��

certificates, the GMP also harms the Baileys�¶ senior vested surface water rights by violating the 

bedrock beneficial use doctrine�������'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���R�I�I�H�U���W�R��reinstate the GMP but to exclude the 

Baileys from the GMP�¶�V���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H�L�U���V�H�Q�L�R�U���J�U�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V���Z�R�X�O�G���Q�R�Q�H�W�K�H�O�H�V�V��

irreparably harm the Baileys because it would allow others to trade and/or bank their unused 

water rights in violation of the bedrock beneficial use requirement, and it would allow others to 

pump groundwater from locations that threaten to irreparably harm the Baileys without first 

completing the statutory water rights change applications procedures meant to protect against 
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such harms.2  The Court should therefore deny the Motion to Stay. 

2. The Object Of The Appeal Will Not Be Defeated If The Stay Is 
Denied. 
 

DNRPCA alleges that absence of a stay could result in increased pumping, which would 

defeat the purpose of NRS 534.037 and the groundwater management plan process.   Motion at 

4.  DNRPCA also alleges that the GMP was designed to stabilize groundwater levels and 

economic activity in Diamond Valley.  Id.  It claims that these are the object of the appeal that 

will be defeated if the GMP is not reactivated during the pendency of the appeal.  However, none 

of this will be permanently defeated during the appeal. 

DNRPCA bases its argument on its unfounded claims that the GMP was responsible for 

estimated reductions in pumping going back several years before the GMP was even in effect 

and that these positive effects will be lost forever if the GMP is not immediately reactivated.  It 

defies reality to claim that the initial implementation of the GMP during the 2019 season�±�±when 

there were no penalties for non-compliance�±�±could have the retroactive effect of reducing 

pumping in 2017 and 2018.  The truth is that the observed stabilization in the aquifer water level 

in 2019 reflects the hydrologic reality that mother nature provided substantial precipitation in 

2019.  It is the natural precipitation, not the GMP, that can be credited with the reduced demand 

on the aquifer in the recent past.  In years when mother nature provides water from the sky, 

farmers pump less from the ground.  These high precipitation years also recharge the aquifer, and 

combined with the reduced demand for irrigation pumping, contribute to the stabilization of 

aquifer water levels.  Furthermore, in addition to reduced demand because of precipitation, it is 

                                            
2 �'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���R�I�I�H�U���W�R���H�[�F�O�X�G�H���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V���I�U�R�P���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���P�D�Q�G�D�W�R�U�\���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q�V���D�O�V�R���V�X�J�J�H�V�W�V���W�K�D�W���V�K�R�X�O�G��

�W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W���J�U�D�Q�W���V�X�F�K���U�H�O�L�H�I�����W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V���Z�R�X�O�G���D�O�V�R���E�H���S�U�H�F�O�X�G�H�G���I�U�R�P���H�Q�M�R�\�L�Q�J���D�Q�\���³�E�H�Q�H�I�L�W�V�´���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3�����V�X�F�K���D�V��
�W�K�H���D�O�O�H�J�H�G���Z�D�W�H�U���³�E�D�Q�N�H�G�´���E�\��the Baileys in 2019.  For the record, the Baileys did not request to bank any of their 
unused water in 2019.  Any so-called banked water shown on the 2020 GMP water banking ledger for the Baileys is 
only a result of the fact that the Baileys did not need to pump their full water duty during the 2019 irrigation season 
because of the specific hydrologic conditions, namely mother nature provided precipitation that was taken up by the 
�%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���F�U�R�S�V���V�R���W�K�D�W���W�K�H�\���G�L�G���Q�R�W���Q�H�H�G���W�R���E�H�Q�H�I�L�F�L�D�O�O�\���X�V�H���W�K�H�L�U���H�Q�W�L�U�H���S�H�Umitted water rights.  The difference in their 
�S�H�U�P�L�W�W�H�G���D�P�R�X�Q�W�V���D�Q�G���W�K�H�L�U���D�F�W�X�D�O���S�X�P�S�L�Q�J���Z�D�V���D�X�W�R�P�D�W�L�F�D�O�O�\���U�H�J�L�V�W�H�U�H�G���D�V���³�E�D�Q�N�H�G�´���Z�D�W�H�U�������7�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V���Z�R�X�O�G��
prefer that any water not pumped in 2019 simply be left in the aquifer as conserved water, not available to be traded 
or sold in order to be removed in the future. 
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highly likely that �D���O�D�U�J�H���S�R�U�W�L�R�Q���R�I���Z�D�W�H�U���³�E�D�Q�N�H�G�´���L�Q������������is actually the result of the large 

amount of unperfected paper water rights, which would not have otherwise been pumped had the 

G�0�3�¶�V���W�U�L�D�O���<�H�D�U�������Q�R�W���E�H�H�Q���L�P�S�O�H�P�H�Q�W�H�G.  

DNRPCA wrongly assumes that failure to reinstate the GMP will result in more 

pumping.   Under the drought conditions of 2016, pumping for irrigation was approximately 

76,000 acre-feet, which served as the baseline pumping for the GMP.  Under the GMP, the 

combination of the water �³�E�D�Q�N�H�G�´���G�X�U�L�Q�J���W�K�H�������������V�H�D�V�R�Q and the 2020 share allocations would 

allow as much as 99,316 acre-feet to be pumped�±�±for any purpose, from any place and at any 

time in the future, more than 23,000 acre-feet more than in the drought year baseline.  In other 

words, it is the GMP, not the status quo, that threatens to allow increased pumping. 

�'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q���P�D�N�Hs wide-ranging claims about the devastation of the entire way 

of life in Diamond Valley and Eureka should the Court not reinstate the GMP.  The Motion lacks 

perspective in this regard: the Diamond Valley aquifer, as the Court found, has experienced 

extreme over-pumping for at least four decades.  That over-pumping is the result of the State 

�(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���R�U�L�J�L�Q�D�O���V�L�Q���R�I���J�U�D�Q�W�L�Q�J���W�R�R���P�D�Q�\���J�U�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U���S�H�U�P�L�W�V���D�Q�G���W�K�H���I�D�L�O�X�U�H���W�R���S�U�R�S�H�U�O�\��

manage the basin under its existing authorities for decades.  Now, DNRPCA asks the Court to 

believe that maintaining this multi-decade status quo for the relatively short time it will take for 

the appeal to run its course will somehow devastate the Diamond Valley economy and way of 

life.  That argument is a red herring�±�±�L�W���U�H�O�L�H�V���H�Q�W�L�U�H�O�\���R�Q���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���I�X�Q�G�D�P�H�Q�W�D�O�O�\���I�O�D�Z�H�G��

assumption that if the GMP is not reinstated, then immediate curtailment by priority will ensue.  

But, as the Court has explained, there are myriad options available other than the illegal GMP or 

strict curtailment by priority. 

�'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�U�J�X�P�H�Q�W���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���R�E�M�H�F�W���R�I���L�W�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���Z�L�O�O��be defeated absent reinstatement 

of the GMP also lacks the perspective of the long horizon of the GMP itself.  Under the GMP, 

reduction of the new annual allocations does not reach its final amount of 34,000 acre-feet for 

another three decades.  And even then, as described above, that is only a reduction of new 

allocations, but it does not account for the pumping of banked water that would also be taking 
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place each and every year over and above the new allocations.  The GMP, therefore, does not 

automatically reduce pumping such that failure to reinstate it during appeal risks any immediate 

damage to the aquifer.  The only immediate damage would be experienced by senior water rights 

holders should the GMP be reinstated. 

�7�K�H���R�E�M�H�F�W���R�I���W�K�H���D�S�S�H�D�O���L�V���R�Y�H�U�W�X�U�Q�L�Q�J���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�Ger so that the GMP can go into 

effect to gradually and incrementally reduce demand on the groundwater aquifer over three 

decades or more by taking water from senior water rights and providing it to junior water rights.  

�7�K�H���G�D�W�D���S�U�H�V�H�Q�W�H�G���L�Q���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�Rn does not conclusively demonstrate that the GMP has 

automatically stabilized groundwater levels, it only reflects the hydrologic reality that 2019 was 

an exceptionally wet year and resulted in less agricultural demand on the aquifer.  It is simply not 

the �F�D�V�H���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���D�E�V�H�Q�F�H���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���L�O�O�H�J�D�O���V�H�Q�L�R�U���Z�D�W�H�U���U�L�J�K�W�V���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q���D�Q�G���Z�D�W�H�U���P�D�U�N�H�W�L�Q�J��

scheme during the appeal will defeat the long-term purpose of the GMP should DNRPCA prevail 

in its appeal.  The GMP can simply be reinstated at that time.  Additionally, DNRPC�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q��

fails entirely to address the much more likely scenario that the Supreme Court upholds this 

�&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U�����D�Q�G���W�K�H���U�H�V�X�O�W�L�Q�J���F�K�D�R�V���W�K�D�W���Z�R�X�O�G���H�Q�V�X�H���K�D�G���W�K�H���*�0�3���E�H�H�Q���L�Q���H�I�I�H�F�W��during the 

entire appeal: unlike the present situation where there has been only one trial year of the GMP, 

there would have been multiple years of banking and trading�±�±resulting in multiple years of 

violation of fundamental water laws�±�±that would have to be somehow unraveled.  Instead, if the 

Court denies the Motion, the pre-GMP status quo would not result in any complicated water 

�P�D�U�N�H�W�L�Q�J���W�U�D�Q�V�D�F�W�L�R�Q�V���G�X�U�L�Q�J���W�K�H���S�H�Q�G�H�Q�F�\���R�I���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O�� 

3. DNRPCA Will Not Suffer Irreparable Or Serious Injury If The Stay 
Is Denied.  
 

The harms alleged to be faced by DNRPCA and the intervenors should the Court not 

reinstate the GMP are entirely of their own making and do not support the relief requested in the 

Motion.  DNRPCA argues it will suffer irreparable injury should the GMP not be reinstated 

because of the threat of curtailment by priority and based upon the investments that are alleged to 

have been made in reliance on the GMP.  Motion at 6�±7.   
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It is not at all clear that absent reinstatement of the GMP, immediate curtailment of 

groundwater use by priority in Diamond Valley will follow.  To the contrary, there is still over 

50% of the 10 year period under NRS 534.037 for the creation of a GMP that complies with law 

before the State Engineer is mandated to curtail by priority.  There is no indication that the State 

�(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U���Z�R�X�O�G���L�P�P�H�G�L�D�W�H�O�\���R�U�G�H�U���F�X�U�W�D�L�O�P�H�Q�W���Z�K�L�O�H���W�K�H���D�S�S�H�D�O���R�I���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���L�V��

underway, in light of the fact that the over-pumping of Diamond Valley has been occurring for 

decades without any curtailment by priority.  D�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�U�J�X�P�H�Q�W��continues with the same 

logical fallacy that plagued its defense of the GMP before this Court: that the choice is a binary 

one between either the GMP and its violations of Nevada water law or immediate curtailment by 

priority.  That is simply not the case.  �7�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���V�L�P�S�O�\���U�H�W�X�U�Q�H�G���W�K�H���Y�D�O�O�H�\���W�R���W�K�H���V�W�D�W�X�V��

�T�X�R���W�K�D�W���K�D�G���H�[�L�V�W�H�G���I�R�U���D�W���O�H�D�V�W���I�R�X�U���G�H�F�D�G�H�V���E�H�I�R�U�H���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���I�L�U�V�W���W�U�L�D�O���\�H�D�U��  Therefore, 

DNRPCA has failed to meet its burden to show that it will suffer irreparable harm should the 

Court not grant the Motion to stay the Order pending appeal. 

DNRPCA also claims it will suffer irreparable harm if the GMP is not reinstated because 

many farmers in Diamond Valley made investments in their farming operations in reliance on the 

GMP.  Motion at 7.  That, however, is neither irreparable harm nor is it sufficient to reinstate the 

GMP in light of the obvious legal shortcomings of the GMP.  Any investments or farming 

decisions solely made in order to increase banking of unused water were �G�R�Q�H���D�W���W�K�H���I�D�U�P�H�U�¶�V��

own risk.  This is particularly true with respect to the DNRPCA Intervenors, who were very 

much aware of the risk that the GMP would be overturned upon judicial review because they are 

parties to this review proceeding.  The Bailey Petitioners�¶���D�Q�G���R�W�K�H�U�V�¶���R�S�S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q���W�R���W�K�H���*�0�3���Z�D�V��

publicly known for many years before they were able to challenge it.  Irrigators are, of course, 

�D�O�Z�D�\�V���H�Q�F�R�X�U�D�J�H�G���W�R���X�S�J�U�D�G�H���W�K�H�L�U���R�S�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q�V���W�R���E�H���P�R�U�H���H�I�I�L�F�L�H�Q�W�����D�Q�G���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���Z�R�X�O�G��

not affect tha�W���U�H�F�R�P�P�H�Q�G�D�W�L�R�Q�������'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�O�O�H�J�D�W�L�R�Q���W�K�D�W���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W���F�U�H�D�W�H�G���F�K�D�R�V���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���R�I��

the appropriate reversal of the GMP lays the blame upon the wrong feet.   

Furthermore, none of the investments that may have been made in reliance on the GMP 

were in fact required to have been made.  As the Court is aware, 2019 was the first year of GMP 
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implementation, and during that first year there is no penalty for non-compliance with the 

provisions of the GMP.  Finally, except for the requirement to install a new meter (which also 

includes a process for securing a variance to exempt a farmer from that requirement), none of the 

investments described in the Motion were actually required by the GMP. 

�'�1�5�3�&�$���D�V�V�H�U�W�V���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���2�U�G�H�U���K�D�V���U�H�V�X�O�W�H�G���L�Q���³�F�R�Q�V�L�G�H�U�D�E�O�H���X�Q�F�H�U�W�D�L�Q�W�\�´���D�P�R�Q�J��

Diamond Valley irrigators as to management of the basin and the rules that govern their water 

use.  Motion at 8.  There is no such uncertainty: the GMP is not in effect because this Court 

�U�H�Y�H�U�V�H�G���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�U�R�Y�D�O���R�I���L�W�������7�K�H���E�D�V�L�Q���L�V���V�X�E�M�H�F�W��to the relevant provisions of the 

NRS governing groundwater withdrawals, primarily Chapters 533 and 534.  If DNRPCA has 

legal questions about the management of the Diamond Valley basin, those questions are more 

appropriately directed to their legal counsel and/or the State Engineer.  To the extent any 

�X�Q�F�H�U�W�D�L�Q�W�\���H�[�L�V�W�V�����D���V�W�D�\���R�I���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���D�Q�G���U�H�L�Q�V�W�D�W�H�P�H�Q�W���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3 is not necessary; 

i�Q�V�W�H�D�G�����'�1�5�3�&�$���F�R�X�O�G���V�L�P�S�O�\���D�V�N���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W���W�R���F�O�D�U�L�I�\���Z�K�H�W�K�H�U�����G�H�V�S�L�W�H���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���Y�H�U�\���F�O�H�D�U��

order reversing the approval of the GMP, the GMP is still in effect. 

DNRPCA argues that it will suffer irreparable injury if the GMP is not reinstated because 

it may call into question whether State Engineer Order Nos. 1305 and 1305a are still in effect.  

Motion at 8.  Again, that is a question for the State Engineer, not this Court; and it is certainly 

not a justification for reinstating the GMP.  Orders 1305 and 1305a were issued by the State 

Engineer to clarify that unperfected groundwater permits would not be required to request 

extensions of time to prevent forfeiture in Diamond Valley through July 2024.  Reversal of the 

�*�0�3���G�R�H�V���Q�R�W�����R�Q���L�W�V���I�D�F�H�����D�O�W�H�U���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q���L�Q���2�U�G�H�U���������������������D���W�R���S�D�X�V�H��

forfeiture proceedings for unperfected water permits in Diamond Valley.  Instead of 

reinstatement of the GMP, DNRPCA should instead simply ask the State Engineer to clarify that 

�W�K�H�V�H���R�U�G�H�U�V���Z�L�O�O���U�H�P�D�L�Q���L�Q���H�I�I�H�F�W���S�H�Q�G�L�Q�J���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���R�I���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U�� 

DNRPCA also argues that absent reinstatement of the GMP, �W�K�H���Z�D�W�H�U���P�D�Q�D�J�H�U�¶�V��

�³�R�Y�H�U�V�L�J�K�W�´���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3���S�U�R�F�H�V�V���Z�L�O�O���E�H���O�R�V�W������Motion at 10.  It is not entirely clear what that 

oversight entails, and it is highly unlikely that any loss of such oversight would constitute 
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irreparable harm.  The State Engineer has the primary obligation to manage and oversee water 

use in the basin, and that primary management and oversight will continue uninterrupted on 

appeal. 

4. DNRPCA Is Not Likely To Prevail On The Merits In The Appeal.  
 

�'�1�5�3�&�$���D�U�J�X�H�V���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���L�V���O�L�N�H�O�\���W�R���E�H���R�Y�H�U�W�X�U�Q�H�G���R�Q���D�S�S�H�D�O���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���R�I��

�I�X�Q�G�D�P�H�Q�W�D�O���H�U�U�R�U�V���L�Q���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���D�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V������Motion at 12.  �'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�U�J�X�P�H�Q�W���L�V���S�U�L�P�D�U�L�O�\���D��

conclusory restatement of its general argument from its Answering Brief herein that relies on the 

assumption that curtailment by priority is the only alternative to this specific GMP.  The only 

concrete example of these alleged errors discussed in the Motion is DNRPCA�¶�V claim that the 

�&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���P�D�N�H�V���W�Z�R���L�U�U�H�F�R�Q�F�L�O�D�E�O�H���U�X�O�L�Q�J�V����that the State Engineer properly determined that 

�W�K�H���*�0�3���Z�R�X�O�G���D�O�O�R�Z���I�R�U���U�H�P�R�Y�D�O���R�I���W�K�H���&�0�$���G�H�V�L�J�Q�D�W�L�R�Q���R�Q���W�K�H���R�Q�H���K�D�Q�G�����E�X�W���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V��

�I�D�L�O�X�U�H���W�R���E�U�L�Q�J���W�K�H���D�T�X�L�I�H�U���L�Q�W�R���E�D�O�D�Q�F�H���D�Q�G���W�K�H���U�H�V�X�O�W�L�Q�J���K�D�U�P���W�R���W�K�H���%�D�L�O�H�\�V�¶���D�Q�G���6�D�G�O�H�U�¶�V���Y�H�V�W�H�G��

surface water r�L�J�K�W�V���U�H�Q�G�H�U�H�G���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�U�R�Y�D�O���R�I���W�K�H���*�0�3���D�U�E�L�W�U�D�U�\���D�Q�G���F�D�S�U�L�F�L�R�X�V������

Motion at 11.  A �W�U�X�H���U�H�D�G�L�Q�J���R�I���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���U�H�Y�H�D�O�V���Q�R���L�Q�F�R�Q�V�L�V�W�H�Q�F�\���L�Q���W�K�H�V�H��

�G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�D�W�L�R�Q�V�������,�Q���H�I�I�H�F�W�����W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���H�[�S�O�D�L�Q�V���W�K�D�W�����S�X�U�V�X�D�Q�W���W�R���1�5�6���������������������W�Ke State 

Engineer has considerable discretion to make and remove a CMA designation, and to review a 

GMP to determine whether it will achieve the goal of removing the CMA designation.  Order at 

15�±16.  However, that is a different issue than whether the GMP will aggravate or continue 

adverse impacts to senior vested water rights.  That issue was addressed in a different, later 

section of the Order.  See Order at 23�±25.  There, the Court explains that the GMP violates NRS 

���������������������¶�V���S�U�R�K�L�E�L�W�L�R�Q���R�Q���L�P�S�D�L�U�P�H�Q�W �R�I���Y�H�V�W�H�G���U�L�J�K�W�V���E�H�F�D�X�V�H���L�W���³�I�D�L�O�V���R�Q���L�W�V���I�D�F�H���W�R���U�Hduce the 

�K�D�U�P���F�D�X�V�H�G���E�\���R�Y�H�U�S�X�P�S�L�Q�J���D�Q�G���D�J�J�U�D�Y�D�W�H�V���W�K�H���G�H�S�O�H�W�H�G���Z�D�W�H�U���E�D�V�L�Q���´����Id. at 24.  These are two 

�G�L�V�W�L�Q�F�W���O�L�Q�H�V���R�I���L�Q�T�X�L�U�\�����D�Q�G���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���F�R�Q�F�O�X�V�L�R�Q���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�D�W�L�R�Q���W�K�D�W 

the GMP will allow removal of the CMA designation is not in conflict with its conclusion that 
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the GMP illegally impairs vested water rights.  Therefore, DNRPCA is not likely to prevail on 

the merits of its appeal of the Order on this basis. 

Furthermore, the Motion does not even attempt to explain how the Court could have 

possibly made an error in finding that the GMP violates the fundamental principles of prior 

�D�S�S�U�R�S�U�L�D�W�L�R�Q���D�Q�G���E�H�Q�H�I�L�F�L�D�O���X�V�H�������$�V���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���Q�R�W�H�V�����H�D�F�K���R�I���W�K�H���5�H�V�S�R�Q�G�H�Q�W�V���K�D�V��

admitted that the GMP violates the prior appropriation doctrine by reducing the water rights of 

senior water rights �K�R�O�G�H�U�V�����D�Q�G���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���D�U�J�X�P�H�Q�W���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���U�X�O�L�Q�J���L�V���L�Q���H�U�U�R�U���V�L�P�S�O�\��

restates the same points already considered and rejected by the Court.  �7�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���D�O�V�R��

�P�D�N�H�V���F�U�\�V�W�D�O���F�O�H�D�U���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���*�0�3�¶�V���E�D�Q�N�L�Q�J���D�Q�G���W�U�D�G�L�Q�J���V�F�K�H�P�H���Y�L�R�O�D�W�H�V���W�K�H���E�H�Q�H�I�L�F�L�D�O���X�V�H��

requirement and the statutory requirement that the State Engineer must review each and every 

proposed change in point of diversion, place of use or manner of use of a water right.  Any of 

these legal deficiencies, by itself, is enough to invalidate the GMP, yet DNRPCA has not 

addressed either in its Motion. 

5. There Is Potential Harm To The Public Interest If GMP Were 
Reinstated.  

 
The public interest weighs heavily in favor of denying the Motion.  Because the GMP 

was found to violate various provisions of law, this Court reversed and overturned Order 1302, 

terminating the GMP.  DNRPCA now asks the Court to effectively reinstate a patently illegal 

water management scheme, if not for the entire valley than at least for all water users except the  

Baileys, Renners, and Sadler Ranch.  Because the GMP violates the law and threatens to cause 

irreparable harm, it would be against the public interest to reinstate it, even if the Petitioners 

were excluded from the permit reduction mandate.  

 

/// 

/// 
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III.  CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Bailey Petitioners respectfully request this Court to deny 

�'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q���E�D�V�H�G���R�Q���'�1�5�3�&�$�¶�V���I�D�L�O�X�U�H���W�R���P�H�H�W���L�W�V���E�Xrden of granting a stay.  
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1 MEMORANDUM OF POINTSAND AUTHORITIES

2 DNRCPAIntervenors’Motion for StayPendingAppealof OrderGrantingPetitionsfor Judicial

3 Reviewof StateEngineerOrder 1302 (the “Motion”) is nothingmorethan an attemptto re-litigatethe

4 merits of the caseusingunsubstantiatedandunverified extra-recordinformation aboutthe efficacy of

5 the DiamondValley GroundwaterManagementPlan(“DVGMP”). But this informationhasnothingto

6 do with the key point at issuein this case— that the StateEngineer’sapprovalof the DVGMP violated

7 Nevada’slong-standingdoctrineofprior appropriationandwas,therefore,arbitraryandcapricious. As

$ this Court correctlynoted,this key fact wasnotjust undisputedduring the courseof the litigation, it was

9 openly and explicitly acknowledgedby the State Engineerhimself.1 Thus, to succeedon appeal,

10 Respondents2bear the heavy burden of convincing the SupremeCourt to overturn 150 year-old

11 foundationaldoctrineof Nevada’swaterlaw.3

12 Respondents’burdenis madeevenmoredifficult by their own prior public statementsregarding

13 thelegality of theDVGMP. In a 2016presentationto his peersin theotherwesternstates,StateEngineer

14 King publicly acknowledgedthat the DVGMP neededa “statutorychangeto make[it] legal” and that

15 his office was submittinga bill draft “to do just that.”4 SB 73, introducedin the 2017 Legislature,was

16 the bill draft the StateEngineerwas referencing. At a hearingon the bill, Dusty Moyle, a memberof

17 DNRCPA, testified that passageof SB 73 was a vital and necessaryprerequisitefor approvalof the

18 DVGMP.5 But SB 73 failed. Anothersimilar bill (SB 269) also failed.6 So, in addition to having to

19 persuadethe SupremeCourt to overturn150 yearsof Nevadawaterlaw without any legislativesupport

20 for doing so, Respondentsmustalsoconvincethis Court to find the DVGMP is lawful despitetheir own

21 prior admissionsto the contrary. This is notjust a high burden;it is an insurmountableone.

22

23

24 ‘SE ROA 6 (“it is acknowledgedthat the GMP doesdeviatefrom the strict applicationof theprior appropriationdoctrine.”).
2 The useof “Respondents”hereincollectively refersto the StateEngineerandall Inteiwenors.

25 Prior appropriationhasbeenthe basisof Nevadawater law sincestatehood.SeeLobdell i. Simpson.2 Nev. 274 (1866).
JASON KING, THE AUSTRALIAN APPROACHTO WATER MANAGEMENT A PILOT PROJECT[N DIAMOND VALLEY, NEVADA al

Slide 21 (September26, 2016,WesternStateEngineer’sAnnual Conference).26 PET ADD 022.
Respondents’position is that evenif SB73 or S3269hadbeenapproved,the DVGMP would still be invalid sinceit would

27 representa legislativetaking of privatepropertywithout just compensationin violation of Article I, Section8 of the Nevada
Constitutionand AmendmentV of the United StatesConstitution. The DVGMP also violatesArticle 1, Section22 of thc

28 NevadaConstitutionwhich prohibits the taking of privatepropertyfrom oneprivateparty for the solepurposeof conveying
it to anotherprivateparty.
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1 DNRCPAallegesthat the Court’s April 2020Orderhascreatedan emergencyin thebasinwhich

2 justifies stayingthe orderduring the pendencyof the appeal. But, as the Court is well aware,thejunior

3 priority irrigatorsin DiamondValley havehaddecadesto correctthe over-pumpingproblemandresisted

4 all efforts to do so. What they claim as groundsfor an emergencyare, in fact, nothing more than the

5 consequencesof their own knowing refusalto usewaterproperly. They haveuncleanhandsby having

6 activelyresistedtheeffortsof holdersof vestedrights to valley springs,like SadlerandRenner,to restore

7 their seniorpriority waterrights. This hasbeendonewith the activesupportof EurekaCounty,who has

$ consistentlyusedtaxpayermoneyto advancethe interestsof onegroup of countycitizensover another.

9 On severaloccasions,this Court haswarnedRespondentsthat the ongoingimpairmentof seniorwater

10 rights cannotcontinue. Yet theyhaveignoredthesewarnings. To now argueanemergencyexists,when

11 they knew all along that the DVGMP was not legal and did nothingto addressthe problemsthis Court

12 hasarticulatedoverandover, rings hollow. Theemergencystarteddecadesagowhenthejunior priority

13 irrigators, with the implicit permissionof the StateEngineer,pumpedso much groundwaterthat they

14 dried up the naturally flowing springs.

15 BecauseDNRCPA’s likelihood of successon appealis vanishinglysmall and the equitiesin this

16 casefavor Petitioners,the requestfor a staymustbe denied. However,shouldthis Court decideto grant

17 the stay, it shouldrequireDNRCPAto posta bondof not lessthanonemillion dollarsto coverdamages

18 Petitionerswill incur during the pendencyof the appeal and, if possible,exempt Petitioners from

19 complyingwith the otherwiseillegal plan during the courseof the appeal.

20 FACTUAL AND PROCEDURALBACKGROUND

21 This Court is well versedin the factual backgroundof the water situation in DiamondValley.

22 For the sake of brevity, Petitionershereby incorporatethe facts already laid out in the numerous

23 pleadingsandpapersalreadyon file in this case.

24 With respectto the instantMotion, on April 27, 2020, after a full briefing and a hearingon the

25 merits,this Court issuedits Findingsof Fact,Conclusionsof Law, OrderGrantingPetitionsfor Judicial

26 Review (the “April 2020 Order”). The April 2020 Order comprehensivelyanalyzedand decidedthe

27 issuesraisedby the partiesandconstituteda final judgmenton the meritspursuantto NRAP 3A(b)(l).

28
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1 On April 29, 2020, Petitionersservedupon Respondentsa Notice of Entry of the April 2020

2 Order. Serviceof theNotice initiated the 30-dayappealperiodunderNRAP 4(a)(l).

3 On May 14, 2020, DNRCPA filed and servedits Notice of Appeal. Similar noticeswere filed

4 by the StateEngineerandEurekaCountyon May 15, 2020,andMay 21, 2020,respectively.

5 Also, on May 15, 2020,DNRCPAfiled andservedby electronicmail the instantMotion for Stay

6 PendingAppeal. Joindersto the Motion were filed by the StateEngineerand EurekaCounty on May

7 19, 2020, and May 21, 2020,respectively.

2 STANDARD OF REVIEW

9 I. NRAP $(c)’s EquitablefactorsApply To DNRCPA’s RequestFor A Stay.

10 The party requestingthe stayhas theburdenof “show[ing] that the balanceof equitiesweighs

11 heavily in favor of grantingthe stay.”7 In reviewinga motion to staypendingappeal,the Court must

12 considerthe following equitablefactors: (1) whetherthe object of the appealwill be frustratedif the

13 stay is not granted,(2) whetherthe party requestingthe stay will suffer irreparableharm if the stay is

14 denied,(3) whetherthe party opposingthe stay will suffer irreparableharm if the stay is granted,and

15 (4) whetherthe party requestingthe stay is likely to succeedon the meritsof the appeal.8 Noneof the

16 four factorscarriesmore weight than the others;however,if one or two factorsare especiallystrong,

17 theymay counterbalancethe otherweakerfactors.9

18 Two of the factorsrequirethe Court to determinewhetherpartieswill suffer irreparableharm.

19 “Irreparablehanuis an injury for which compensatorydamageis an inadequateremedy.”° Monetary

20 damages,like thoseclaimedby Respondents,are rarely consideredto be irreparableharm. However,

21 becauseof its uniquenature,an impairmentor loss of propertyrights, aswill be sufferedby Petitioners

22 if the stay is granted,generallyconstitutesirreparableharm)t In Nevada,water rights are “regarded

23 andprotectedas real property.”2

24

25
7Hansen EighthJud. Dist. Ct., 116 Nev. 650, 659,6 P.3d982, 987 (2000) (quotingRuiz v. Estelle,650 F.2d555, 565 (Sth

Cir. 1981)) (emphasisadded).
8NRAP8(c).
91d.

27 10Ece1le,iceCrn. Mgmt. i Gilmore, 131 Nev. 347, 353, 351 P.3d720, 723 (2015), citing Dixon i’. Thatche,103 Nev.
414.415,742 P.2d 1029, 1029 (1987) (internalquotationsomitted).

28 Dixon v. Thatcher,103 Nev. 414,416,742 P.2d 1029, 1030 (1987)
‘2Application offilippini, 66 Nev. 17, 21—22,202 P.2d535, 537 (1949).
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1 DNRCPA cites to Mi/cohn GamingCorp. v Dist. Ct.’3 to arguethat the first stay factor should

2 carry the greatestweight. But Mi/co/rn Gamingis factually inappositeand dealt with a specific and

3 exceptionalissue— “the uniquepolicies and purposesof arbitrationand the interlocutorynatureof the

4 appeal.”4 As a petition for judicial review broughtunderNRS 533.450, the instantcaseis entirely

5 different thana tort casedisputeoverenforcementof a binding arbitrationclause.Also, the appealfiled

6 by DNRCPA is an appealfrom a final determination,not an interlocutorywrit petition. Accordingly,

7 Mikohn Gaming‘s over relianceon a singlestay factor has little precedentialvaluewith respectto the

8 presentcase.

9 II. The CourtShouldAlso TakeInto AccountThe UniqueNatureOf The Relief GrantedIn

10
This CaseWhen DeterminingWhetherTo GrantA Stay.

11 DNRCPA’s Motion asks this Court to authorizethe StateEngineerto continue to enforce a

12 groundwatermanagementplan that the Court has alreadydeterminedis unlawful. Such an outcome

13 would be contraryto the interestsof justice.

14 The natureof the judgmentbeing appealedis an important considerationwhen determining

15 whetherto grant or deny a staypendingappeal. In mostcivil cases,judgmentsconsistof an awardof

16 monetarydamages.To maintainthe statusquo pendingappeal,suchjudgementsare normally stayed

17 uponthe postingof a supersedeasbond.’5 However,petitionsfor judicial reviewfiled pursuantto NRS

18 533.450are different in natureandkind from the typical civil case. Suchcasesare themselvesappeals

19 of a prior administrativeaction, not original proceedingsinitiated in the district court.16 Accordingly,

20 the only availableremedyis an orderreversingor remandingthe determinationof the inferior tribunal

21
— theadministrativeagency.Suchordersareinjunctivein nature— prohibitingtheadministrativeagency

22 from taking actionto enforcethe orderbeingappealed.However,becausesuchcasesoftentimesraise

23 novel questionsrelatedto the applicationand interpretationof the relevantgoverninglaw, the relief

24 providedby thedistrict court is alsodeclarativein nature— thepronouncementof ananswerto a question

25 of law.

26

27 ‘3liikohn GamingCorp. i Dist. Ct., 120 Nev. 248, 89 P.3d36 (2004).
‘41d.

28 is NRCP62(d).
16 NRS 533.450(1)(indicating that suchactionsarebrought“in the natureof an appeal”).
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1 This Court’s April 2020Orderprovidesboth forms of relief— declarativeandinjunctive. In the

2 Order, the Court provides the first ever judicial expositionon the nature, scope,and effect of NRS

3 534.037andNRS 534.110(7)andtheir relationto the doctrineof prior appropriation.’7 After carefully

4 scrutinizing the relevant statutesand declaring that neither NRS 534.037 nor 534.110(7) exempts

5 groundwatermanagementplansfrom prior appropriations,the Court thenreversedthe StateEngineer’s

6 orderapprovingandadoptingthe DVGMP.

7 The overall effect of the reversalis injunctive — prohibiting the StateEngineerfrom enforcing

8 theDVGMP.’8 However,the injunctiverelief flows from, andis contingentupon,thedeclarativerelief.

9 This is important because,while the issuanceof a stay may be appropriatein casesinvolving pure

10 injunctive relief, in other caseslike this one, the effectof issuing a stay would be to authorizethe

11 enforcementof a groundwatermanagementplan that has beendeterminedto be unlawful. In other

12 words, by issuing the stay the Court would, in effect, be granting the State Engineerpermissionto

13 enforcean otherwiseillegal order.

14 ARGUMENT

15 None of the factorsthis Court must considerin this casesupportthe issuanceof a stay. first,

16 DNRCPA’s appeallacksmerit and is highly unlikely to succeed.Second,the denialof the staywill in

17 no way moot or otherwise frustrate the SupremeCourt’s ability to hear argumentsand render an

1$ enforceabledecisionin this matter. Third, the issuanceof a stay will significantly impair Petitioners’

19 vestedpropertyrights, which underthe law constitutesa defactoirreparableinjury. Finally, denial of

20 the staywill not harmany party in this case,eitherindividually or collectively, sincethe StateEngineer

21 hasadequatetools at his disposal,evenwithout the DVGMP, to limit pumpingin the basin.

22 /

23 1/

24 /

25 /

26 1/

27 17 Thesestatuteswerepassedandbecameeffectivein 2011. To date,the DVGMP is the only groundwatermanagementplar
thathasbeenconsidered,drafted,andapprovedunderthe statutes.

28 18 Kressi’. Corey, 65 Nev. 1, 17, 189 P.2d 352, 360 (1948) (only judgments“which commandor permitssomeacts to bc
done”justify considerationof a stay).
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1 I. DNRCPA’s AppealLacksMerit And Is Unlikely To Succeed.

2 A. This Court correctly concludedthat the DVGMP violates prior appropriation

3 doctrine.

4 This Court correctly determinedthat “the DVGMP is contrary to Nevadawater laws” and

5 expresslydeclined Respondents’invitation to alter said laws.’9 This Court did not arrive at this

6 conclusionlightly or hastily. Instead,this Courtcarefullystudiedthebriefs andargumentsof theparties,

took thetime neededto fully andindependentlyanalyzethosearguments,andthenself-authoreda well-

8 reasonedforty-pageopinion that addressedeachargumentin detail.

This Court’s conclusionthat the DVGMP violates long-standingNevadawater law is self-

10 evident. As this Court notes, the Appellants, including the StateEngineer,expresslyconcededthis

ii point.20 In fact, in Order 1302, the StateEngineerreadily acknowledgedthat “the GMP doesdeviate

12 from the strict applicationof theprior appropriationdoctrine.”2’

13 BecausetheDVGMP’s violation ofprior appropriationswasself-evident,Respondentswereleft

14 arguing that the Legislatureimpliedly abrogatedthe doctrinewhen it authorizedthe developmentof

15 groundwatermanagementplans. But, as this Court correctly found, implied repealsof long-standing

16 legal doctrinesare heavily disfavored.22 To determinewhetheran implied repealhasoccurred,courts

17 “look to the text of the statutes,legislativehistory, the substancesof what is coveredby both statutes,

18 andwhen the statuteswere amended.”23This was exactlythe analysisundertakenby the Court in this

19 case.

20 First, this Court lookedat theplain text of thestatutesandfoundthat thereis no expresslanguage

21 in thestatuteabrogatingthelong-standingprior appropriationdoctrine.24 Instead,this Courtdetermined

22 that “the expresslanguageof NRS 534.037and NRS 534.110(7)do not allow a GMP to violate the

23 doctrineof prior appropriation.”25This Court further found that therewasno implied abrogationof the

24

___________________________

25
° April 2020 Orderat 39.
2oj at 10-11.
21 SE ROA 6.

26 22 Washingtonv. State, 117 Nev. 735, 739, 30 P.3d 1134, 1137 (2001). Seealso ANTON[N SCALIA & BYRAN A. GARNER
READ[NG LAW: THE INTERPRETATION OF LEGAL TEXTS 327-333(ThompsonlWest2012).27 23 Washington,ll7Nev.at739,30P.3dat1137.
24 April 2020 Orderat 30, 31 (“[c]learly, there is no expresslanguagein eitherNRS 534.037or NRS 534.110(7)stating

2$ GMP canviolate the doctrineof prior appropriationor that the doctrineis somehowabrogated.”).
25 Id. at 31 (emphasisadded).
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1 prior appropriationstatute,noting that “[t]he doctrine of prior appropriationcan logically exist in

2 harmonywith NRS 534.037and 534.110(7)and allow for [groundwatermanagementplans] to address

3 the waterissuespresentin a particularCMA basin.”26

4 In fact, contrary to Respondents’ assertions, forcibly confiscating water from senior

5 appropriatorsto give to junior appropriators,as occursunderthe DVGMP, is not the only or the best

6 methodto bring an over-appropriatedwaterbasinback into balance. Instead,as the Court noted,other

7 methodsexist that are consistentwith prior appropriationdoctrine.27 For example,a groundwater

8 managementplan can provide a funding mechanismwhereby junior appropriatorspay to install

9 conservationequipmentat the farmsof moreseniorirrigatorsin exchangefor theuseof thesavedwater.

10 Or, junior appropriatorscouldpay into a fund whoseproceedsareusedto buy out andretiremoresenior

11 rights. Both of thesemethodswould befully consistentwith the expressedintentof the Legislaturethat

12 — “[p]eople withjunior rightswill try andfigure out how to conserveenoughwaterundertheseplans.”28

13 Second,this Courtreviewedtheextensivelegislativehistoryof thestatutesin questionandfound

14 that “AB 419’s Legislativehistory did not intend to allow eitherNRS 534.037or NRS 534.110(7)to

15 repeal,modify, or abrogateNevada’sdoctrineof prior appropriation.”29 In fact, this Court found that

16 “nowhere in the Legislativehistory of AB 419 is one word spokenthat the proposedlegislationwill

17 allow for a GMP whereby [a] senior right holder will have its right to use the full amount of its

18 permit/certificatereducedor that the amountof waterthat shall be allocatedwill beon a basisotherthan

19 by priority.”3°

20 Finally, this Court madenote of the “steadfastcommitmentof Nevada’scourts and legislation

21 upholdingthe doctrineof prior appropriationand the absenceof any legislativehistory to the contrary

22 in AB 4l9.”’ Thereis an abundanceof Nevadaprecedentandhistory supportingthis determination.32

23 1/

24

____________________________

261d.at36.
U 27 J• at 32-33

26
28 Minutesof Sen.Comm. on GovernmentAffairs, May 23, 2011,at 16 (emphasisadded).
29 April 2020 Orderat 36.
30 Id. at 34.

27 311d.at35.
32 Seee.g. Lobdell v. Simpson,2 Nev. 274 (1866); Jonesv. Adams, 19 Nev. 78, 6 P. 442 (1885); RenoSmelting,Milling &

2$ ReductionWorks v. Stevenson,20 Nev. 269, 21 P. 317 (1889);Application offillippini, 66 Nev. 17, 22, 202 P.2d535, 5Y
(1949) (“The doctrineof appropriationis the settledlaw of this state.”).
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1 This Court’s carefulandexhaustiveanalysisof the issuesignificantlyreducesthe likelihood that

2 Respondentswill succeedon appeal. On appeal,DNRCPA bearsthe nearly insurmountableburdenol

3 convincingthe SupremeCourt that the Legislatureimpliedly repealedthe prior appropriationdoctrine

4 whenit passedthe legislationthat would becomeNRS 534.037and534.110(7)despitethe fact that: (1)

5 nothing in the text of the statutesexpressesor implies a desireto repealprior appropriation,(2) the

6 legislative history of the bill containsnot a single word of testimonyindicating that the Legislature

7 intended to repeal prior appropriation, and (3) effective groundwatermanagementplans can be

8 developedunderthe statutesthat fully comply with prior appropriationprinciples.

B. This Court correctly found that the DVGMP directly violated other mandatory

10 waterlaw statutes.

11 In additionto violatingNevada’s150-year-oldprior appropriationdoctrine,this Court foundthat

12 the DVGMP also expresslyviolatesothermandatoryprovisionsof statewaterlaw. For example,NRS

13 533.325requiresa waterrights holderto file a changeapplicationfor any changein themannerof use,

14 placeof use, or point of diversionof their water right. Likewise, NRS 533.330statesthat eachwater

15 rights permit can haveonly one beneficial use. Both of theseprovisionsare mandatoryand neither

16 containany exceptionfor waterrights subjectto a groundwatermanagementplan.

17 But the DVGMP essentiallyconverts existing water rights permits into “super permits” by

18 allowing waterusersto movetheir waterbetweenmultiple pointsof diversion,placethe waterto usein

19 areasoutsideof the permittedplaceof use, and usethe water for any beneficial purposewhatsoever

20 without regard for the terms of their permit. No changeapplicationsare requiredto perform these

21 activities. As this Court correctlynoted,eliminatingthe requirementto file such changeapplications

22 meansthat otherwater users,who may be impactedby the proposedchange,are deprivedof any

23 opportunityto review andobjectto them. At the very least,this is a dueprocessviolation.

24 Becausethe DVGMP violates both the prior appropriation doctrine and other mandatory

25 provisionsof the waterlaw, this Court correctlyheld that the StateEngineer’sapprovalof theplanwas

26 arbitraryand capricious. Having madethis determination,if this Court now issuesthe requestedstay,

27 it would effectivelybegiving themembersof DNRCPApermissionto wantonlyviolate statelaw. Such

28 a resultwould beunjustandinequitableto all otherwaterusesin the state. BecausetheDVGMP openly
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1 violatesNevadawater law and actively harmsholdersof seniorwater rights, it cannotbe allowed to

2 continueandDNRCPA’smotionmustbedenied.

3 II. The PurposeOf TheAppealWill Not Be FrustratedIf The StayIs Denied.

4 The ostensibleobjectof DNRCPA’s appealis to havethe SupremeCourt declarethe DVGMP

5 to be legal andvalid despiteall evidenceto the contrary. While this is unlikely to happen,the Supreme

6 Court’s reviewof the casewill not be frustratedby a denialof the stayrequest.No argumentraisedby

7 the Appellantswill becomemoot. Nor will the denial of the stay in any way limit the ability of the

$ SupremeCourt to renderan enforceabledecisionon the merits of the case. If, in the highly unlikely

9 eventthe SupremeCourt reversesthis Court’s decisionanddeclaresthe DVGMP to be valid, the State

10 Engineercaneasilypick up wherehe left off andbeginenforcingthe plan from thatpoint forward.

11 In its Motion, DNRCPAattemptsto transmutethe objectof the appealinto a claim that the goal

12 of the appealis to reducepumpingin the basin. Specifically, DNRCPA allegesthat during Year 1 of

13 the DVGMP (2019) pumpingwas reducedfrom 76,000acre-feetto 56,339 acre-feet33and claims that

14 this progresswill be reversedif the stay is denied. But the only supportfor the allegedreductionin

15 pumpingis two extra-record,unsubstantiateddeclarations.34Neitherdeclarationcites to the sourceof

16 its dataor whethersuchdatahasbeenindependentlyverified or affirmed. However,evenif true, that

17 datais completelyirrelevantto the actualquestionin this case(whetherthe provisionsof the DVGMP

18 arelegal) and alsodoesnot supportDNRCPA’s claim thatpumpingwill increaseif a stayis not issued.

19 By its own terms, compliancewith the DVGMP was voluntary in 2019. Accordingly, any

20 pumpingreductionsachievedthat yearresultedfrom voluntaryefforts of conservation,not enforcement

21 of theplan. Many waterusersin thebasinhaveusedgrant fundsfrom the USDA’s NationalResource

22 ConservationServiceto pay for and install totalizingmetersand otherconservationequipmentat their

23 farms.35 The terms of the grants require this equipmentto be permanentlyinstalled and utilized.

24 Accordingly, the irrigators who havetakenadvantageof thesegrantshavean independentcontractual

25 obligationto continueconservingwater,evenabsenttheDVGMP. In addition,wastingwateris a crime

26

______________________________

Motion at 5.
27 Motion Exhibit 2 at ¶30 andExhibit 3 at ¶8.

Motion Exhibit 4 (Marty PlaskettDeclaration). Mr. Plaskett’sdeclaration,and DNRCPA’s motion, claim that thes
2$ investmentswere madeby “irrigators in DiamondValley” (therebyimplying that said irrigators paid for them out of thei

own funds). This Court shouldbe awarethat mostof theseinvestmentswere in reality fundedby federalgrants.
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1 in Nevada.36 Therefore,irrigators who fail to maintaintheir conservationimprovements,and thereby

2 willfully wastewater, couldpotentiallybe chargedwith a misdemeanorunderNRS 533.460.

3 DNRCPA alsomisstatesthe law whenit assertsthat “[a]bsentthe continuedvalidity of the GMP

4 pendingappeal,no reductionin pumpingwill be required.”37 As this Courthaspreviouslyruled, “[t]he

5 CMA designationunder NRS 534.110(7)(a) does not preclude the State Engineer from ordering

6 curtailmentduring the 10 yearCMA designation”and “NRS 534.110(6)and (7)(a) whenreadtogether

7 do not prohibit the StateEngineerfrom ordering curtailmentat any time during the 10 year CMA

$ designation.”38Therefore,evenabsentthe DVGMP, the StateEngineeris obligatedto managethebasin

9 to ensurethe security of senior right holder’s water suppliesand has full authority issue all orders

10 (including a curtailmentorder) requiredto accomplishthis purpose.

11 If the DNRCPA membersare truly concernedthat without the DVGMP pumpingwill increase

12 abovethe 55,000acre-feetclaimedto be pumpedin 2019, they can petition the StateEngineerto use

13 the tools he alreadyhasat his disposalto preventthis. One suchtool would beto issuean orderlimiting

14 pumpingin 2020 to 55,000acre-feet.39 Holdersof waterrights junior to this cutoff line could still be

15 allowed to pump any water not usedby seniors,as long as total pumpingdid not exceed55,000 afa

16 overall. This type of approachis not radical,new, or unique. In fact, this very approachwasproposed

17 by the StateEngineerin a draft order for managementof the Lower White River Flow System. There

18 is no reasonwhy it cannotbe adaptedandusedin DiamondValley.4°

19 Lastly, there is nothing in the Court’sApril 2020 Order that invalidatesthe actions takenby

20 irrigatorsto voluntarilyreducetheirpumping. In fact, DNRCPAclaimsthat thesereductionsin pumping

21 occurredin both 2017 and 2018, well beforethe DVGMP was approved. And, in 2019, compliance

22 with the provisionsof the DVGMP was wholly voluntary. If the claimed pumpingreductionshave

23 occurredon a purely voluntarybasis,during a time when the DVGMP was not in effect, there is no

24

___________________________

36 SeeNRS 533.460to 533.463.
Motion at 3.

26
38 OrderGrantingin PartandDenyingin PartMotion to DismissFirstAmendedPetitionfor Curtailmentin DiamondValley
at 9-10,SadlerRanchi’. King, SeventhJudicialDistrict Court CaseNo. CV-1409-204(July 15, 2016).

This is beingofferedasanexampleonly. SadlerRanchcontinuesto contendthatpumpingshouldbe immediatelycurtailed
27 to the perennialyield of 30,000afa with 12,000 afa being designatedfor pumping in the southernportion of the basinand

18,000afa being designatedfor the northernportion of the basinin accordancewith the scientific findings containedin the
28 1968 USGSstudy (SE ROA 2 1-133).

° Exhibit 1 — September19, 2018,Draft Orderat 11 (SectionVII(4)).
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1 reasonto believetheywill not continue. In short,DNRCPAprovidesno evidencethat a stayis required

2 to maintainthe voluntaryreductionsin pumpingthat theyclaim haveoccurred.

3 The DVGMP is not the only, or eventhe best,methodto resolvethe over-pumpingproblemin

4 DiamondValley. Rather,the StateEngineerhasnumerousothertools at his disposalthat canbe used

5 to accomplishthis goal thathe can employimmediately. In addition, thereis no reasonto believethat

6 irrigators will not continue their voluntary conservationefforts, especially given their contractual

7 obligationsto do so. Accordingly, the stayshouldbe denied.

8 III. RespondentsWilt Be HamedBy IssuanceOf A Stay.

9 Waterrights are uniquepropertyrights, and the loss or impairmentof thoserights is a defacto

10 irreparableharm.41 “Any act which destroysor results in a substantialchangein property, either

11 physicallyor in the characterin which it hasbeenheldor enjoyed,doesirreparableinjury.”42 Impairing

12 seniorwaterrights (including seniorvestedrights) is regardedas an irreparableinjury and “one’s right

13 to theuseof his propertymay not bedivestedeventhoughhemight replacethatproperty.”43

14 Nowherein its Motion doesDNRCPA addressthe fact that the plan forcibly takesthe private

15 propertyof one group of individuals (seniorright holders)for the purposeof reallocatingit to another

16 group (junior right holders). This plan not only violateslong-standingprior appropriationdoctrine, it

17 also violates the NevadaConstitutionwhich prohibits the governmentfrom engagingin a “direct or

1$ indirect transferof any interestin property. . . from oneprivateparty to anotherprivateparty.”44

19 The DVGMP clearly changesthe characterof the seniorwater rights in the basin. The plan

20 effectivelystripsthepriority statusfrom theserights andreallocatesthewaterundera radicalnew share

21 allocationscheme. Under this scheme,the ownerof 100 acre-feetof seniorpriority water rights will

22 eventuallylosethe rightto 70% of its waterfor the solepurposeof providingjunior priority waterright

23 holdersthe ability to continueto pump.

24 DNRCPA assertsthat any harm to Petitionerscan be mitigatedby a judicial order exempting

25 themfrom the DVGMP while the stay is in effect. While Petitionersconcedethat this proposalwould

26

____________________________

Dixon v, Thatcher,103 Nev. 414,416,742 P.2d 1029, 1030 (1987).
27 42 Memoiy GardensofLas Vegas, Inc. v. PetPonderosaMemorial Gardens,Inc., 88 Nev. 1, 4, 492 P.2d 123, 125 (1972

(emphasisadded).
28 Czipott v. fleigh, 87 Nev. 496, 499, 489 P.2d681, 683 (1971).

Nev. Const.Art 1, Sec.22(1).
12 JA2843



I partially mitigatetheirpotentialdamages,it is questionablewhethereithera court or the StateEngineer

2 hasthe authorityto unilaterallyexemptsomewaterusersfrom theplanwhile continuingto forceothers

3 to complywith it. A groundwatermanagementplanmustbe supportedby “a majority of the holdersof

4 permitsor certificatesto appropriatewaterin thebasin.”45 Likewise,any amendmentsor changesto the

5 plan must “be proposedand approvedin the samemanneras an original groundwatermanagement

6 plan.”46 Exemptingparticularwater usersfrom the plan’sprovisions, even temporarily, effectively

7 amendstheplan.

8 Order 1302 affirms that theDVGMP wassupportedonly by a razor-thinmajority of waterrights

9 holdersin the basin (just 53%)47 This raisesthe questionof whetherthe plan would have achieved

10 majority supporthad waterusersknown that they would be requiredto comply with its termswhile

11 otherwateruserswould be exempted. No matterhow convenientDNRCPA’s solution may be, NRS

12 534.037 appearsto requirethat any proposedexemptionbe incorporatedinto the plan,presentedto the

13 waterusersin the basin,andbe approvedby a majority of thoseusersbeforeit could be implemented.

14 Like the developmentof the DVGMP, DNRCPA’s proposedapproachto the staysacrificescompliance

15 with the law to convenienceandexpediency.However,if the Courtdeterminesthat a stayis warranted,

16 and that DNRCPA’s proposedexemptionis lawful, Sadler and Rennerrequestthat, in addition to

17 requiringDNRCPAto posta bond,SadlerandRennerbe exemptedfrom the DVGMP while the appeal

18 is pending.

19 Becausecontinued enforcementof a plan that violates the Nevada Constitution, the prior

20 appropriationdoctrine,othermandatoryprovisionof statelaw, andthe expresstermsof thewaterrights

21 permits issuedby the StateEngineer,the issuanceof a stay would impair Petitioners’vestedproperty

22 rights. In addition, it appearsthat DNRCPA’s proposedalternativeremedywould itselfviolate express

23 provisionsof statelaw. Accordingly, the stayshouldbe deniedoutright.

24 /

25 /

26 /

27

____________________________

MRS 534.037
28 46 NRS 534.037(5).

‘ Respondentscontinueto contestthe validity of the StateEngineer’svote count.
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1 IV. No PartyWill Be HarmedBy A DenialOf A Stay.

2 A partyseekinga staymustshowthat theywill suffer“irreparableor seriousinjury” without the:

3 stay.48 An irreparableinjury is one that is “incapableof being rectified, restored,remedied,cured,

4 regained,or repaired.”49 The party seekingthe staybearstheburdenof providingevidenceshowinga

5 “reasonableprobability that real injury will occur if the injunction doesnot issue.”50 In otherwords,

6 “the injury mustbe both certainandgreat;it mustbe actualandnot theoretical.”51 “Bare allegationsof

7 what is likely to occurareof no valuesincethecourtmustdecidewhethertheharmwill infactoccur.”52

8 DNRCPA fails to identify or quantify any real or specific injury that will occur to itself or its

9 membersif the stay is denied. Instead,its Motion rehashesargumentsmade duringoral argumentand

10 thenclaimsthat a denialof the staywill result in general,communalharmto thebasinas a whole. But,

11 as explainedabove,noneof the allegedharmswill necessarilyresult from denial of the stay. And, as

12 this Courthasalreadynoted,the StateEngineerhasothertools at his disposalto preventover-pumping

13 in thebasin. His refusalto usethosetools doesnotjustify forcing senior-prioritywaterusersto comply

14 with an otherwiseillegal andunconstitutionalgroundwatermanagementplan.

15 BecauseDNRCPA hasnot, andcannot,showthat it will suffer any real or measurableharm as

16 a resultof the Court’s April 2020Order, the requestedstaymustbe denied.

17 V. DNRCPA ShouldBe RequiredTo PostA BondIf A StayIs Issued.

18 To securea stay in an injunctive relief case,the party requestingit mustprovide a bondor the

19 court must imposeothertermsto securethe opposingparty’s rights.53 As notedabove,the grantingof

20 a petition for judicial review underNRS 533.450is, in essence,a grantof an injunction prohibiting the

21 StateEngineerfrom enforcingor implementingthe contestedrule or action. In the presentcase,the

22 effect of this Court’s April 2020 Order is to rescindthe StateEngineer’sapprovalof the DVGMP and

23 enjoinhim from usingthepowerof his office to enforceit.54

24

25 48 v. Dist. Ct., 116 Nev. 650, 65$, 6 P.3d982, 987-88 (2000).

26
BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 95$ (lothl Ed, 2014) (definition of “irreparable”).

° Benymanv. Int’l Bhd. Flee. Workers,82 Nev. 277, 280,416 P.2d387, 389 (1966) (emphasisadded).
WisconsinGasCo. v. F.E.R.C.,758 f.2d 669, 674 (D.C.Cir. 1985).

27 521d
NRCP62(c).

28 Althoughthe Court’s Orderhasthe effectof an injunction, the reliefgrantedis actuallydeclarativein nature(declaringtha
groundwatermanagementplansarenot exemptfrom the prior appropriationdoctrineandothermandatorystatestatutes).
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1 Importantly, this Court’s April 2020 Order maintainsthe statusquo in the basin rather than

2 overturning it. While 2019 was the first year the plan was put into effect, compliancewas wholly

3 voluntary. Accordingly, the existingstatusquo (wherepumpingis governedby the standardprovisions

4 of NRS 533 andNRS 534) remainedin placethroughoutthe 2019 irrigation season.The issuanceof a

5 stay would upsetthis statusquo by forcing peopleto comply with a radical plan that upendsthe prior

6 appropriationsystemand fundamentallyalterstheir existingpropertyrights.

7 Issuinga stay, and allowing the plan to continue,would presentotherproblemsas well. The

$ DVGMP convertswater rights to sharesand establishesan elaboratenew water trading scheme. The

9 plan effectivelycommodifiesthis state’sscarcewaterresourcesandencouragesspeculationby creating

10 new tradeablecontractualinterests.Allowing this schemeto moveforward, risks enticingunsuspecting

11 membersof the public to purchasesharesor otherwiseinvest in this speculativewatertrading system

12 only to havesuchinvestmentsinvalidatedwhentheSupremeCourt inevitablyaffirnis this Court’sApril

13 2020Order.

14 BecauseDNRCPA’s requestedstay will upset the existing status quo, DNRCPA should be

15 requiredto post a bond to indemnify Petitionersfor any damagesresultingfrom enforcementof Order

16 1302. Also, becauseharm to vestedproperty rights is a de facto irreparableharm that is difficult to

17 quantifywith exactitude,the requiredbond shouldbe in an amountnot lessthanonemillion dollars.

18 CONCLUSION

19 For thereasonsstatedabove,Petitionersrespectfullyrequestthat DNRCPA’s requestfor a stay

20 bedeniedbecause:(I) it is extremelyunlikely that the SupremeCourt will decideto overturnNevada’s

21 150year-oldprior appropriationdoctrineand,therefore,DNRCPA’sappealhasalow chanceof success;

22 (2) thedenialof a staywill not frustrateor otherwisemoot the appeal;(3) Petitionerswill beneedlessly

23 harmedif the stay is granted;and (4) as shownabove,noneof the Respondentswill be harmedif the

24 stay is denied. However, if this Court believesthat a stay is warranted,such a stay should only be

25 effectiveuponDNRCPA’s postingof a bondof not lessthanonemillion dollars.

26 /

27 /

28 /
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AFFIRMATION1 Pursuantto NRS 239B.030(4)
2 The undersigneddoesherebyaffirm that the precedingdocumentdoesnot contain the social

securitynumberof anyperson.

DATED this 26th dayof May, 2020.

5
TAGGART & TAGGART, LTD.

6 108 North MinnesotaStreet
CarsonCity, Nevada89703

7 (775) 882-9900— Telephone
(775) 883- 0 — facsimile

By:X
DAVID H. RIGDON, E$Q.

11 NevadaStateBarNo. 13567

12 PAUL G. TAGGART, ESQ.
NevadaStateBarNo. 6136

13 Attorneys for Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira R. &
Montira Renner

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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CERTIFICATEOF SERVICE

2 Pursuantto NRC? 5(b), I herebycertify that I am an employeeof TAGGART & TAGGART,

3 LTD., and that on this day, I served,or causedto be served,a true and correct copy of the foregoing

4 document,which appliesto CaseNos. CV1902-348,-349, and-350, as follows:

5 [X] By ELECTRONICSERVICE,addressedas follows:

6
JamesN. Bolotin, Esq. Don Springmeyer,Esq.
NevadaAttorney General’sOffice ChristopherW. Mixson, Esq.
ibolotin@ag.nv.gov Wolf, Rifkin, Shapiro,Schulman& Rabkin,LLP

8 dspringrneyer(Zwrslawyers.com
cmixson(wrslawyers. corn

9

10 KarenA. Peterson,Esq. TheodoreBeutel, Esq.
Allison MacKenzie,Ltd. EurekaCountyDistrict Attorney

11 kpeterson(allisonmackenzie.com tbeuteleurekacountynv.gov

12
DebbieLeonard,Esq. JohnE. Marvel, Esq.

13 LeonardLaw, PC Dustin J. Marvel, Esq.
debbie@leonardlawpc.com Marvel & Marvel, Ltd.

14 tricia(leonardlawpc.corn johnmarvel(rnarvellawoffice.corn

15
[X] By UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE, by depositing for mailing in the
United StatesMail, with postageprepaid,an envelopecontainingthe above-identified

17
document,at CarsonCity, Nevada, in the ordinary courseof business,addressedas
follows:

18
The HonorableGaryD. Fairman Beth Mills, Trustee

19 801 Clark Street,Suite7 MarshallFamily Trust
Ely, Nevada89301 HC 62 Box 62138

20 Eureka,NV 89316

21 DATED this 26thday of May, 2020.

24 Emplo eeof TAGGART & TAGGAR , TD.

25

26

27

28
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IN THE OFFICEOF THE STATE ENGINEER
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

DRAFT ORDER #DRAFT

DESIGNATING THE ADMINISTRATION OF ALL WATER RIGHTSWITHIN
COYOTE SPRINGVALLEY HYDROGRAPHICBASIN 21O),BLACK

MOUNTAINS AREA (BASIN 215),GARNETVALLEY çIfrç216),HIDDEN
VALLEY (BASIN 217), CALIFORNIA WASH (BASI 8). AND MUDDY

RIVER SPRINGSAREA (A.K.A. UPPERMOAPAr (BASIN 219) AS
A SINGLE HYDROGRAPHICBASIN, LIMiT{G GR@U.NJ)WATER

PUMPING,AND HOLDING IN ABEYANE1TTEkFFINAL
SUBDIWSIONMP

.4?

4’••;,:•

I. BASIN DESIGNATIONS PbitSUANT:TONRS § 53i.O3O

WHEREAS, the Coyote Spring Valley l-1ythQapfucBasin was designated

pursuantto NevadaRevisedSta NRS§ 534 03Oi&r 05 datedAugust

21, 1985, which also declared anti domesticusesas

preferredusesof the gioundwiter reotuce;tuuantto t\R$ § 534 120
4:

W1EREAS,t1 Bla’tt amtamAr e i FhdLographicBasinwas designated

pursuantto NR4.030.Oder.Wi.frtod November22, 1989, which also
-

.,

declaiedtiiuniitpal mditrrt1 and power generationpurposesis to be

cons1cltwflptfdueo?hegionnth.aterresourcepursuantto NRS § 534 120,

ci áYc1 ring ttion 1Jmd groundwater to be a nonpreferred use, and

oi c[e;edtha,applicationtu tppropirategroundwaterfor iingat;onwill be denied

WilliS, the.arnetValley Hyth’ographicBasinwasdesignatedpursuant

to NR$ § 53.t0:30.b Order 1025 dated April 24, 1990, which also declared

municipal,quasiiunicipa1,industrial,commercial,mining, stockwaterandwildlife

purposesas preferredusespursuantto NRS § 534.120, and declaredirrigation of

land usinggroundwaterto be a non-preferreduse,and orderedthat applicationsto

appropriategroundwaterfor irrigationwill be denied.
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Order#DRAFT
Page2

WHEREAS, the California Wash Hydrographic Basin was designated

pursuantto NR$ § 534.030by Order 1026 datedApril 24, 1990,which also declared

municipal, quasi-municipal,industrial,commercial,mining, stockwaterandwildlife

purposesas preferreditsespursuantto NR$ § 534.120,and declaredirrigation of

land using groundwaterto be a non-preferreduse, andorderedthat applicationsto

appropriategroundwaterfor irrigationwill be denied.

WHEREAS, the Hidden Valley Hydrographicsins designated

pursuantto NRS § 534.030by Order 1024datedApriI, ihichalso declared

municipal, quasi-municipal,industrial, commercta:1Hnftra,stcickWa1erandwildlife
fl.

purposesas pieferredusespursuantto NRS 531 120 and decliwdipationof

land usinggroundwaterto be a nonpre1ere1uccuijideredthai tplu ationsto

appropriategroundwaterfor iingationwill be c1ohitf “

WHEREAS,the MuddyRipi tng Are t 1thetIpperMoapaValley)

was partially designatedpursuanttp S34.O30by.4rckr 392 datedJuly 14,

1971 and was fully dt ignatedh Oido;,l’dtec1’Aptil 24, 1990, which also

declaredmunicipal. .quasitbiucipai.i1tttstria1.-:ommercia1, mining, stockwater

and wildlife purft.e us p1erreduspursuantto NRS § 534.120, declared

irrigation of land uni gtoifnd’v’ei 1ô b i non preferreduse, and orderedthat

apphcii ions [oa1i01)1tatcounchatOpIi irrigation will be denied

-

II ODERS1169AND 1169A

;EREAs,on’rch 8, 2002,the StateEngineerissuedOrder 1169holding

in abeynne ron;•ito-ck aquifer systemgroundwaterapplicationspendingor to
•i”•,• 1’

be filed in CoSpYingValley (Basin 210), Black MountainsArea (Basin 215),

GarnetValley (IWiii 216), HiddenValley (Basin 217), Muddy River SpringsArea

(a.k.a. Upper Moapa Valley) (Basin 219), Lower Moapa Valley (Basin 220), and

orderedan aquifer test of the carbonate-rockaquifer system,which was not well

understood,to determinewhether additional appropriationscould be developed

from thecarbonate-rockaquifersystem.
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Order#DRAFT
Page3

WHEREAS,on April 18, 2002, the StateEngineerin Ruling 5115, addedthe

CaliforniaWash(Basin218) to the Order 1169aquiferpumpingtestbasins.

‘1?VHEREAS, on November 15, 2010, the Order 1169 aquifer test began

whereby the study participants began reporting to the State Engineer on a

quarterlybasis, the amountsof water being pumpedfrom vv1ls in the carbonate

andalluvial aquiferduringthe aquifertest.

WTHEREAS, on December21, 2012, the StateLri1o•r iuc1 Order 1169A

declaringthe completionof the aquifertestdirected &,rder This. on December31,
—- .‘

2012, after a periodof 25’/2 months,and part. antsuntil June

28, 2013, the opportunity to file reports wi1h the :ate Engineer lsing the
..

information gainedfiom the aquifer test anti thoaic ,avLnlableto cttI] tcatronsin

the aquifer’ testbasins. .

WHEREAS,during the Or 16 iqu ler test h rvm i ge of 5,290acrefeet
• ••n•;.

per year was pumped from caibnhal XPe11,m ototc’ prrng Valley, and a

cumulativetotal of aI)prox;rnaLely 1t),.I0acro-feetWeryear of water was pumped

from the carbonate. tiferoughoutthe studyasins. An additional3,700 acre-
Si’

feetper yearwa updhorn heI’sluc4th Rivci $prmgsArea alluvial aquifer
•:‘‘.

WhEREAS,resiL4oI t.lw 2-4rtc,st.demonstratethatpumping5,290acre-

feet annuiJh frorthe aibone‘iqrn[ei in CoyoteSpringValley, in additionto the

non ‘,tu,.d3 carbonito pumptng auedunprecedenteddeclinesin groundwaterlevels

and tlo’n the Petennnci PetersonEast springs, two high-altitude springs,

which are i:ç1eredtbo the “canary in the coal mine” springs for the overall

condition of thoMidch River Thesespringsare at the headwatersof the decreed

and fully approp ted Muddy River and are the predominatesourceof water that

suppliesthe habitatof the endangeredMoapa Dace, a fish federally listed as an

endangeredspeciessince 1967.

WHEREAS, basedupon the findings of the aquifer test, the carbonate

aquifer underlying Coyote Spring Valley, Garnet Valley, Hidden Valley, Upper
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Moapa Valley, California Wash and the northwestpart of the Black Mountains

Area1 (“Lower White River Flow System”or “LWRFS”) was acknowledgedto havea

unique hydrologic connectionand sharevirtually the same supply of water (see

attachedmap).2

III. RULINGS 6254,6255,6256,6257, 6258,6259,6260,AND 6261

WHEREAS, on January29, 2014, the StateEngine4”’iuqcI Rulings 6254

and 6255 on pending applicationsin the Coyote Spri Ruling 6256 on

pendingapplicationsin the GarnetValley, Ruling 627 on pig pphcationsin

the Hidden Valley, Ruling 6259 on penthrig rip ciibn-’ in i\Iudth River
1•

SpringsArea, Ruling 6260 on pendingappItttionsin the Black Area,

andRuling 6258 on pendingapplrcationcin ihiCalikiirj \‘ ash,upholdingin part

the proteststo said applicationsanddenyingtlwin he.roundsthat there is no

unappiopiiatedgroundwaterat the ‘,OUH.C of ‘upp1y, thepioposed use would

conflict with existing rights, and ue of th.aterwould threatento

prove detrimental to the public in would threatenthe water

dependent.

R FLOW SYSTEM

[pply to the LWRF$, from subsurface

tation recharge,is not more than50,000acre-

The areaof the Black Mountain Area lying within the Lower White River Flow Systemis
definedas those portionsof Sections29, 30, 31, 32, 33, T.18$., R.64E,: portionsof Sections1,
11, 12, 14, and all of Section13, T.195.,R.63E.: andportionsof Sections4,6,9, 10, 15 and all
of Sections5, 7, 8, 16, 17, 18, T.19S.,R.64E.,M.D.B.&M.
2 See,e.g. StateEngineerRuling 6254,p. 24, official recordsin the Office of the StateEngineer.
31d.

resourcesuponw1

River, a fully appropriatedsurfacewatersource,has

its tuddy River SpringsArea, or UpperMoapaValley and has

the mostseniorrih’ts in the LWRF$. Springdischargein the Muddy River Springs
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Area is produced from the regional carbonate aquifer. Prior to groundwater

development,the Muddy River flows at the Moapagagewere approximately34,000

acre-feetannually.4

W1BEREAS, the alluvial aquifer surroundingthe Muddy River ultimately

derivesvirtually all of its water supply from the carbonates,either throughspring

discharge that infiltrates into the alluvium or througrfacehydraulic

connectivity betweenthe carbonaterocksandthe

WhEREAS, the State Engineer ha inedt pumping of

groundwaterwithin the LWRFS has a direcrrelanshipwitWp of the

decreedandfully appropriatedMuddy Riv jchhthemostsenioghts.6

WJIIEREAS, since the conclusionof the o11169 aquifer test, the State

Engineerhasjointly managedthe\.r rightswithin lS

WhIEREAS,the State ntnagementof the LWRFS,

has not thstinguishe4ngfronis in j Muddy River Springs Area

alluvium from pungcarb1atewellswthin the LWRF$, althoughthe Muddy

River Springs been consideredamong the jointly

managedbasins.

i bRIESAND GROUNDWATERLEVELS
,

WHEREAS, thtateEngineer performs annual groundwaterpumpage

inventorie he Coyol SpringValley, and in calendaryears2007 through2010,

prior to the ac and 2013 through 2017, after completionof said test, the

See, e.g., United StatesGeological Survey Surface-WaterAnnual Statistics for the Nation,
USGS 09416000 MUDDY RV NR MOAPA, NV, accessed at
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/annual/?search_site_no=0941 6000&agencycd=USGS&referrecl
module=sw&format=sitesselection links.
See, e.g. State Engineer Ruling 6254, pp. 24, official records in the Office of the State

Engineer.
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annualpumpingrangedfrom approximately1,800 acre-feetto approximately3,000

acre-feet,with an averageof approximately2,300acre-feetannually.7

WHEREAS, the State Engineer performs annual groundwaterpumpage

inventoriesin the Black MountainsArea, andin calendaryears2007 through2010,

prior to the aquifer test, and 2013 through2017, after completionof said test, the

annualpumpingfor the entire basinrangedfrom approxirnaj4,000acre-feetto

approximately2,000 acre-feet,with an averageof appx4mately ,600 acre-feet

annually.8

WHEREAS, the State Engineer pen

inventoriesin the GarnetValley, andin

the aquifer test, and 2013 through2017,

pumpingrangedfrom approximately1,000 acre

feet, with anaverageof 1,600acre

WHEREAS, the State Ei

inventoriesin the CalifQzfl,ia Wash,

to the aquifertest,

pumpingrange

with anaverageof

in

rece

District

en pumpage

prior to

the annual

ximately 2,000 acre-

groundwaterpumpage

trs 2007 through2010, prior

)letion of saidtest, the annual

to approximately300 acre-feet,

annually.10

er performs annual groundwaterpumpage

Area (a.k.a. Upper Moapa Valley), and

ta from water right holders, Muddy Valley Water

r, andin calendaryears2007 through2010, prior to the

See, e.g. Nevadaivision of Water Resources,CoyoteSpring Valley HydrographicBasin 13-
210 GroundwaterPumpageInventory,2017.
$ See,e.g.,NevadaDivision of WaterResources,Black MountainsAreaHydrographicBasin13-
215 GroundwaterPumpageInventory,2017.

See, e.g., NevadaDivision of Water Resources,Garnet Valley HydrographicBasin 13-216
GroundwaterPumpageInventory,2017.
10 See,e.g.,NevadaDivision of Water Resources,Caflfornia Wash HydrographicBasin 13-212
GroundwaterFumpageInventory,2017.
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aquifer test, and 2013 through 2017, after completion of said test, the annual

pumpingrangedfrom approximately3,000 acre-feetto about 7,000 acre-feet,with

anaverageof approximately5,700acre-feetannually.’1

WHEREAS, total groundwaterpumpagein Coyote Spring Valley, Muddy

River SpringsArea, California Wash,HiddenValley, GarnetValley, and the Black

MountainsArea in calendaryears2007 through2010,priorJ aquifertest,and

2013 through2017, after completionof saidtest, range tely 9,000

to 14,000,andaveragedapproximately11,400acre-i

WHEREAS,during the Order 1169 aq increasedto

approximately 14,000 acre-feet annually tting wate9p’i decline

encompassed1,100squaremiles and Coyote4ringValley

throughthe Muddy River SpringsArea, Hidden uarnetValley, California

Wash, and the northwesternpart tie Black 12 The water-level

declinewas estimatedto be 1 to drawdownsof 0.5

feet or lessin the northernoart of north of the Kane Springs

Washfault zone.

test, the high-altitude (Petersen

cedenteddecreasein flow, with the

.22 cubic feetper second(cfs) to 0.08 cfs, and

from 0.12 cfs to 0.08 cfs. Additional springs,

declinedapproximately4% duringthe test.13

See, e.g., of Water Resources,Muddy River SpringsArea (A.KA. Upper
MoapaValley,) HydrographicBasin13-219GroundwaterPumpageInventory,2017.
12 See, e.g., Ruling 6254. See atso U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Land
ManagementandU.S. NationalParkServiceOrder 1 169A Report,TestImpactsandAvailability
of WaterPursuantto ApplicationsPendingUnderOrder1169,June28, 2013,official recordsin
the Office of the StateEngineer.
13 U.S. fish and Wildlife Service,U.S. Bureauof Land Managementand U.S. National Park
ServiceOrder 11 69A Report, Test ImpactsandAvailability of Water Pursuantto Applications
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WHEREAS, basedupon the analysisof the carbonateaquifer test, it was

assertedthatpumpingat the Order 1169 rateat well MX-5 in CoyoteSpringValley

could resultin both of the high-altitudespringsgoing dry in 3 yearsor less.’4

WHEREAS, in the five years since completionof the aquifer test, ongoing

data monitoring shows that groundwaterlevels and spring flows have remained

relatively flat and precipitationhasbeenabout average.’5 5fujdwaterpumping

in the LWRFS over the last 3 yearshasaveraged9,318ai%eetanit,ally.16

WHEREAS, within the LWRF$, there exists%eth 40,000 acre-feetof
“cv.- ._.

- ..,.groundwaterappropriations -

WHEREAS,NRS 533 024(c) thrects41tateEngineer“to conerthe best

availablesciencein renderingdecisionsconcerhtng1tha,ailabthtyof surfaceand

undergroundsourcesof waterin Nevada.

WHEREAS, NR$ 533M24. endedin declarethe policy of

the Stateto manageconjunctivelythe appr iro, ue andadministrationof all

watersof this Stateregrftlesof the so\ictoitheçfr

WHEREASgrventh the $tat&Ergineer must use the best available

scienceand ma1agelfiju;rc 1ytheWatéesourcesin the LWRFS consideration
‘-S.

- - - - . ‘1•

of any dev4opentof g-terrni .1hat could ultimately be curtailed due to

water exc1tWithgreatcaution.

V

‘hi’
FendingUnder73r1’pp. 43-46,50-51, June28, 2013,official recordsin the Office of the
StateEngineer. Sejhttp://waterdata.usgs.gov!nvlnwisl.
14 See, e.g., Ruling6254. See also U.S. fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Land
ManagementandU.S. National ParkServiceOrder 1169A Report,TestImpactsandAvailability
of Water Pursuantto ApplicationsPendingUnder Order 1169, p. 85, June 28, 2013, official
recordsin the Office of the StateEngineer.
15 SeeStandardizedPrecipitationIndex,NevadaClimateDivision 4, http://wrcc.dri.edu.
16 See, e.g. NevadaDivision of Water Resources,GroundwaterPumpageInventoriesfor the
LWRFS subjectbasinsfor the years 2012 through 2017, official recordsof the Office of the
StateEngineer.
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WJHEREAS,assurancesregardingthe extentof any additionaldevelopment

of the existing appropriationsof groundwaterwithin the LWRF$ that can occur

without adverselyaffecting the senior rights on the fully decreedMuddy River

cannotbe madebasedsolelyuponthe resultsof the Order 1169aquifertest.

WHEREAS, based upon the review of the data available to the State

Engineerin theyearssincethe conclusionof the aquifertcst,-.it1bc?1ievedthatonly

a very small portion of the existing rights within tlrc IRFS iny be pumped
I;. \

without adverselyimpactingthe seniorrights on the 1tdck R1v?r or the habitatof

the MoapaDace

VI. AUTHORITY AJD NJ.CESSITY ‘‘•

.

WHEREAS, as demonstratedby tlw 1w aquiler test, Coyote

SpringValley, Muddy River $prinArea, Hiddei’\i,ey. GarnetValley, California

Wash, and the northwesternfaUi&E.kthe Black MtainA Area have a direct

hydraulic connectionand interact: basin, and as a result

must lie administered furling the administration

of all water rights suchrights in relation to the

priority of righi

14,000 acre-feetper year, including

SpringValley and a total of 10,120 acre-feet

the pumpingtestyielded groundwaterdeclines

of a an unacceptableloss in spring flow and aquifer

storage. with the seniordecreedrights of the Muddy River

andnegati MoapaDaceandits habitat, the StateEngineerfinds that

it is necessarytoia’irnt pumpingto a smallpercentageof the more than40,000acre-

feet of appropriatedgroundwaterrights in the LWRFS.

WHEREAS,on the basisthatonly a smallpercentageof the total quantityof

the appropriatedgroundwaterrights within the LWRFS may be developed,the

StateEngineer,with the following exception,finds that it is necessaryto hold in

5,290
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abeyancethe review and any decisionsrelating to any final subdivisionor other

submissionconcerning developmentand constructionto the Division of Water

Resourcesseeking a finding that adequate.water is available to support the

proposeddevelopment. The StateEngineermay review and grant approvalof a

subdivision or other submissionif a showing of an adequatesupply of water in

perpetuitycanbe madeto the StateEngineer’ssatisfaction. 4:..
WHEREAS,throughthe public workshopprocoss.,4hthtateEngineer

is engagedin at the time of the issuanceof this (hc1c’16oup11it h the continued

monitoringof the LWRFS, is intendedto deveIopinci,preci rctorstandingof

the amount of sustainablegroundwaterpiihipage that may occyifhin the

LWRFS over the long-termwithout adv pactsthe Muddy RK’er and the

springsthat serveastheheadwatersof theMti&I er.i’1oreover,if groundwater

cannotbe developedin the LWRF. without conffict.p1;e7nior, decreedMuddy

River rights andsprings,the $tateiei,throught b1icworkshopprocess,
I ‘•

desiresto establisha conjunctivemaràgem 1làn.forJheLWRP$.

WNEREA$ if the LWRFS during the

pendencyof the pdblic oikhop proce whi1e maintaininggrounthvaterpumping
‘4

.-

in an amount not flw (rientrrn]ngrateof 9,318acrefeet annually,a

more peictindiianthhof I h ‘ñicnmt of sustainablegroundwaterpumpage—
will h.cloternunocL

EREAS,ateJ4rineeris empoweredto makesuchreasonablerules

and regu1adnsas ma.benecessaryfor the proper and orderly executionof the

powersconrrv

WHEREA within an areathat hasbeendesignatedby the StateEngineer,

asprovidedfor in NR$ Chapter634, where,in the judgmentof the StateEngineer,

the groundwaterbasin is being depleted, the State Engineer in his or her

‘7NRS § 532.120.
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administrativecapacitymaymakesuchrules, regulationsandordersas are deemed

essentialfor thewelfareof the areainvolved.18

WHEREAS, the State Engineerfinds that adthtional data relating to the

impacts of groundwaterpumping from the LWRF$ coupled with the public

workshopprocesswill allow his office to makea determinationasto the appropriate

long-termmanagementof groundwaterpumpingthat may uc11nthe LWRF$ by

existingholdersof waterrights without adverselyaffcting.exisi:ing’seniordecreed
..

rights andthe endangeredMoapaDace
..M.’

VII ORDER

NOW THEREFORE,the StateEiginotc[c

1. The Coyote Spring Valley, Muddy Area, Call Pnrnia Wash,

Hidden Valley, Garnetnttey. and thc ion of the Black Mountains

Area as described in thi rrcter, is heret icIsignatedas a single
. ‘‘-

groundwaterbasin for pu;psc’ ofltdmuu’t;rttion of water rights All

water rigtit iUin the ffOwe”r’ V1ii tøRiver Flow System will be
47

admimi’d bacipontheir epcititedate of piioiities in relation to

otherng1(hir ‘egioniI bundwaterbasin

2 ‘1 hc’ I ot ii a1httblegouidvaterpumpingin the Lower White River Flow

.-SvstIalLnot. ‘ed ,318acre-feetannually.

3 The d it q1tioutnt the limit of 9,318 acie feet of water rights
c..

apropriat;ocit.hinthe five-basincarbonateaquiferis within a portion of

t1ibterrigh bearinga priority dateof March 31, 1983.
•4

4. Pumplrwterright holders junior to the portion from March 31,

1983, wiiün the 9,318acre-footlimit, which is in effect as of September1,

2018, will not be curtailed unless and until unusedsenior water right

pumpingexceeds9,318 acre-feetannuallyin the Lower White River Flow

System.

18NRS § 534.120.
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5. That any final subdivisionor other submissionconcerningdevelopment

and constructionsubmittedto the StateEngineerfor review shall be held

in abeyancependingthe conclusionof the public processto determinethe

total quantity of groundwaterthat may be developedwithin the Lower

White River Flow System. The State Engineermay review and grant

approvalof a subdivisionor othersubmissionif a sbinof an adequate

supply of water in perpetuity can be made Engineer’s

satisfaction.

6. The StateEngineermay consider: (1) Plan

developedby the water right h& Flow

System as an alternative to of out of prI. ity junior

groundwaterpumping; or (2) groundwaterpumping

over the 9,318 acre-foot1imit if it canbe to the satisfaction

of the State Engineei that*n cdte1nativ’4Qifce of watei will be

substitutedin a timely uannoIeplat1?6 additional groundwater

pumpingunJe,s.u1itddiiioiia1.pumpingc’w-es a conflict with existing
4

rights

7 This Oi’d’vtlI be cön%drnoil t’ h’e’ho imining applicationsto changethe

P0111t 01 chvoiioh fromiIuvi:1 wells to carbonatewells in the Lower

W hite Rwc i Iio m mci will be subjectto heightenedscrutiny for

cleteimin*icn of wnfli ic ith existingrights

8 Fhi. Ordet x il4be onideredwhenexaminingapplicationsto changethe

ol thv i placeof use,or mannerof useof anexistingwaterught

and c\dlrllncng iequestsfor extension of time for filing Proofs of

Complenof Work or Proofs of Application of Water to Beneficial Use

and Extensionsof Time to Preventthe Working of a Forfeiture filed

within the Lower White River Flow System.

DRAFT
JASONJUNG, P.E.
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StateEngineer

Datedat CarsonCity, Nevadathis

_____

dayof ,

_____
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Explanation

E1Basin Boundary
‘cCountyBoundary
— Interstate
—US Route
— StaleRoute

Summer2017 imagery from the

I NationaiAgricultureImageryProgram
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CASE NO.: CV-1902-348 (consolidated with 
Case Nos. CV-1902-349 and CV-1902-350) 

DEPT. NO.: 2 

IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EUREKA 

••• 
TIMOTHY LEE & CONSTANCE MARIE 
BAILEY; FRED & CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA 
R. & MONIRA RENNER: SADLER RANCH. 
LLC. 

Petitioners. 
vs. 

TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State 
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 

Respondent. 

EUREKA COUNTY; DIAMOND NATURAL 
RESOURCES PROTECTION AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, J&T 
FARMS, GALLAGHER FARMS, JEFF 
LOMMORI, M&C HAY, CONLEY LAND & 
LIVESTOCK, LLC, JIM AND NICK 
ETCHEVERRY, TIM AND SANDIE HALPIN, 
DIAMOND VALLEY HAY CO., MARK 
MOYLE FARMS, LLC, D.F. AND E.M. 
PALMORE FAMILY TRUST, BILL AND 
PATRICIA NORTON, SESTANOVICH HAY 
& CATTLE. LLC, JERRY ANDERSON. BILL 
AND DARLA BAUMANN. 

Respondents/lntervenors. 

_______________ / 

DNRPCA INTERVENORS' 
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF 

MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL 
OF ORDER GRANTING PETITIONS 

FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 
OF STATE ENGINEER ORDER 1302 

RECEIVED 

JUN 0 \ 2020 

eureka County Clerk 
Docket 81224   Document 2020-35059
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 DIAMOND NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION 

ASSOCIATION, J&T FARMS, GALLAGHER FARMS, JEFF LOMMORI, M&C HAY, 

CONLEY LAND & LIVESTOCK, LLC, JIM AND NICK ETCHEVERRY, TIM AND 

SANDIE HALPIN, DIAMOND VALLEY HAY CO., MARK MOYLE FARMS, LLC, D.F. 

AND E.M. PALMORE FAMILY TRUST, BILL AND PATRICIA NORTON, SESTANOVICH 

HAY & CATTLE, LLC, JERRY ANDERSON, BILL AND DARLA BAUMAN (“DNRPCA 

Intervenors”) file this Reply in Support of their Motion for Stay of Order Granting Petitions for 

Judicial Review of State Engineer Order 1302 Pending Appeal. This Reply is supported by the 

following points and authorities and such other matters as the Court may wish to consider. 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Through competent, admissible evidence, the DNRPCA Intervenors have demonstrated 

that, absent a stay, the object of their appeal will be frustrated, and they will be irreparably 

harmed. They also have pointed out legal errors in the Court’s order and made a substantial 

showing on the merits. Respectfully, they believe the Supreme Court will find the GMP 

complies with the law. Petitioners’ oppositions are based on speculation and hyperbole, not 

evidence of any alleged harm. The balance of the equities weighs in favor of a stay, and 

Petitioners have not demonstrated otherwise. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. The Equities and Public Interest Favor a Stay 

The Nevada Supreme Court interpreted the predecessor of NRCP 62(c) to give a district 

court discretion to exercise its equitable powers to stay the effect of a non-monetary judgment, 

including an order that vacated an agency decision. See Nevada Tax Comm'n v. Mackie, 74 Nev. 

273, 274, 330 P.2d 496, 496 (1958) (addressing a motion to stay the execution of a district court 

judgment, during the pendency of the appeal, that purported to modify a Nevada Tax 

Commission order revoking a gambling license); White Pine Power Dist. No. 9 v. Pub. Serv. 

Comm'n, 76 Nev. 263, 264, 352 P.2d 256, 256 (1960). Courts interpreting the federal equivalent 
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of NRCP 62(c) apply the following four-factor test to stays of non-monetary civil orders and 

judgments under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(c): 

(1) whether the stay applicant has made a strong showing that he is likely to 
succeed on the merits; (2) whether the applicant will be irreparably injured absent 
a stay; (3) whether issuance of the stay will substantially injure the other parties 
interested in the proceeding; and (4) where the public interest lies. 

 

Hilton v. Braunskill, 481 U.S. 770, 776 (1987). “Th[is] standard calls for equitable balancing, 

much like that required in deciding whether to grant a preliminary injunction or a temporary 

restraining order.” Venckiene v. United States, 929 F.3d 843, 853 (7th Cir. 2019); see Leiva-

Perez v. Holder, 640 F.3d 962, 971 (9th Cir. 2011). This consideration of the respective equities 

is essentially incorporated into NRAP 8(c). See Hansen v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 116 Nev. 650, 

659, 6 P.3d 982, 987 (2000) (requiring the movant to “present a substantial case on the merits 

when a serious legal question is involved and show that the balance of equities weighs heavily in 

favor of granting the stay”). 

 Contrary to the Petitioners’ contentions, the equities warrant a stay here. The only 

Petitioners who hold “senior” rights that are subject to the GMP are the Baileys. ROA 499-501. 

As the DNRPCA Intervenors pointed out to the Court at oral argument, the Baileys’ purported 

“senior” position exists by happenstance; only a matter of days separates Fred and Carolyn 

Bailey from the May 12, 1960 cut-off line. ROA 501. Only two months separates the most 

“senior” Bailey rights from the “junior” appropriators for whom the Baileys evince so much 

disdain. ROA 499-500. And there are approximately 100 “junior” permits with priority dates 

that post-date May 12, 1960 by just days, weeks and months. ROA 501-504.  

No one working the land in Diamond Valley in May 1960 knew or could have known 

that breaking away from their farming to file paper work in Carson City a few days later than 

their neighbors would rob them of 100% of their water permits 50 years later. They cultivated 

their land and used their water in good-faith reliance upon the State Engineer’s approval of their 

applications. ROA 541, 590, 708, 727, 731-732, 738. Although the permits were issued subject 

to existing rights on the source, the State Engineer continued to issue permits for new irrigation 
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applications for another nearly 20 years in the total approximate amount of 126,000 acre feet. 

ROA 3, 499-509. The DNRPCA Intervenors had no control over the State Engineer’s actions.  

For the last decade, they have been working to address the overdraft problem in the 

basin, including their tireless efforts since 2014 to develop a GMP. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at 

¶¶7-20. The GMP they created was based on a good-faith interpretation of the Legislature’s 

enactment of the groundwater management plan statute. Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at ¶6; 

Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶37. It sought to address the overdraft problem while maintaining 

the social and economic fabric of Eureka County. ROA 228. The GMP proponents studied 

numerous other frameworks for what a groundwater management plan might entail, including 

those proposed by the Petitioners and suggested by the Court, and ultimately rejected them as 

infeasible. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶¶23-24. They made significant investments of money 

and time to implement the GMP the State Engineer approved. Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at 

¶¶4-7; Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶37. Had their only option been a groundwater 

management plan that involved curtailment by priority, they would not have made those 

investments. Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at ¶7-8; Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶37. Rather, 

they would have simply continued to use the full amount of their permitted rights until the State 

Engineer ordered curtailment. See id. 

Additionally, the Court issued its Order after the 2020 irrigation season already started. 

Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶34. Water users made farm plans based on the 2020 share 

allocations that were already established. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶34. Petitioners have 

failed to identify any equitable reason why the 2020 irrigation season should be disrupted now. 

See Haywood v. Nat'l Basketball Ass'n, 401 U.S. 1204, 1206 (1971) (reinstating order that 

allowed professional basketball player to play during the stay because the season had already 

begun). This is particularly so where Petitioners never sought a stay of the GMP pending their 

petitions for judicial review. See NRS 533.450(5). Given their lack of affirmative conduct to 

obtain a stay to protect themselves from alleged harm they contend the GMP causes them, the 

equities weigh against the Petitioners. See Latta v. W. Inv. Co., 173 F.2d 99, 107 (9th Cir. 1949) 
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(“[e]quity frowns upon stale demands”); Daly v. Lahontan Mines Co., 39 Nev. 14, 158 P. 285, 

286 (1916) (equity requires the timely assertion of rights).  

Likewise, NRS 534.110(7) requires curtailment by priority to begin on August 25, 2025 

if no approved GMP is in effect. ROA 3. Given the years of collective effort that went into 

developing, drafting and obtaining approval of the GMP, there simply is insufficient time to start 

over now, and the GMP proponents should not have to engage in that Herculean effort given the 

merits of their appeal. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶¶20, 38. Simply because the Court 

disagreed with them on the law is not a basis to deny their request for stay. See NAACP v. 

Trump, 321 F.Supp.3d 143, 147 D.D.C. 2018) (partially staying order that vacated agency action 

because “the fact that the Court has thus far been unpersuaded by [the movant’s] case does not 

preclude the issuance of a stay”). Under these circumstances, the equities favor keeping the 

GMP in place pending appeal. 

B. Petitioners Fail to Provide Any Evidence of Alleged Harm From the GMP 

The Baileys are the only Petitioners who can claim any harm to “senior” groundwater 

rights as a result of the GMP’s share allocations, and their opposition fails to provide any 

evidence that the carve out from the GMP that the DNRPCA Intervenors propose would not 

rectify that alleged harm. They also fail to provide any evidence that the continued existence of 

the GMP will harm their vested rights. Nor can they because the Baileys have a groundwater 

permit that allows them to pump the spring water from a well: 

This permit is issued for the express purpose of allowing this permit to replace the 
water historically placed to beneficial use under Proof 01104, Certificates 140 and 
147 and with the understanding that this right cannot be moved to outside of the 
spring discharge area as determined by the State Engineer. 

 

Motion Ex. 10. Because this groundwater permit is tied to their vested rights, it is exempted 

from the GMP. ROA 229. The Baileys have held this permit for over 20 years without any 

complaint that it did not adequately mitigate their vested claim. Motion Ex. 10. Their assertion 

that it is not a mitigation right contravenes the permit language and their own admissions, made 

under oath, that Permit No. 63497 was intended to replace their vested claim: 
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Q. And you had a spring on your property, the Bailey Spring? 
 
A. Yes, we did have a spring. 
 
Q. And the Bailey Spring went dry? 
 
A. It went dry. It took 25 years to dry that spring up after the electricity come in. 
 
Q. And then your -- you were granted groundwater rights from the State Engineer; 
is that correct? 
 
A. Yes. He allowed us to drill a well? 
 
Q. Yes. 
 
A. That's true. He did, yes. 
 

* * * 
 

Q: Now, you did end up getting a water right to replace your spring; right? 
 

A: That's correct. 
 

Testimony of Wilfred Bailey, In The Matter Of Applications 81719, 81720, 81825, 82268, 

82570, 82571, 82572 and 82573, Nov. 21, 2013 Trans. at 980:10-20, 985:23-24, attached hereto 

as Ex. 14 (emphasis added). The Baileys even admitted that they, themselves, were responsible, 

in part, for the drying up of their own spring: 

Q. Well, why did it dry up in your opinion? 

A. Because we was pumping that water up there. 

Q. Pumping water where? 

A. Up in the farming area. 

Q. Down in the south part of the valley? 

A. Yeah. 

* * * 

 Q. What about your spring, why did it dry up? 

A. Because of the pumping up in the valley. I was part of it. 

Q. You have a ranch down there too? 

A. A farm, you mean? 

Q. A farm. 
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A. We had a couple of them.  

* * * 

Q. Okay. Do you recall what year your spring went dry? 
 
A. Well, we put -- Let's see, we put that pivot in -- I got associated with the fire in 
'99. We had that pivot established either the year before -- it would be '98 or '97, 
one of the two, it went dry at that time. It was dry at that time. It went dry…. It 
got down to the point of where the pond was probably running about, I'll throw it 
out there, say, two or 300 gallons…. 
  

* * * 
Q. So did it dry shortly after you put in your irrigation well? 
 
A. It took a while because it always dried it up when you was pumping, but then 
when you quit pumping, why, it would come back, see. But it never run because 
we had it dammed off. And you can darn near stop any spring if you put a dam 
around and raise it high enough because of the way the water stopped the flow. 
 

Testimony of Wilfred Bailey, In The Matter Of Applications 81719, 81720, 81825, 82268, 

82570, 82571, 82572 and 82573, Nov. 21, 2013 Trans. at 1001:21-1002:18, 1015:1-1016:4, 

attached hereto as Ex. 14 (emphasis added). 

 Renner and Sadler have no senior groundwater permits, and since their junior rights 

would be subject to 100% curtailment under their own arguments, they cannot claim irreparable 

harm from the GMP. ROA 228-229, 499-501. As to their vested rights, Sadler holds mitigation 

permits, and Renner has not yet proven that its application for mitigation rights is justified. 

Motion Exs. 11-12. Either way, if Petitioners are pumping from wells located within their spring 

complexes, their alleged harm to their vested rights is self inflicted. It cannot be attributed to the 

GMP because, with or without the GMP, their own wells will prevent the springs from running.  

Due to the proximity of their wells to one another, Petitioners’ wells are also interfering 

with one another’s springs. ROA 131; Supplemental Declaration of Dale Bugenig and maps 

attached thereto, attached hereto as Ex. 16. Sadler’s representative asserted that pumping by the 

other Petitioners interfere with the springs on Sadler Ranch: 

Junior pumpers at Romano has caused our spring to decline. Pumping at the 
Brown Ranch has caused our spring to decline. Pumping at the Bailey's. There's 
pumping all around our spring and it's all caused it to decline. And pumping in 
the southern Diamond Valley has caused it -- it to decline. 
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Testimony of Levi Shoda, Sadler Ranch Manager, In The Matter Of Applications 81719, 81720, 

81825, 82268, 82570, 82571, 82572 and 82573, Nov. 22, 2013 Trans. at 1169:3-10, 1172:10-14, 

attached as Ex. 15 hereto. In that Petitioners are interfering with one another’s wells and springs, 

they cannot attribute alleged damages to the GMP. 

 Additionally, Bailey admitted that his farm is more productive with the mitigation well 

than it was with the spring: 

Q. Now, before you got the new well you flood irrigated at your ranch; right? 
 
A. Uh-huh. 
 
Q. And now you can grow alfalfa on the ranch; right? 
 
A. We planted the alfalfa and grass, but the alfalfa is pretty well gone. We're 
pretty much in grass right now. 
 
Q. Is it a better crop now under the center pivot than you had when you were 
flood irrigating? 
 
A. By far. Grass does better now. In comparison to alfalfa, you get more tonnage 
with grass. I'm not going to say the general rules, but I'm going to say we cut a 
little more tonnage with the grass. 
 

Testimony of Wilfred Bailey, In The Matter Of Applications 81719, 81720, 81825, 82268, 

82570, 82571, 82572 and 82573, Nov. 21, 2013 Trans. at 1008:12-23, attached hereto as Ex. 14 

(emphasis added). In other words, contrary to their claim of harm, the Baileys have benefitted 

from the replacement well approved in Permit 63497. See id.; Motion Ex. 10.  

In lieu of actual evidence to prove harm (which they lack), the Petitioners contend that 

simply because the Court concluded the GMP violated Nevada law and affected their property 

rights, they are allegedly harmed. The movant for a stay pending appeal is always the losing 

party, and the court will have always construed the law against that party. That alone does not 

prohibit a stay or even suggest that a stay will irreparably harm the winning party. See NAACP, 

321 F.Supp.3d at 147. The Petitioners’ hypothetical examples of what could happen in the future 

were the GMP to remain in effect are purely speculative and therefore are not proof of 

irreparable harm. See In re Excel Innovations, Inc., 502 F.3d 1086, 1098 (9th Cir. 2007) 

(“Speculative injury cannot be the basis for a finding of irreparable harm.”); Nevada v. United 

States, 364 F. Supp. 3d 1146, 1156 (D. Nev. 2019) (alleged “harms, including environmental 
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injury, are too speculative to rise to the level of the required likelihood of irreparable harm”). 

Moreover, while the GMP is in place, the State Engineer maintains his authority to “make such 

rules, regulations and orders as are deemed essential for the welfare of the area involved” in the 

event some type of irreparable harm materializes from the GMP’s continued existence. See NRS 

534.120.  

With mitigation rights and the carve-out from the GMP proposed by the DNRPCA 

Intervenors, there will be no effect on the Petitioners’ property rights while the appeal is 

pending, much less harm that is irreparable. Simply because property rights may be at issue does 

not by itself constitute irreparable harm. See Hamm v. Arrowcreek Homeowners' Ass'n, 124 Nev. 

290, 298, 183 P.3d 895, 901 (2008) (rejecting assertion of irreparable harm from placement of 

lien on real property). The Petitioners must still prove irreparable harm, which they have not 

done. See id.  

 The Court has the equitable power to craft a stay to meet the circumstances. See NRCP 

62(c) (allowing stay pending appeal of a non-monetary judgment on such “other terms that 

secure the opposing party’s rights”); Haywood, 401 U.S. at 1206 (noting district court “could 

fashion whatever relief it deems equitable”). Because no one other than Petitioners claims any 

harm, the Court need not make an exception to the stay for anyone else. Moreover, carving out 

Petitioners from the GMP does not constitute an “amendment” to the GMP; it constitutes the 

exercise of equitable authority. Notwithstanding that the Petitioners have failed to demonstrate 

any harm, to the extent the Court nevertheless deems them irreparably harmed by nature of their 

water rights ownership alone, it can exempt them from the GMP during the stay. 

 
C. The DNRPCA Intervenors Have Adequately Demonstrated Irreparable Harm 

Absent a Stay 
 

Unlike the Petitioners, the DNRPCA Intervenors provided actual evidence of irreparable 

harm. In arguing otherwise, the Petitioners fail to understand the multi-faceted harm. The 

declarations submitted in support of the Motion to Stay indicate that the DNRPCA Intervenors 

made farming decisions in reliance on the 2020 share allocations. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at 

¶34; Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at ¶¶4-6. Moreover, irretrievable investments were made in 
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reliance on the DNRPCA Intervenors’ good-faith development of a GMP they believed to be 

consistent with what the Legislature expected when enacting NRS 534.037. Moyle Decl., 

Motion Ex. 2 at ¶37; Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at ¶7. The pumping reductions required by the 

GMP could not be achieved absent such investments, yet such investments are useless if 

curtailment is inevitable. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶37; Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at ¶8. 

The Court’s Order essentially leaves open only two possible types of GMP models that it 

deems lawful: (1) a plan that involves voluntary actions by senior right holders (either sale of 

their water to juniors or implementation of water-efficient irrigation practices encouraged by 

payments from juniors); or (2) a plan that involves complete curtailment of rights that post-date 

May 12, 1960. These were considered and rejected by the GMP proponents for a number of 

reasons, not least of which is that the goal of any GMP was to maintain the viability of the 

agricultural economy of Eureka County. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶¶22-24. Funding for 

buy-outs was unavailable, and in any event, absent the seniors’ willingness to respond to money, 

curtailment was the only other alternative. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶24. A GMP that 

involved complete or nearly complete curtailment of junior rights was no different than what 

could be achieved without a GMP in place. See NRS 534.110(7). The DNRPCA Intervenors 

would not have spent years developing the GMP or made significant investments in water-

saving technologies if curtailment was a foregone conclusion. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶37; 

Plaskett Decl., Motion Ex. 4 at ¶8.  

Moreover, the clock is ticking under NRS 534.110(7). The DNRPCA Intervenors should 

not be forced to try to develop a new plan where they have presented significant legal arguments 

that justify the Supreme Court reversing the Court’s Order and reinstating the GMP. The holders 

of a majority of senior rights approved the GMP. ROA 4; Moyle Decl., Ex. 2 at ¶19. The 

purpose of the appeal will be defeated if the DNRPCA Intervenors are forced to engage in a new 

planning process if the Supreme Court ultimately accepts the GMP that the State Engineer 

already approved.  

Even if such wasted effort could be justified (it can’t), given the extensive energy that 

went into this GMP, it is clear there is insufficient time to develop a new plan before curtailment 
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must start. Moyle Decl., Ex. 2 at ¶¶20, 38. The uncertainty claimed by the DNRPCA Intervenors 

is whether they should start planning now to pack up and leave Diamond Valley or should 

continue to invest in their farms, purchase water-saving technologies to reduce their pumping 

and plan for a future in the community they call home. Eureka County and the Diamond Valley 

aquifer will suffer from the potential increased pumping that will ensue if the GMP were not in 

place. Moyle Decl., Motion Ex. 2 at ¶33. Petitioners contend that curtailment by priority would 

address this concern, but that defeats the purpose of NRS 534.110 and deprives the DNRPCA 

Intervenors of the benefits afforded under the statute. See, e.g., New Motor Veh. Bd. of Cal. v. 

Orrin W. Fox Co., 434 U.S. 1345, 1351 (1977) (concluding “that any time a State is enjoined by 

a court from effectuating statutes enacted by representatives of its people, it suffers a form of 

irreparable injury”). In sum, the DNRPCA Intervenors have demonstrated irreparable harm. 

D. The DNRPCA Intervenors Have Set Forth a Substantial Case on the Merits 

Even if the Court disagrees with their arguments, the DNRPCA Intervenors have 

satisfied the merits requirements to obtain a stay. See Hansen, 116 Nev. at 659, 6 P.3d at 987. 

The Court’s conclusion that the GMP complies with NRS 534.037 but impairs vested rights is 

an attack on the constitutionality of the statute, not on the State Engineer’s implementation of 

the statute. Yet the Petitioners never brought a facial attack on NRS 534.110(7) or NRS 534.037, 

and the Court did not deem the Legislature’s actions unconstitutional. The Petitioners’ 

oppositions do not dispute this. Respectfully, the DNRPCA Intervenors believe the Supreme 

Court will recognize this flaw. 

The DNRPCA Intervenors also submit that the Supreme Court will side with them on the 

questions of prior appropriation and beneficial use. The Court’s Order rendered meaningless 

NRS 534.110(7) and NRS 534.037 as to Diamond Valley and did not address multiple legal 

arguments raised by the DNRPCA Intervenors. These included other examples of where the 

Legislature has strayed from prior appropriation principles. Moreover, the State Engineer has 

discretion as to whether to institute forfeiture or abandonment proceedings and must first follow 

certain statutory procedures to do so. See NRS 534.090. There are many unexercised rights 

throughout Nevada. The Petitioners do not contend that the State Engineer’s failure to initiate 
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forfeiture and abandonment proceedings on every one of those constitutes an abuse of discretion. 

The State Engineer’s logical conclusion that initiating forfeiture and abandonment proceedings 

prior to GMP approval would have the adverse result of increasing pumping justified his 

discretionary decision to approve the GMP based on current rights.  

This is particularly the case where many of the unexercised rights in Diamond Valley 

arise from corners that are not being irrigated using center pivots. ROA 465, 467. The reductions 

in annual share allocations through the life of the GMP means that the unexercised rights cannot 

be used anyway. ROA 234-235, 510. The State Engineer similarly has discretion to approve the 

banking and trading provisions under NRS 534.120(2). The DNRPCA Intervenors have 

presented sufficient merits to warrant a stay. See Hansen, 116 Nev. at 659, 6 P.3d at 987. 

E. Extra-Record Information Must Be Considered for a Motion to Stay  

The Court can and should consider the declarations and other evidence submitted by the 

DNRPCA Intervenors in support of the stay and reject Petitioners’ opposition because they lack 

any evidence to oppose a stay. In order for a reviewing court to adequately consider the factors 

governing a stay pending appeal, the movant must provide “specific facts and affidavits 

supporting assertions that these factors exist.” Mich. Coal. of Radioactive Material Users, Inc. v. 

Griepentrog, 945 F.2d 150, 154 (6th Cir. 1991); see Holtzman v. Schlesinger, 414 U.S. 1304, 

1309 and n.10 (1973) (denying application to vacate stay pending writ of certiorari “in light of 

respondents' failure to produce affidavits” to show irreparable harm “in conjunction with stay 

application”); McCulloch v. Jeakins, 99 Nev. 122, 123-24, 659 P.2d 302, 303 (1983) (requiring 

district court to conduct hearing into whether a supersedeas bond is warranted). In a different 

judicial review case of an order issued by the State Engineer, the Nevada Supreme Court 

recently granted a motion to stay based on a supporting declaration that attested to matters that 

occurred after the district court’s order vacating the State Engineer’s action, well outside the 

administrative record. See State Engineer’s Motion to Stay in Case No. 77722, supporting 

declaration and Supreme Court’s Order granting stay, attached hereto as Ex. 17. 

Ironically, Sadler and Renner take issue with the “extra-record” evidence submitted in 

support of the motion to stay when they, themselves, improperly relied on matters outside the 



  

12 

 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

administrative record when arguing their petitions for judicial review. Not only did this violate 

the Court’s order in limine, but it violated the most basic principle of judicial review—that the 

Court is limited to the record before the State Engineer. See Town of Eureka v. State Engineer, 

108 Nev. 163, 165, 826 P.2d 948, 949 (1997). In the order in limine, which the Court expressly 

reaffirmed in the Order granting petitions for judicial review, the Court squarely limited the 

Court’s consideration of the merits to the record on appeal. Yet the Court’s order granting the 

petitions for judicial review repeatedly relied on extra-record information. See, e.g., footnotes 

10, 19-22, 40, 166-168.  

This was a fundamental reversible error. See Town of Eureka, 108 Nev. at 165, 826 P.2d 

at 949. The Petitioners perpetuate that error in their oppositions by citing this extra-record 

material in support of their “merits” arguments. The Court’s review of the merits should have 

been limited to the record on appeal, but its review of the other factors in a motion to stay must 

be based on declarations and other evidence. See Griepentrog, 945 F.2d at 154. Petitioners’ 

oppositions provide no such evidence, only unsubstantiated assertions. On that basis alone, the 

stay should be granted and the GMP kept intact. 

F. A Bond is Not Justified Where There is No Money Judgment and Petitioners 
Have Failed to Demonstrate Any Harm From a Stay 
 

Sadler and Renner’s request for a $1 million bond is arbitrary, unsupported and lacks a 

nexus to any alleged harm. “The purpose of security for a stay pending appeal is to protect the 

judgment creditor’s ability to collect the judgment if it is affirmed by preserving the status quo 

and preventing prejudice to the creditor arising from the stay.” Nelson v. Heer, 121 Nev. 832, 

835, 122 P.3d 1252, 1254 (2005) (emphasis added); see also Gottwals v. Rencher, 60 Nev. 35, 

46, 92 P.2d 1000, 1004 (1939) (indicating that on principles of equity and justice a “bond is 

necessary to protect an appellee against damages he may sustain by reason of an unsuccessful 

appeal”) (emphasis added). Clearly, in Nevada, a bond is designed to secure a money judgment, 

which does not exist here. 

Even if the Court concludes a bond is appropriate for this case, Petitioners have failed to 

connect the $1 million amount they seek to potential damages. “[T]he calculation of a bond in a 
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case involving a non-monetary judgment is … an estimate of the potential loss that may result 

during the pendency of the appeal.” In re Weinhold, 389 B.R. 783, 789 (Bankr. M.D. Fla. 2008). 

Failure to provide evidence to support claimed damages requires that a request for bond be 

denied. Conn. Gen. Life Ins. Co. v. New Images of Beverly Hills, 321 F.3d 878, 882 (9th Cir. 

2003). Petitioners’ $1 million number appears to be pulled from thin air; it is entirely arbitrary. 

It is also unsupported by any evidence. Since the Petitioners claim they are harmed whether or 

not the GMP is in place, they cannot attribute damages to the GMP alone. Particularly since 

Eureka County and the State of Nevada are exempted from any bond requirement, a bond should 

not unfairly become the responsibility of the private-party appellants. See NRCP 62(e). 

Notably, the fact that the Petitioners request a bond itself demonstrates they lack 

irreparable harm. “Generally, harm is ‘irreparable’ if it cannot adequately be remedied by 

compensatory damages.” Hamm, 124 Nev. at 297, 183 P.3d at 901. By, on the one hand, crying 

“irreparable harm” and, on the other hand, demanding a monetary bond, Petitioners are talking 

out of both sides of their mouth. They cannot be irreparably harmed if money will allegedly 

solve their problems. See id. But Petitioners demonstrate neither irreparable harm nor damages. 

Because Petitioners fail to prove any monetary damages arising from the GMP, no bond should 

be required to effectuate a stay.  

III.  CONCLUSION 

The DNRPCA Intervenors have met the standard for a stay and respectfully request that 

the Court keep the GMP in place pending appeal with no requirement for a bond.  

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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 1          A.   On the Home Ranch that she is talking about, my
  

 2   grandparents come in there in the early day.  We have proof
  

 3   that they was in there in 1875.  We're pretty near sure in
  

 4   our own family that they was in there in the sixties.  And
  

 5   there's been six generations on that old ranch.  So that's
  

 6   the question?
  

 7          Q.   Yes, that's the question.
  

 8          A.   And we do have prior use of the pond prior to
  

 9   1800 in the vested right.  We did have a vested right.
  

10          Q.   And you had a spring on your property, the Bailey
  

11   Spring?
  

12          A.   Yes, we did have a spring.
  

13          Q.   And the Bailey Spring went dry?
  

14          A.   It went dry.  It took 25 years to dry that spring
  

15   up after the electricity come in.
  

16          Q.   And then your -- you were granted groundwater
  

17   rights from the State Engineer; is that correct?
  

18          A.   Yes.  He allowed us to drill a well?
  

19          Q.   Yes.
  

20          A.   That's true.  He did, yes.
  

21          Q.   And you're not the paperwork guy that keeps track
  

22   of all the paperwork associated with your water rights, are
  

23   you?
  

24          A.   No, I'm not, no.
  

25          Q.   Your son and daughter-in-law do that; is that
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 1   Wel l, I do remember what I did yesterday.  But I won't
  

 2   remember this in a year.  So this isn't a memory test, okay.
  

 3   But back in 1982 this transcript says Mr. Bailey, that's you,
  

 4   if I was to apply for an application to drill a new well on
  

 5   the ranch down there, would I have a good chance of getting
  

 6   it or am I in the water basin?  Does that help you remember
  

 7   at all?
  

 8          A.   It makes sense, but I can't recall saying that.
  

 9   But if you've got it wrote down there, I'm not going to
  

10   dispute that I asked that.  I don't recall doing it.  But it
  

11   was a good question.
  

12          Q.   And there was a question about how much of the
  

13   Diamond Valley was covered with the designation.
  

14          A.   Yeah.  I heard that line chain different times.
  

15          Q.   And then Mr. Morros said, I can't predetermine
  

16   action on any application we might make.  You mean, would it
  

17   be subject to denial on the basis of being in the groundwater
  

18   basin and you say yes.  And he says under the present status
  

19   of the basin as far as the orders that have been issued by
  

20   the State Engineer.  Yes, absolutely.  And then you said, I
  

21   would be denied?  And he said if it was in the designated
  

22   portion of the basin, yes.
  

23               Now, you did end up getting a water right to
  

24   replace your spring; right?
  

25          A.   That's correct.
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 1          Q.   Were there springs south of you already dry?
  

 2          A.   See, the Romanos started drying up first because
  

 3   it's closer to the pump -- to the farm, you know.  And then
  

 4   Sulphur started first before the Romano, that part of the
  

 5   Romano.  But it's the first one that took a hit.  And then
  

 6   out in the middle of the valley, why, there was a spring
  

 7   dried off of that, I call it the Thompson Road.  And there
  

 8   was a pretty good spring right in that area that started
  

 9   taking a hit on that too.  It had a fair amount of water that
  

10   they -- There was a little house there at one time and they
  

11   claimed it burned down.  I don't ever recall it.
  

12          Q.   Well, do you know of something called Tule Dam
  

13   Spring?  Have you ever heard of that?  No?
  

14          A.   No, I don't.
  

15          Q.   But you talked about Sulphur Spring?
  

16          A.   Are you talking about the Romano on Tule Dam?
  

17   There is a Tule Dam, but I'm surprised you would know that.
  

18          Q.   Well, do you remember when it went dry?
  

19          A.   You mean to put a date on it?  I remember it
  

20   drying up, I sure do.
  

21          Q.   Well, why did it dry up in your opinion?
  

22          A.   Because we was pumping that water up there.
  

23          Q.   Pumping water where?
  

24          A.   Up in the farming area.
  

25          Q.   Down in the south part of the valley?
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 1          A.   Yeah.
  

 2          Q.   And do you think that's why Sulphur Spring dried
  

 3   up?
  

 4          A.   Yes.
  

 5          Q.   Do you think that's why the Romano wells stopped
  

 6   flowing?
  

 7          A.   I'm not sure of that.  Because them wells were
  

 8   there a long time and they could deteriorate.  Them wells
  

 9   could have rusted in the bottom.  And so I'm guessing
  

10   after -- They can only last so long.  So I'm not going to say
  

11   why some of them dried up or not.
  

12          Q.   What about your spring, why did it dry up?
  

13          A.   Because of the pumping up in the valley.  I was
  

14   part of it.
  

15          Q.   You have a ranch down there too?
  

16          A.   A farm, you mean?
  

17          Q.   A farm.
  

18          A.   We had a couple of them.
  

19          Q.   All right.  Do you think the pumping down south
  

20   has caused an impact to Shipley Spring?
  

21          A.   No, I don't.
  

22          Q.   Really?
  

23          A.   I don't.
  

24          Q.   So it could impact Bailey Spring but not Shipley
  

25   Spring?
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 1          Q.   Is it still a flowing well?
  

 2          A.   If you let it sit there long enough.  It don't
  

 3   flow immediately when you shut the -- When you shut the pump
  

 4   off are you talking about?
  

 5          Q.   Uh-huh.
  

 6          A.   No, it don't.
  

 7          Q.   So it doesn't come back the way it used to when
  

 8   you shut the well off?
  

 9          A.   No, it don't.
  

10          Q.   Do you have a meter on the well?
  

11          A.   Yes.  It pumps right at 900 under pressure.
  

12          Q.   Now, before you got the new well you flood
  

13   irrigated at your ranch; right?
  

14          A.   Uh-huh.
  

15          Q.   And now you can grow alfalfa on the ranch; right?
  

16          A.   We planted the alfalfa and grass, but the alfalfa
  

17   is pretty well gone.  We're pretty much in grass right now.
  

18          Q.   Is it a better crop now under the center pivot
  

19   than you had when you were flood irrigating?
  

20          A.   By far.  Grass does better now.  In comparison to
  

21   alfalfa, you get more ton age with grass.  I'm not going to
  

22   say the general rules, but I'm going to say we cut a little
  

23   more tonnage with the grass.
  

24               HEARING OFFICER JOSEPH-TAYLOR:  Mr. Taggart, how
  

25   is this helping us make our decision?
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 1          Q.   Okay.  Do you recall what year your spring went
  

 2   dry?
  

 3          A.   Well, we put -- Let's see, we put that pivot
  

 4   in -- I got associated with the fire in '99.  We had that
  

 5   pivot established either the year before -- it would be '98
  

 6   or '97, one of the two, it went dry at that time.  It was dry
  

 7   at that time.  It went dry.  It got down to the point of
  

 8   where the pond was probably running about, I'll throw it out
  

 9   there, say, two or 300 gallons.  But you couldn't do anything
  

10   with it because if you got 30 below zero and you had to water
  

11   them cows, it would freeze over and you was out of water.  I
  

12   mean, you couldn't do it.  It was actually worthless to you.
  

13               But we put the dam in to the point to where it
  

14   wouldn't run anymore because it was running out in to the
  

15   pivot and it was just making a mess.  So we dammed the water
  

16   up and it will stop flowing at a certain height, you know.
  

17   So we just dammed it off to where we couldn't use it anymore.
  

18          Q.   Would there be any flow from it today if it
  

19   weren't dammed up?
  

20          A.   No.  They don't raise there no more.  It's dry
  

21   there right now.
  

22          Q.   So did it dry shortly after you put in your
  

23   irrigation well?
  

24          A.   It took a while because it always dried it up
  

25   when you was pumping, but then when you quit pumping, why, it
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 1   wou ld come back, see.  But it never run because we had it
  

 2   dammed off.  And you can darn near stop any spring if you put
  

 3   a dam around and raise it high enough because of the way the
  

 4   water stopped the flow.
  

 5               MR. FELLING:  Thank you.  No more questions.
  

 6                            EXAMINATION
  

 7   By The State Engineer:
  

 8          Q.   Just a couple, Mr. Bailey.  Do you remember the
  

 9   lawsuit that came to some kind of a conclusion in the late
  

10   forties, 1950s?
  

11          A.   Yes.
  

12          Q.   And I think your testimony was perhaps about five
  

13   years later the Sadler brothers had done a good job in
  

14   advancing the ranch or the farm and put in some alfalfa;
  

15   correct?
  

16          A.   That's correct.
  

17          Q.   Prior to 1950 -- Prior to 1950 -- Prior to even
  

18   1950 did you spend much time on the Sadler Ranch?  Do you
  

19   have first-hand knowledge of the lay of the land?
  

20          A.   Well, I always went down there with Brandon Gabbs
  

21   and that sort of stuff, yes, and I would have drove cows
  

22   through there and worked cows in the field.  I always helped
  

23   him work the cows because I was usually riding a colt and I
  

24   wanted him to get experience and I wanted him to be around
  

25   them cows.
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 1   STA TE OF NEVADA     )
                       )ss.

 2   COUNTY OF WASHOE    )
  

 3
  

 4                  I, CHRISTY Y. JOYCE, Official Certified Court
  

 5   Reporter for the State of Nevada, Department of Conservation
  

 6   and Natural Resources, Division of Water Resources, do hereby
  

 7   certify:
  

 8                  That on Thursday, the 21st day of November,
  

 9   2013, I was present at the Division of Water Resources,
  

10   Carson City, Nevada, for the purpose of reporting in verbatim
  

11   stenotype notes the within-entitled public hearing;
  

12                  That the foregoing transcript, consisting of
  

13   pages 890 through 1150, inclusive, includes a full, true and
  

14   correct transcription of my stenotype notes of said public
  

15   hearing.
  

16
  

17                  Dated at Reno, Nevada, this 16th day of
  

18   December, 2013.
  

19
  

20
  

21                                     __________________________
                                     CHRISTY Y. JOYCE, CCR #625

22
  

23
  

24
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 1   righ t.
  

 2                HEARING OFFICER JOSEPH-TAYLOR:  What's your name?
  

 3                MR. SHODA:  My name is Levi Shoda.  Last name is
  

 4   S-H-O-D-A.  And I'll apologize because I'm not a public
  

 5   speaker.
  

 6                HEARING OFFICER JOSEPH-TAYLOR:  You don't need to
  

 7   apologize, Mr. Shoda.
  

 8                MR. SHODA:  Okay.  I'm a rancher.  Thank you for
  

 9   letting me speak as well.  I am Levi Shoda and I am the
  

10   operation manager at Sadler Ranch.  I grew up in Douglas
  

11   County in the Carson Valley and I owned a custom hay company
  

12   and I leased ground for haying and cattle for a number of
  

13   years before going to Sadler Ranch.
  

14                I have seen battles over water rights in Douglas
  

15   County and what has and is happening to the Sadler Ranch in my
  

16   opinion is terrible.  It's really bad.  Now, this ranch has
  

17   the most senior rights in the Diamond Valley and those rights
  

18   have clearly been impacted by pumping of junior wells.  There
  

19   maybe other factors in that, but the most predominant factor
  

20   that we see is that, and we've spent a lot of effort with our
  

21   professionals to clarify that for us.
  

22                So the ranch, Sadler Ranch, is crippled by the
  

23   decrease in flows from Shipley Spring.  And I look at this
  

24   ranch every day and I have to work very hard to get 170 acres
  

25   irrigated that we can hay of those meadows today.  We are
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 1   prio rity to make us whole, otherwise we will be first to be
  

 2   cut in the curtailment and that just doesn't make any sense to
  

 3   us.  Should an adjudication happen to finally decide the
  

 4   extent of our right, we agree with that.  An adjudication
  

 5   should happen.  And we are there.  We are ready to go.  We are
  

 6   asking for an adjudication on our ranch.
  

 7                But what -- should we wait for an adjudication to
  

 8   get the mitigation water?  Absolutely not.  The injury is
  

 9   obvious to anyone that needs -- and that needs to be fixed
  

10   right now.  Junior pumpers at Romano has caused our spring to
  

11   decline.  Pumping at the Brown Ranch has caused our spring to
  

12   decline.  Pumping at the Bailey's.  There's pumping all around
  

13   our spring and it's all caused it to decline.  And pumping in
  

14   the southern Diamond Valley has caused it -- it to decline.
  

15   Since everyone else can pump, I don't see why we can't pump.
  

16                Now, the county's solution has just been more
  

17   delay.  They delayed in the '60s.  They've delayed in the
  

18   '80s.  And it seems to now that they're still delaying.  And
  

19   it's time to do something.  Don't let this hearing fall into
  

20   the past train of inaction of ignoring the problem or denial
  

21   from delay.  Justice delayed is justice denied.
  

22                You've seen evidence where State Engineer in 1912
  

23   recognized our water rights.  You've seen evidence that the
  

24   courts have recognized our water rights.  The county in their
  

25   protest even recognizes our vested right.  So there is no
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 1   STAT E OF NEVADA   )
                     ) ss.

 2   CARSON CITY       )
  

 3
  

 4
  

 5
  

 6                I, MICHEL DOTY LOOMIS, a Certified Court
  

 7   Reporter, do hereby certify;
  

 8                That on the 22nd day of November, 2013, in Carson
  

 9   City, Nevada, I was present and took stenotype notes of the
  

10   hearing held before the Nevada Department of Conservation and
  

11   Natural Resources, Division of Water in the within entitled
  

12   matter, and thereafter transcribed the same into typewriting
  

13   as herein appears;
  

14                That the foregoing transcript, consisting of
  

15   pages 1152 through 1418, is a full, true and correct
  

16   transcription of my stenotype notes of said hearing.
  

17
  

18                Dated at Carson City, Nevada, this 16th day of
  

19   December, 2013.
  

20
  

21
  

22                                  ____________________________
                                  MICHEL DOTY LOOMIS, CCR #228

23
  

24
  

25
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Case No. CV-1902-348 
(consolidated with Case Nos. 
CV-1902-349 and CV-1902-350)

Dept. No. 2

IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EUREKA 

TIMOTHY LEE BAILEY and 
CONSTANCE MARIE BAILEY; FRED  
BAILEY and CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA 
R. RENNER, an individual, and
MONTIRA RENNER, an individual; and
SADLER RANCH, LLC,

Petitioners, 

vs. 

TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State  
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER  
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF  
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL  
RESOURCES, 

Respondent, 

EUREKA COUNTY; DIAMOND NATURAL 
RESOURCES PROTECTION AND 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, J&T 
FARMS, GALLAGHER FARMS, JEFF 
LOMMORI, M&C HAY, CONLEY LAND & 
LIVESTOCK, LLC, JIM AND NICK 
ETCHEVERRY, TIM AND SANDIE HALPIN, 
DIAMOND VALLEY HAY CO., MARK 
MOYLE FARMS, LLC, D.F. AND E.M. 
PALMORE FAMILY TRUST, BILL AND 
PATRICIA NORTON, SESTANOVICH HAY 
& CATTLE, LLC, JERRY ANDERSON, BILL 
AND DARLA BAUMANN, 

Respondents/Intervenors.  

/ 

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF DALE C. BUGENIG  
IN SUPPORT OF DNRPCA INTERVENORS’ REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 

STAY PENDING APPEAL OF ORDER GRANTING PETITIONS FOR JUDICIAL 
REVIEW OF STATE ENGINEER ORDER 1302 
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 I, Dale C. Bugenig, do hereby swear under penalty of perjury that the assertions of this 

declaration are true and correct. 

1. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years.  I have personal knowledge of the facts 

stated within this declaration.  If called as a witness, I would be competent to testify to these 

facts. 

2. This declaration is offered to authenticate certain documents attached to the  

DNRPCA Intervenors’ Reply in Support of Motion for Stay Pending Appeal of Order Granting 

Petitions for Judicial Review of State Engineer Order 1302 (“Reply”).  

3. I am the managing member of Dale C. Bugenig, Consulting Hydrogeologist, LLC. I 

work out of a field office in Eureka, Nevada.   

4. I hold a Bachelor’s degree in Geology and earned my Master of Science Degree in 

Hydrology and Hydrogeology from the University of Nevada, Reno.   

5. I prepared the maps attached hereto using information from the Nevada Division of 

Water Resources. 

6. The maps show the location of surface and underground water rights in the Diamond 

Valley Hydrographic Basin, including the water rights of Petitioners. The first shows the places of use 

and the second contains additional detail showing the points of diversion used by the Petitioners.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Nevada that the 

foregoing is true and correct.   

 DATED this 1st day of June, 2020.  

 
 
             

DALE C. BUGENIG 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

 
JASON KING, P.E., Nevada State 
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 
 
 Appellants, 
 
 vs. 
 
PAHRUMP FAIR WATER, LLC., 
a Nevada limited-liability company; 
STEVEN PETERSON, an individual; 
MICHAEL LACH, an individual; 
PAUL PECK, an individual; 
BRUCE JABEOUR, an individual; and 
GERALD SCHULTE, an individual, 
 
 Respondents. 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Case No. 77722 
 

 
EMERGENCY MOTION UND ER NRAP 27(e) 

FOR STAY OF DISTRICT  �&�2�8�5�7�¶�6��ORDER GRANTING PETIT ION 
FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW PENDING APPEAL PURSUANT TO NRAP 

8(a)(2) AND REQUEST FOR ADMINISTRATIVE STAY PENDING 
DECISION ON UNDERLYING MOTION FOR STAY  

 
IMMEDIATE ACTION REQUESTED  

 
Jason King, P.E., the State Engineer, in his capacity as the Nevada State 

Engineer, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of Water 

�5�H�V�R�X�U�F�H�V�����K�H�U�H�D�I�W�H�U���³�6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�´�������E�\���D�Q�G���W�K�U�R�X�J�K���F�R�X�Q�V�H�O�����1�H�Y�D�G�D���$�W�W�R�U�Q�H�\��

General Adam Paul Laxalt and Deputy Attorney General James N. Bolotin, hereby 

moves this Honorable Court on an emergency basis under Nevada Rule of Appellate 

Electronically Filed
Jan 02 2019 03:53 p.m.
Elizabeth A. Brown
Clerk of Supreme Court

Docket 77722   Document 2019-00237
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�3�U�R�F�H�G�X�U�H�����³�1�5�$�3�´�����������H�������I�R�U���D���V�W�D�\���R�I���W�K�H �'�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V Order Granting Petition 

�I�R�U���-�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���5�H�Y�L�H�Z���S�H�Q�G�L�Q�J���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���R�I���W�K�L�V���2�U�G�H�U���W�R���W�K�H���1�H�Y�D�G�D��

Supreme Court, pursuant to NRAP 8(a).  This Motion is based upon the following 

points and authorities, all pleadings and papers on file in this case.  

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES  

I. FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY FOR STAY  

Petitioners Pahrump Fair Water, LLC, Steven Peterson, Michael Lach, 

Paul Peck, Bruce Jabeour, �D�Q�G���*�H�U�D�O�G���6�F�K�X�O�W�H�����F�R�O�O�H�F�W�L�Y�H�O�\�����³Pahrump Fair Water�´������

filed their Petition for Judicial Review in the Fifth Judicial District Court of the State 

of Nevada �V�H�H�N�L�Q�J���W�K�H���U�H�Y�H�U�V�D�O���R�I���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���$�P�H�Q�G�H�G���2�U�G�H�U���1�R�������������$�����R�Q��

or about August 10, 2018.  Following a complete briefing on this matter, and oral 

arguments on November 8, 2018, in Pahrump, Nevada, the Honorable Senior Judge 

Steven P. Elliott ordered that Pahrump Fair Water�¶s Petition for Judicial Review be 

granted, and reversed Amended Order No. 1293A.  The district court filed the 

written order granting the Petition for Judicial Review on December 6, 2018, and 

the Notice of Entry of Order was served on December 6, 2018.  See Notice of Entry 

of Order, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.  Based on the arguments made to the district 

court, the State Engineer is appealing the district c�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �U�X�O�L�Q�J�� �W�R�� �W�K�L�V�� �K�R�Q�R�U�D�E�O�H��

Court.  The State Engineer also previously sought this requested stay in district court, 
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however, the district court denied the requested relief, finding that NRAP 8(c) 

�I�D�F�W�R�U�V���G�L�G���Q�R�W���Z�H�L�J�K���L�Q���I�D�Y�R�U���R�I���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�H�G���V�W�D�\��  

The State Engineer now moves for this stay in this Court based on the same 

grounds due to concerns about timing �D�Q�G���W�K�H���H�I�I�H�F�W�V���R�I�� �W�K�H���G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���F�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U��

during the pendency of this appeal, as the district c�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �2�U�G�H�U�� �V�W�D�W�H�V�� �W�K�D�W�� �L�W�� �L�V��

�H�I�I�H�F�W�L�Y�H�������G�D�\�V���D�I�W�H�U���U�H�F�H�L�S�W���D�Q�G���1�H�Y�D�G�D���5�X�O�H���R�I���&�L�Y�L�O���3�U�R�F�H�G�X�U�H�����³�1�5�&�3�´�����������D����

permits enforcement proceedings to commence following the expiration of 10 days 

after service of written notice of entry of an order.  �3�U�L�R�U���W�R���W�K�H���G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���F�R�X�U�W�¶�V���G�H�Q�L�D�O��

�R�I�� �W�K�H�� �6�W�D�W�H�� �(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V�� �0�R�W�L�R�Q�� �I�R�U�� �6�W�D�\�� �D�W�� �W�K�H�� �G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�� �F�R�X�U�W���� �Whe State Engineer 

�F�R�P�S�O�L�H�G�� �Z�L�W�K�� �W�K�H�� �G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�� �F�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �2�U�G�H�U���� �L�V�V�X�L�Q�J�� �K�L�V�� �1�R�W�L�F�H�� �R�I�� �5�H�Y�H�U�V�D�O�� �R�I��

Order 1293A �R�Q�� �'�H�F�H�P�E�H�U�� �������� ������������ �I�R�O�O�R�Z�L�Q�J�� �W�K�H�� �G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�� �F�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �G�H�Q�L�D�O�� �R�I�� �D 

request for a temporary stay pending a determination on the motion for stay during a 

teleconference held on December 13, 2018.  See Notice of Reversal of Order 1293A, 

attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

�7�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U���V�H�H�N�V���D���V�W�D�\���R�I���W�K�H���G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���F�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U�����D�Q�G���I�R�U���$�P�H�Q�G�H�G��

Order No. 1293A to remain in effect, during the pendency of this appeal due to the 

�K�L�J�K���O�L�N�H�O�L�K�R�R�G���W�K�D�W���W�K�H���S�X�U�S�R�V�H���R�I���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���Z�L�O�O���E�H���G�H�I�H�D�W�H�G���L�I��

this stay does not issue, as well as the potential irreparable harm to the resource and 

impending procedural quagmire should additional domestic wells be freely drilled 

during the pendency of an eventually successful appeal by the State Engineer.  
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II.  ARGUMENT  

A. �7�K�L�V�� �&�R�X�U�W�� �6�K�R�X�O�G�� �6�W�D�\�� �W�K�H�� �'�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�� �&�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �2�U�G�H�U���� �5�H�Y�H�U�V�L�Q�J��
Amended Order 1293A, Pending Appeal 
 

�7�K�H�� �6�W�D�W�H�� �(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�� �V�H�H�N�V�� �D�� �V�W�D�\�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W�� �F�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �2�U�G�H�U�� �*�U�D�Q�W�L�Q�J��

�3�H�W�L�W�L�R�Q�H�U�¶�V���3�H�W�L�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���-�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���5�H�Y�L�H�Z�������7�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U���V�H�H�N�V���W�R���S�U�H�V�H�U�Y�H���W�K�H��

status quo during the pendency of this appeal, i.e., continue the prohibition on 

drilling new domestic wells in the Pahrump Basin without the relinquishment of 

2 acre-feet of water rights, pursuant to Amended Order No. 1293A. 

In this case, the first factor regarding the potential defeat of the object of the 

�6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���V�K�R�X�O�G���K�R�O�G���V�X�E�V�W�D�Q�W�L�Dl weight.  NRAP 8(c)(1).  The State 

Engineer issued Amended Order No. 1293A due to the significant groundwater 

issues facing the Pahrump Basin, based on studies showing continuing water level 

declines on the valley floor of the Pahrump Basin, including projecting the failure 

of thousands of existing wells under existing pumping conditions currently occurring 

within the basin.  See �6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���$�Q�V�Z�H�U�L�Q�J���%�U�L�H�I, attached hereto as Exhibit 3.  

These existing conditions are in significant part the result of the Pahrump Basin 

containing the highest density and proliferation of domestic wells in the State of 

Nevada.  Id�������,�W���L�V���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q���W�K�D�W���K�H���L�V���V�W�D�W�X�W�R�U�L�O�\���D�X�W�K�R�U�L�]�H�G���W�R��

issue Amended Order No. 1293A, and that it is necessary to prevent the further 

proliferation of additional domestic wells that would exacerbate �3�D�K�U�X�P�S�¶�V��already 
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troubling groundwater levels, to the detriment of existing holders of water rights and 

the protected interests of those currently existing domestic wells.   

�)�X�U�W�K�H�U�����E�D�V�H�G���R�Q���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���U�X�O�L�Q�J�����W�K�H�U�H���L�V���Q�R�Z���D�Q���R�X�W�V�W�D�Q�G�L�Q�J���T�X�H�V�W�L�R�Q���R�I��

whether domestic wells are even subject to the prior appropriation doctrine that has 

�E�H�H�Q���1�H�Y�D�G�D�¶�V���Z�D�W�H�U���O�D�Z���V�L�Q�F�H������������  �7�K�H���G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���F�R�X�U�W���K�H�O�G���W�K�D�W���³�G�R�P�H�V�W�L�F���Z�H�O�O�V��

are affor�G�H�G�� �D�Q�� �H�[�H�P�S�W�L�R�Q���I�U�R�P�� �W�K�H�� �6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V�� �U�H�J�X�O�D�W�R�U�\�� �S�X�U�Y�L�H�Z���´�� �� �2�U�G�H�U��

Granting Petition for Judicial Review, p. 6.  Such an exemption is, in effect, a finding 

that domestic wells hold a superior priority to all other water rights.  Allowing 

additional domestic wells to be drilled, without restriction, during the pendency of 

the appeal will only compound this issue such that a primary goal of the State 

�(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���Z�L�O�O���E�H���G�H�I�H�D�W�H�G���L�I���D���V�W�D�\���L�V���Q�R�W���L�V�V�X�H�G�� 

Since the district court oral argument on November 8, 2018, the State 

Engineer has received a significant number of Notices of Intent1 ���³�1�2�,�´����to drill 

new domestic wells in the Pahrump Basin.  See Declaration of John Guillory, P.E., 

Nevada Division of Water Resources, Manager II, Las Vegas Branch Office, 

                                                 
1 For reference, �D���T�X�H�U�\���R�I���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���Z�H�O�O���O�R�J���G�D�W�D�E�D�V�H�����I�R�X�Q�G���R�Q���W�K�H��

Nevada Division of Water Resources website, shows that approximately 377 domestic 
wells were drilled in the entire state of Nevada in 2018.  The Pahrump Basin is one of 
256 groundwater basins in Nevada.  Therefore, in just the 55 days between the date of 
the district court oral argument in this case and the date that the State Engineer filed 
this Motion for Stay, the State Engineer received 232 NOIs for the Pahrump Basin 
alone.  This number is equivalent to approximately 61.5 percent of the amount of all 
domestic wells drilled in Nevada in 2018. 
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attached hereto as Exhibit 4.  Should this proliferation of new domestic wells be 

�D�O�O�R�Z�H�G���W�R���S�U�R�F�H�H�G�����W�K�H���S�X�U�S�R�V�H���R�I���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���W�R���X�S�K�R�O�G���$�P�H�Q�G�H�G��

Order No. 1293A will be defeated.  This potential increase in domestic wells, along 

with the legal entitlement to pump up to 2 acre-feet annually per each domestic well 

under NRS 534.350(8)(a)(2), will only further compound the extraordinary 

groundwater declines and threats to existing domestic wells and holders of 

groundwater rights.  This influx of NOIs is the primary reason why the State 

Engineer requests immediate action on this Emergency Motion. 

This result is exactly what the State Engineer sought to prevent when issuing 

Amended Order No. 1293A under his legal dut�\���W�R���P�D�Q�D�J�H���1�H�Y�D�G�D�¶�V���O�L�P�L�W�H�G���Z�D�W�H�U��

resources for the benefit of the public.  While this Court generally does not hold that 

one factor under NRAP 8(c) carries more weight than others, the Court previously 

recognized that if one or two factors are especially strong, they may counterbalance 

other weak factors.  Mikohn Gaming Corp. v. McCrea, 120 Nev. 248, 251, 89 P.3d 

36, 38 (2004) (citing Hansen v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct. ex rel. Cnty. of Clark, 116 Nev. 

650, 659, 6 P.3d 982, 987 (2000)).  In other contexts, specifically regarding an order 

refusing to compel arbitration, the Nevada Supreme Court held that the first stay 

factor takes on added significance and generally warrants a stay pending resolution 

of the appeal.  Mikohn Gaming Corp., 120 Nev. at 251, 89 P.3d at 38.  The other 

�V�W�D�\�� �I�D�F�W�R�U�V���U�H�P�D�L�Q���U�H�O�H�Y�D�Q�W���W�R���W�K�H���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���D�Q�D�O�\�V�L�V���� �E�X�W���³�D�E�V�H�Q�W���D���V�W�U�R�Q�J���V�K�R�Z�L�Q�J��
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that the appeal lacks merit or that irreparable harm will result if a stay is granted, 

a �V�W�D�\�� �V�K�R�X�O�G�� �L�V�V�X�H�� �W�R�� �D�Y�R�L�G�� �G�H�I�H�D�W�L�Q�J�� �W�K�H�� �R�E�M�H�F�W�� �R�I�� �W�K�H�� �D�S�S�H�D�O���´�� Id., 120 Nev. at 

251-52, 89 P.3d at 38.  This factor is especially strong and justifies the requested 

stay. 

Additionally, the State Engineer, and the State of Nevada as a whole, will 

suffer irreparable harm should this stay not issue.  NRAP 8(c)(2).  The issue is 

�W�Z�R�I�R�O�G�������)�L�U�V�W�����V�K�R�X�O�G���W�K�H���6�X�S�U�H�P�H���&�R�X�U�W���X�O�W�L�P�D�W�H�O�\���U�H�Y�H�U�V�H���W�K�L�V���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q��

and reinstate Amended Order No. 1293A, as noted above, there will have been 

potentially hundreds, if not thousands, of new domestic wells drilled in violation of 

Amended Order No. 1293A during the pendency of the appeal.  This would lead to 

procedural disarray, raising significant questions regarding plugging these new 

wells, who will do the plugging, and who will pay for it.  The burden of this problem 

would fall on the State Engineer.  Second, the studies upon which the State Engineer 

based Amended Order No. 1293A predict continued water level declines and well 

failures based on existing pumping.  Should pumping increase, there is a distinct 

likelihood that water levels will drop at an increased rate such that it is possible that 

the Pahrump Basin may drop to an irrecoverable level.  The water of all sources of 

water supply within the boundaries of the State belongs to the public.  NRS 533.025.  

�,�W���L�V���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���G�X�W�\���W�R���S�U�H�Y�H�Q�W���W�K�H���G�H�S�O�H�W�L�R�Q���R�I���G�H�V�L�J�Q�D�W�H�G���J�U�R�X�Q�G�Z�D�W�H�U��

basins, like the Pahrump Basin.  See NRS 534.120.  Therefore, Amended Order 
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No. 1293A should remain in effect until the Nevada Supreme Court reaches a final 

decision in order to avoid serious, irreparable harm to the State Engineer and the 

State of Nevada.   

Conversely, Petitioners will not suffer irreparable harm if this stay is granted.  

NRAP 8(c)(3).  Requiring those seeking to drill new domestic wells in the Pahrump 

Basin to wait before they drill these new wells without relinquishment of 2 acre-feet 

of water (in the event the Nevada Supreme Court affirms the district c�R�X�U�W�¶�V���G�H�F�L�V�L�R�Q����

is not irreparable harm.  The Supreme Court has held that increased costs and delay 

do not constitute irreparable harm.  See Mikohn Gaming Corp., 120 Nev. at 253, 

89 P.3d at 39.  Nonetheless, this factor will generally not play a significant role in 

the decision whether to issue a stay.  Id. 

Regarding the likelihood of success on the merits factor, NRAP 8(c)(4), this 

Court has held that where the object of an appeal will be defeated if the stay is denied, 

�D�� �V�W�D�\�� �L�V�� �J�H�Q�H�U�D�O�O�\�� �Z�D�U�U�D�Q�W�H�G���� �K�R�Z�H�Y�H�U���� �³�W�K�H�� �S�D�U�W�\�� �R�S�S�R�V�L�Q�J�� �W�K�H�� �V�W�D�\�� �P�R�W�L�R�Q�� �F�D�Q��

�G�H�I�H�D�W���W�K�H���P�R�W�L�R�Q���E�\���P�D�N�L�Q�J���D���V�W�U�R�Q�J���V�K�R�Z�L�Q�J���W�K�D�W���D�S�S�H�O�O�D�W�H���U�H�O�L�H�I���L�V���X�Q�D�W�W�D�L�Q�D�E�O�H�´��

�S�D�U�W�L�F�X�O�D�U�O�\���Z�K�H�U�H���³�W�K�H���D�S�S�H�D�O���D�S�S�H�D�U�V���I�U�L�Y�R�O�R�X�V���R�U���L�I the appellant apparently filed 

�W�K�H���V�W�D�\���P�R�W�L�R�Q���S�X�U�H�O�\���I�R�U���G�L�O�D�W�R�U�\���S�X�U�S�R�V�H�V���´����Id., 120 Nev. at 253, 89 P.3d at 40.  

Here, the State Engineer is appealing the district c�R�X�U�W�¶�V���U�X�O�L�Q�J���L�Q���J�R�R�G���I�D�L�W�K����seeking 

to uphold his legal duties, pursuant to NRS 534.110(8) and NRS 534.120(1), to make 

such rules and regulations as necessary to prevent the depletion of the Pahrump 
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Basin via Amended Order No. 1293A, allowing the State Engineer to work towards 

stabilizing water level declines and limiting well failures, including existing 

domestic wells, without the need to curtail2 existing water users.   

Despite the district c�R�X�U�W�¶�V�� �I�L�Q�G�L�Q�J�� �W�R�� �W�K�H�� �F�R�Q�W�U�D�U�\���� �W�K�H�� �6�W�D�W�H�� �(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�� �Z�L�O�O��

argue that he did in fact have authority to issue Amended Order No. 1293A to 

prohibit the drilling of new domestic wells without the relinquishment of a 2 acre-

foot water right, that it was supported by substantial evidence, and that he did not 

violate due process in issuing the Amended Order.  As the district court stated during 

the hearing on November 8, 2018, this case presents a tight issue.  Therefore, the 

�O�L�N�H�O�L�K�R�R�G�� �R�I�� �V�X�F�F�H�V�V�� �R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �P�H�U�L�W�V�� �V�K�R�X�O�G�� �Q�R�W�� �Z�H�L�J�K�� �L�Q�� �H�L�W�K�H�U�� �V�L�G�H�¶�V�� �I�D�Y�R�U���� �D�Q�G��

�V�K�R�X�O�G���F�H�U�W�D�L�Q�O�\���Q�R�W���Z�R�U�N���L�Q���3�H�W�L�W�L�R�Q�H�U�V�¶���I�D�Y�R�U���W�R���G�H�I�H�D�W���W�K�L�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���6�W�D�\���� 

As shown above, due in large part to the likelihood that the purpose of the 

�6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O���Z�L�O�O���E�H���G�H�I�H�D�W�H�G�����H�L�W�K�H�U���L�Q���W�R�W�D�O�L�W�\���R�U���L�Q���S�D�U�W�����L�I���W�K�L�V���V�W�D�\���G�R�H�V��

not issue, and because the potential harm to the State Engineer and the State of 

                                                 
2 Per NRS 534.110(6), the State Engineer has the authority to order that 

withdrawals, including those from domestic wells, be restricted (or curtailed) to 
�F�R�Q�I�R�U�P���W�R���S�U�L�R�U�L�W�\���U�L�J�K�W�V���L�I���W�K�H���6�W�D�W�H���(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���I�L�Q�G�L�Q�J�V���L�Q�G�L�F�D�W�H���W�K�D�W���³�W�K�H���D�Y�H�U�D�J�H��
annual replenishment to the groundwater supply may not be adequate for the needs of 
all permittees and all vested-�U�L�J�K�W���F�O�D�L�P�D�Q�W�V���´�����1�5�6�������������������������S�Uovides that domestic 
wells have a date of priority equal to the date of completion of the well.  Why would 
the State Engineer want to allow one more domestic well to be drilled in the Pahrump 
Basin, to serve a home dependent on that water, when that domestic well will be the 
first one cut off in the event of curtailment?  This is the exact situation that the State 
Engineer tried to prevent by issuing Amended Order No. 1293A. 
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Nevada as a whole, the State Engi�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���0�R�W�L�R�Q�� �I�R�U�� �6�W�D�\�� �3�H�Q�G�L�Q�J�� �$�S�S�H�D�O���V�K�R�X�O�G��

be granted. 

I II . CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, the State Engineer respectfully requests that this 

�&�R�X�U�W���L�V�V�X�H���D���V�W�D�\���R�I���W�K�H���G�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���F�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���*�U�D�Q�W�L�Q�J���3�H�W�L�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���-�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���5�H�Y�L�H�Z��

pending the instant appeal.  Further, given the emergency nature of this Motion and 

aforementioned timing concerns, the State Engineer respectfully requests a 

temporary administrative stay pending the briefing and decision on this Motion for 

Stay. 

 RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 2nd day of January, 2019. 

 ADAM PAUL LAXALT  
 Attorney General 
 
 By: /s/ James N. Bolotin  
 JAMES N. BOLOTIN 
 Deputy Attorney General 
 Nevada Bar No. 13829 
 State of Nevada 
 Office of the Attorney General 
 100 North Carson Street 
 Carson City, Nevada 89701-4717 
 T: (775) 684-1231 
 E: jbolotin@ag.nv.gov 
 Attorney for Appellant, 
   State Engineer 
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NRAP 27(e) CERTIFICATE  

 I, James N. Bolotin, declare as follows: 

1. I am currently employed by the Nevada Office of the Attorney General 

as a Deputy Attorney General.  I am counsel for Appellants named herein.   

2. I verify that I have read the foregoing Emergency Motion under 

NRAP �������H�����I�R�U���6�W�D�\���R�I���'�L�V�W�U�L�F�W���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�U�G�H�U���*�U�D�Q�W�L�Q�J���3�H�W�L�W�L�R�Q���I�R�U���-�X�G�L�F�L�D�O���5�H�Y�L�H�Z��

Pending Appeal Pursuant to NRAP 8(a)(2) and Request for Administrative Stay 

Pending Decision on Underlying Motion for Stay, and that the same is true of my 

own knowledge, except for matters stated on information and belief, and as to those 

matters, I believe them to be true.   

3. The facts showing the existence and nature of the emergency are set 

forth in the Motion.  As described above, relief is needed as soon as possible to avoid 

irreparable harm to the State Engineer, the Pahrump Valley Hydrographic Basin, and 

the State of Nevada as a whole, and to avoid defeating the purpose of the State 

�(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���D�S�S�H�D�O�������,�P�P�H�G�L�D�W�H���D�F�W�L�R�Q���L�V���U�H�T�X�H�V�W�H�G�� 

4. The relief sought in this Motion was presented to the District Court in 

a motion filed with the District Court on December 10, 2018.  The District Court 

denied this relief, filing its Order on December 27, 2018, and the State Engineer 

received the Notice of Entry of this Order on January 2, 2019. The State Engineer is 

filing this Motion at the earliest possible time. 
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5. I have made every practicable effort to notify the Supreme Court and 

opposing counsel of the filing of this Motion.  The State Engineer alerted opposing 

counsel to the filing of this Motion shortly before it was submitted for efiling.  I also 

called the C�O�H�U�N���R�I���&�R�X�U�W�¶�V���2�I�I�L�F�H���I�R�U���W�K�H���1�H�Y�D�G�D���6�X�S�U�H�P�H���&�R�X�U�W���E�H�I�R�U�H���I�L�O�L�Q�J�������$��

courtesy copy was emailed to all parties. 

6. Below are the telephone numbers and office addresses of the known 

participating attorneys: 

Counsel for Pahrump Fair Water, LLC, et al., Respondents 

Paul G. Taggart, Esq. 
David H. Rigdon, Esq. 
TAGGART & TAGGART, LTD. 
108 North Minnesota Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89703 
T: (775) 882-9900 

 
 Executed this 2nd day of January, 2019, in Carson City, Nevada. 

  /s/ James N. Bolotin  
 JAMES N. BOLOTIN 
 Deputy Attorney General 
 Nevada Bar No. 13829 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

 I certify that I am an employee of the Office of the Attorney General and that 

on this 2nd day of January, 2019, I served a copy of the foregoing EMERGENCY 

MOTION UNDER NRAP 27(e) FOR STAY OF DISTRICT �&�2�8�5�7�¶�6�� �2�5�'�(�5��

GRANTING PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW PENDING APPEAL 

PURSUANT TO NRAP 8(a)(2) AND REQUEST FOR ADMINISTRATIVE STAY 

PENDING DECISION ON UNDERLYING MOTION FOR STAY, by electronic 

service to: 

Paul G. Taggart, Esq. 
David H. Rigdon, Esq. 
TAGGART & TAGGART, LTD. 
108 North Minnesota Street 
Carson City, Nevada 89703 
 
 

  /s/ Dorene A. Wright  
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INDEX OF EXHIBITS  
 

EXHIBIT  
NO. 

EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION  NUMBER 

OF PAGES 

1.  Notice of Entry of Order filed December 7, 2018 15 

2.  Notice of Reversal of Order 1293A dated 
December 13, 2018 

1 

3.  Respondent State �(�Q�J�L�Q�H�H�U�¶�V���$�Q�V�Z�H�U�L�Q�J���%�U�L�H�I 
filed October 12, 2018 

36 

4.  Declaration of John Guillory, P.E., Nevada 
Division of Water Resources, Manager II, 
Las Vegas Branch Office 

3 
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EXHIBIT 4



IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

JASON KING, RE., Nevada State 
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 

Appellants, 	1 
	

Case No. 77722 

VS. 

PAHRUMP FAIR WATER, LLC., 
a Nevada limited-liability company; 
STEVEN PETERSON, an 
individual; MICHAEL LACH, 
an individual; PAUL PECK, 
an individual; BRUCE JABEOUR, 
an individual; and GERALD 
SCHULTE, an individual, 

Resnondents. 

DECLARATION OF JOHN GUILLORY, P.E., 
NEVADA DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES, MANAGER II, 

LAS VEGAS BRANCH OFFICE 

I, JOHN GUILLORY, P.E., hereby state that the assertions of this 

declaration are true: 

1. I have personal knowledge of the matters asserted herein 

and am competent to testify thereto, save for those matters asserted on 

II, 

1- 



information and belief, and for those matters, I am informed and 

believe them to be true. 

2. I am currently employed by the Nevada Division of Water 

Resources (DWR), as a Professional Engineer (P.E.), in the position of 

Manager II for DWR's Las Vegas Branch Office. 

3. In connection with the case of Jason King, P.E., Nevada 

State Engineer, Division of Water Resources, Department of 

Conservation and Natural Resources v. Pahrump Fair Water, LLC., 

et al., Case No. 77722, in the Nevada Supreme Court, on appeal from 

Case No. CV 39524 in the Fifth Judicial District Court of the State of 

Nevada, in and for the County of Nye, the Office of the Nevada Attorney 

General contacted me and requested that I, as a Manager II with DWR 

experienced with the Pahrump Basin, provide truthful and accurate 

information relevant to legal briefs that they intend to file with the 

Court on behalf of DWR and the State Engineer, and for other proper 

purposes. 

4. Since the oral argument before the District Court, held on 

November 8, 2018, wherein the District Court, from the bench, granted 

the Petition for Judicial Review and effectively reversed Amended 



Order No. 1293A, DVVR has received 232 Notices of Intent to Drill new 

domestic wells in the Pahrump Basin. 

Pursuant to NRS 53.045, I hereby certify, under penalty of 

perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this   P  t%)-2?"-   day of January, 2019. 

.3- 



No. 77722 

FILED 
JAN 1 1 2019 

ELIZABETH A. BROWN 
CLERK OF SUPREME COURT 

BY DEPUTY CLERK 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 

JASON KING, P.E., NEVADA STATE 
ENGINEER, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 
Appellant, 
vs. 
PAHRUMP FAIR WATER, LLC, A 
NEVADA LIMITED-LIABILTY 
COMPANY; STEVEN PETERSON, AN 
INDIVIDUAL; MICHAEL LACH, AN 
INDIVIDUAL; PAUL PECK, AN 
INDIVIDUAL; BRUCE JABEOUR, AN 
INDIVIDUAL; AND GERALD 
SCHULTE, AN INDIVIDUAL, 
Respondents. 

ORDER GRANTING STAY 
AND EXPEDITING APPEAL 

This is an appeal from a district court order granting a petition 

for judicial review in a water law case and reversing State Engineer Order 

1293A restricting the drilling of new domestic wells. Appellant State 

Engineer filed an emergency motion to stay the district court's order 

pending appeal, and we entered a temporary stay pending receipt and 

consideration of any opposition, which respondents have now filed. Having 

considered appellant's motion and supporting documents, respondents' 

opposition, and appellant's reply under the NRAP 8 factors, we conclude 

that the balance of harms weighs in favor of a stay. NRAP 8(c). Accordingly, 

we grant appellant's motion and stay enforcement of the district court's 

December 6, 2018, order granting judicial review and reversing State 

Engineer Order 1293A, pending further order of this court. 

- 0 rrsi 



In light of the stay's potential impacts on respondents, however, 

we further conclude that this appeal should be expedited. Therefore, 

appellant shall have until February 15, 2019, to file and serve the opening 

brief and appendix. NRAP 31(a). Briefing shall thereafter proceed in 

accordance with NRAP 31(a)(1), but no extensions of time will be granted 

absent extreme and unforeseeable circumstances. 

It is so ORDERED. 

Hardesty 

Silver 

cc: 	Hon. Steven Elliott, Senior Judge 
Attorney General/Carson City 
Taggart & Taggart, Ltd. 
Nye County Clerk 

SUPREME COURT 

OF 

NEVADA 

2 
(0) 1947A 
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and BiU and Darla Baumann (collectively "DNRPCA"). This Reply is based upon the

attached Points and Authorities, the pleadings and papers on fi le herein, any oral

argument this Court may allow, and any other matters this Court may consider.

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

Unquestionably, the object of the appeal is to keep the Diamond Valley

Groundwater Management Plan ("DV GMP") in place in order to improve the health of

the Diamond Valley groundwater basin, such that the State Engineer can lift the Critical

Management Area ("CMA") designation and avoid curtailment by priority. See

NRS 534.037 and NRS 534.110(7). As shown by DNRPCA in its Motion for Stay Pending

Appeal, the DV GMP is succeeding in improving the health of the basin. DNRPCA's

Motion for Stay Pending Appeal, pp. 4^5. Thus, prior to the Court's Findings of Fact,

Conclusions of Law, Order Granting Petitions for Judicial Review dated April 27, 2020

("April 2020 Order"), the DV GMP was well on its way to completing the "necessary steps

for removal of the basin's designation as a [CMA]." NRS 534.037(1). Despite the

allegations and arguments made in the Oppositions fi led by Petitioners Timothy Lee

Bailey & Constance Marie Bailey and Fred Bailey & Carolyn Bailey ("the Baileys") and

Petitioners Sadler Ranch, LLC, and Ira R. & Montira Renner ("Sadler/Renner")

(collectively "Petitioners"), it is a fact that the aforementioned object of this appeal will be

defeated if the DNRPCA Intervenors' Motion for Stay Pending Appeal is denied.

Sadler/Renner attempt to draw a distinction between the data provided by

DNRPCA and the ultimate goal of the appeal, while arguing that there are other tools

available to the State Engineer to address the over-pumping of Diamond Valley. See

Sadler/Renner's Opposition, pp. 10-12. Similarly, the Baileys concede that the object of

the appeal will be, at least in part, defeated, arguing that the purpose of the appeal will

not be "permanently defeated" absent a stay. See Baileys' Opposition, p. 8 (emphasis

added). Rather, the Baileys argue that the absence of the DV GMP during the appeal will

not "defeat the long-term purpose of the GMP" but that the "GMP can simply be
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reinstated" should DNRPCA, Eureka County, and the State Engineer prevail in this

appeal. Baileys' Opposition, p. 10.

Petitioners seem to ignore the fact that the State Engineer's CMA designation o

Diamond Valley on August 25, 2015, started a 10-year clock. NRS 534.110(7); see also

SE ROA at 134—138. This 10-year clock stopped once the State Engineer approved the

DV GMP on January 11, 2019, fi nding that it set forth the necessary steps for removal o

Diamond Valley's CMA designation, pursuant to NRS 534.037(1), after considering the

necessary factors pursuant to NRS 534.037(2). SE ROA at 2-19. Deactivating the

DV GMP while the case is on appeal at the Nevada Supreme Court leaves the proponents

of the DV GMP with choices that are insufficient to truly preserve the purpose of the

appeal, as progress towards removal of the CMA designation is lost and the 10-year

countdown toward mandatory curtailment looms. See NRS 534.110(7).

Additionally, Petitioners have not sufficiently shown that they will be harmed by a

stay while this case is on appeal, as their allegations of harm resulting from the stay are

speculative in nature. Conversely, the State of Nevada will be harmed if a stay is denied

as the State Engineer will be unable to enforce the GMP that he approved pursuant to

NRS 534.037. This jeopardizes the progress that has been made in Diamond Valley,

representing a threat to the basin's health while forcing the situation closer to requiring

the State Engineer to restrict withdrawals to priority rights. Such a result would result

in significant harm to Intervenors, and harm the State Engineer's ability to enforce the

DV GMP he approved pursuant to statute. The balance of potential harms weighs in

favor of a stay in this case while the Supreme Court addresses the legality of the

DV GMP and interprets NRS 534.037 and 534.110(7) for the fi rst time. This is especially

true given the State Engineer's and Intervenors' openness to an order fi :om this Court

that keeps the DV GMP intact but excepts Petitioners from compliance with the GMP

during the pendency of the appeal.

///

///
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The State Engineer respectfully requests that this Court stay its April 2020 Order

pending appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court as the factors of Nevada Rule of Appellate

Procedure ("NRAP") 8(c) weigh in favor of the requested stay pending appeal.

II. BACKGROUND

The State Engineer will not belabor the procedural history of this case, as it has

been accurately illustrated in DNRPCA's Motion for Stay Pending Appeal and elsewhere

in the record. On May 19, 2020, this Court issued an Order denying DNRPCA's Ex Parte

Motion for Order Shortening Time, but granting a temporary stay of its April 2020 Order

pending a decision on the instant Motion for Stay Pending Appeal. Since DNRPCA fi led

its Motion for Stay Pending Appeal, the State Engineer and Intervenor Eureka County

have fi led Notices of Appeal. The State Engineer fi led a joinder to the Motion for Stay on

May 19, 2020, and Eureka County fi led a joinder to the Motion for Stay on May 21, 2020

Petitioners timely fi led Oppositions to the Motion for Stay Pending Appeal on May 26,

2020. The State Engineer now timely fi les this reply in support of DNRPCA's Motion for

Stay Pending Appeal.

III. ARGUMENT

A. Legal Standard for a Stay Pending Appeal

The State of Nevada and its agencies are not automatically entitled to a stay of a

trial court's judgment on mere fi ling of a notice of appeal; rather, the government must

make a separate and distinct application for a stay of judgment pending appeal. Clark

Cnty. Office of Coroner/Med. Exam'r v. Las Vegas Review-Journal, 134 Nev. Adv. Op. 24,

415 P.3d 16, 19 (2018) (citing Nelson v. Heer, 121 Nev. 832, 834 n.4, 122 P.3d 1252, 1253

n.4 (2005); Public Serv. Comm'n v. First Jud. Dist. Ct, 94 Nev. 42, 45—46, 574 P.2d 272,

274 (1978)). Pursuant to NRCP 62(c), when an appeal is taken from a fi nal judgment

granting, dissolving, or denying an injunction, the court in its discretion may stay,

suspend, modify, restore, or grant an injunction during the pendency of the appeal upon

such terms as to bond or otherwise as it considers proper for the security of the rights of

the adverse party. Pursuant to NRCP 62(e), when an appeal is taken by the State or by
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1  any county, city, town, or other political subdivision of the State, or an officer or agency

2  thereof, and the operation or enforcement of the judgment is stayed, no bond, obligation,

3  or other security is required fr om the appellant.

4  Before moving for a stay pending appeal at the appellate court, NRAP 8(a)(1)

5  ordinarily requires a party seeking a stay pending appeal to move for such relief fi rst in

6  the district court. Nevada Rule of Appellate Procedure ("NRAP") 8(c) requires the

7  Supreme Court or Court of Appeals to consider the following factors in deciding whether

8 II to issue a stay or injunction pending appeal
9

10

(1) Whether the object of the appeal or writ petition will be
defeated if the stay or injunction is denied;

(2) Whether appellant/petitioner will s
11

uffer irreparable or
serious injury if the stay or injunction is denied;

(3) Whether respondent/real party in interest will suffer
-,o irreparable or serious injury if the stay or injunction is

granted; and
Whether appellant/petitioner is hkely to prevail on the
merits in the appeal or writ petition.

14 While the Nevada Supreme Court generally does not hold that one factor carries

15 more weight than others, the Court has recognized that if one or two factors are

16 especially strong, they may counterbalance other weak factors. Mikohn Gaming Corp. v.
17 McCrea, 120 Nev. 248, 251, 89 P.3d 36, 38 (2004) (citing Hansen v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct.

18 \\ex rel Cnty. of Clark, 116 Nev. 650, 659, 6 P.3d 982, 987 (2000)). In other contexts,
19 specifically regarding an order refusing to compel arbitration, the Nevada Supreme Court

20 has articulated that the fi rst stay factor takes on added significance and generally
21 warrants a stay pending resolution of the appeal. Mikohn Gaming Corp., 120 Nev.
22 at 251, 89 P.3d at 38. The other stay factors remain relevant to the Court's analysis, but
23 "absent a strong showing that the appeal lacks merit or that irreparable harm will result

24 if a stay is granted, a stay should issue to avoid defeating the object of the appeal." Id.,
25 120 Nev. at 251-52, 89 P.3d at 38.

26 ///

27 ///

28 II///
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B. The Balance of Factors under NRAP 8(c) Weighs in Favor of a Stay

of the April 2020 Order Pending Appeal

The State Engineer respectfully joins Intervenors in seeking a stay of this Court's

April 2020 Order while these parties seek appellate review from the Nevada Supreme

Court. Pursuant to NRCP 62(c), it is within this Court's discretion to stay a fina

judgment that is injunctive in nature during the pendency of an appeal. This Court's

April 2020 Order is injunctive in nature, as it can be construed either as preventing the

State Engineer fr om enforcing the DV GMP that he approved pursuant to the

requirements of NRS 534.037, or dissolving the injunctive nature of Order No. 1302.

While NRCP 62(c) ordinarily requires a bond or other security for such a request, the

State Engineer is the administrator of the Nevada Division of Water Resources, an

agency of the State of Nevada, and therefore no bond, obligation, or other security is

required fr om the State Engineer. NRCP 62(e).

In this case, the fi rst factor (the threat that the object of the appeal will be defeated

if a stay is not issued) should hold substantial weight sufficient to justify the requested

stay. As stated in the Introduction above, there are multiple factors at work in this case

that would defeat the object of the appeal should the DV GMP be deactivated during the

pendency of the appeal. The entire purpose of the development, and subsequent

approval, of the DV GMP was so the groundwater users in Diamond Valley could avoid

the mandatory curtailment required after 10 consecutive years of a CMA designation in

the absence of a GMP adopted pursuant to NRS 534.037. See NRS 534.110(7).

The State Engineer issued Order No. 1302 approving the DV GMP after holding

the necessary public hearing pursuant to NRS 534.037(3) and considering the necessary

factors pursuant to NRS 534.037(2). This Court held that the State Engineer complied

with these provisions of the law. See April 2020 Order, pp. 12-16. The State Engineer

did so after a majority of holders of permits or certificates to appropriate water in

Diamond Valley spent years developing the DV GMP and garnering majority support for

the plan. See DNRPCA's Motion for Stay Pending Appeal, pp 6-7. Deactivating the
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DV GMP while this case is being reviewed by the Nevada Supreme Coiurt risks reversing

the progress already made under the DV GMP towards improving the health of the basin

while simultaneously restarting the 10-year clock towards mandatory curtailment. This

represents a significant threat to the DV GMP as a whole, as any setback in the

DV GMP's progress impairs the State Engineer's ability to eventually lift the CMA

designation pursuant to the terms of the community's GMP. This makes curtailment

more likely, and the object of the DV GMP, Order No. 1302, and the instant appeal is to

avoid this result.

Additionally, the State Engineer, and the State of Nevada as a whole, will suffer

serious, potentially irreparable, harm should this stay not issue. This harm is tied to the

increased likelihood of curtailment described above. The purpose of approving the

DV GMP was to avoid this result, a result that would cause widespread and irreparable

harm throughout Diamond Valley. The State Engineer will comply with this statutorily

required management of the basin should the DV GMP and Order No. 1302 ultimately be

invalidated by the Nevada Supreme Court, and the community members otherwise fail to

succeed in garnering the approval of a different GMP prior to the expiration of

NRS 534.110(7)'s 10-year period. However, the State Engineer, and the community as a

whole, are irreparably harmed if this harsh result becomes an inevitability while they

seek an appeal to keep in place the DV GMP, adopted pursuant to statute, such that the

10-year clock is permanently halted. New Motor Veh. Bd. of Ca. v. Orrin W. Fox Co.,

434 U.S. 1345, 1351, 98 S. Ct. 359, 54 L.Ed.2d 439 (1977) (Rehnquist, J., in chambers)

(concluding that any time a State is enjoined by a court from effectuating statutes

enacted by representatives of its people, it suffers a form of irreparable injury."). The

purpose of the DV GMP is to set forth the "road to recover}^" to avoid curtailment and lift

Diamond Valley's CMA Designation. See April 2020 Order, p. 15; see also

NRS 534.037(1). The State Engineer and Intervenors should be allowed to have this road

to recovery reviewed by the Supreme Court without simultaneously having the clock tick

///
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towards mandatory curtailment, threatening irreparable harm that defeats the object of

the appeal.

Conversely, Petitioners present hypothetical harms when they allege they will be

harmed if a stay is granted during the pendency of the appeal. The reductions in

allocations under the GMP that would take place during the relatively short period of

time that this case will be at the Nevada Supreme Court are not irreparable in nature.

Additionally, the bases of this harm (priority, impairment of vested rights, transfer of

water rights) are key contentions on appeal, as the State Engineer and Intervenors

intend to argue that these alleged "harms" are actually the result of the DV GMP being

approved as intended when the Legislature adopted NRS 534.037 and 534.110(7). Any

fluctuations up and down in pumping over the course of the DV GMP are factored into

the plan, as the reduction in allocations over the entirety of the plan ultimately mandates

reduced pumping fr om the pre-DV GMP state, thus allowing the State Engineer to lift the

CMA designation at the end of the DV GMP's planning horizon. See SE ROA at 15-19.

This road to recovery in the DV GMP also will ultimately improve groundwater

levels such that vested rights will actually be improved through the life of the DV GMP

rather than impaired. Any argument that potential transfers of shares under the

DV GMP could result in harm is completely speculative and ignores the State Engineer's

ability to block such transfers or otherwise require that they adhere to the more stringent

statutory process. SE ROA at 8—9, 236—237. These alleged potential harms become even

more speculative when the Court considers that the State Engineer and Intervenors have

expressed their agreement to have this Court issue a stay order during this appeal that

keeps the DV GMP in place but provides an exception for Petitioners fr om required

adherence to the GMP.

Regarding the likelihood of success on the merits factor, the Supreme Court has

held that where the object of an appeal wiU be defeated if the stay is denied, a stay is

generally warranted; however, "the party opposing the stay motion can defeat the motion

5y making a strong showing that appellate relief is unattainable" particularly where "the
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appeal appears fr ivolous or if the appellant apparently fi led the stay motion purely for

dilatory purposes." Mikohn Gaming Corp., 120 Nev. at 253, 89 P.3d at 40. Here, the

State Engineer is appealing this Court's ruling in good faith, seeking to uphold his

approval of the DV GMP pursuant to statute, in order to improve the health of the

Diamond Valley groundwater basin, lift the CMA designation, and avoid curtailment by

priority. Despite this Court's fi nding to the contrary, the State Engineer will argue that

he did in fact have authority to approve the DV GMP under the existing tenets of Nevada

Water Law. Similarly, DNRPCA has laid out good faith arguments for why the appeal is

likely to be successful. See DNRPCA's Motion for Stay Pending Appeal. Therefore, the

likehhood of success on the merits should not weigh heavily in the Court's analysis, and

certainly should not work in Petitioners' favor to defeat DNRPCA's Motion for Stay

Pending Appeal.

IV. CONCLUSION

As shown above, there is a high likehhood that the purpose of the appeal will be

defeated, either in totality or in part, if this stay does not issue during the pendency of

the appeal. Additionally, there is strong possibility of potential irreparable harm to the

State Engineer and the State of Nevada as a whole if the DV GMP is inactivated during

the pendency of the appeal. The factors under NRAP 8(c) weigh in favor of a stay pending

appeal in this case.i Therefore, and based on the foregoing, the State Engineer

respectfully requests that this Court grant DNRPCA's Motion for Stay Pending Appeal as

joined by the State Engineer and Eureka County.

Ill

///

1 The State Engineer notes that the Nevada Supreme Court has previously granted a request for
stay pending appeal of a district court order granting a petition for judicial review invalidating an order of
the State Engineer brought on similar bases. See Order Granting Stay and Expediting Appeal, Tim Wilson,
RE,, Nev. State Eng'r v. Pahrump Fair Water, et at., Nevada Supreme Court Case No. 77722
Docket 19-01782, filed Jan. 11, 2019. Therefore, Sadler/Renner's argument that a stay in this case would

"be granting the State Engineer permission to enforce an otherwise illegal order" is unfounded and not a
proper basis for denying the stay. See Sadler/Renner's Opposition, p. 6. Rather, it is most often, if not
always, the case that the party seeking a stay pending appeal lost at the district court.
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AFFIRMATION

The undersigned does hereby affirm that the preceding State Engineer's Reply in

Support of DNRPCA Intervenors' Motion for Stay Pending Appeal of Order Granting

Petitions for Judicial Review of State Engineer Order 1302 does not contain the social

security number of any person.

DATED this 1st day of June, 2020.

AARON D. FORD
Attorney General

By: /

ES N. BOLOTIN (Bar No. 13829)
enior Deputy Attorney General

State of Nevada
Office of the Attorney General
100 North Carson Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4717
T: (775) 684-1231
E: iholotinC^:ai;.nv.gov
Attorney for Respondent State Engineer
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I am an employee of the State of Nevada, Office of the Attorney

General, and that on this 1st day of June, 2020, I served a true and correct copy of the

foregoing STATE ENGINEER'S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DNRPCA INTERVENORS'

MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL OF ORDER GRANTING PETITIONS FOR

JUDICIAL REVIEW OF STATE ENGINEER ORDER 1302, said document applies to

Case Nos. CV-1902-348, -349 and -350, electronically to;

Paul G. Taggart, Esq.
David H. Rigdon, Esq.
TAGGART & TAGGART, LTD.
paul@legaltnt.com
david@legaltnt.com
sarah@legaltnt.com
Attorneys for Petitioners Ira R. & Montira Renner ("Renners"); and Sadler Ranch,
LLC ("Sadler Ranch")

Don Springmeyer, Esq.
Christopher W. Mixson, Esq.
WOLF, RIFKIN, SHAPIRO, SCHULMAN & RASKIN, LLP
dspringmever@wrslawvers.com
cmixson@wrslawvers.com
crehfeld@wrslawvers.com
Attorneys for Petitioners Timothy Lee & Constance Marie Bailey and Fred &
Carolyn Bailey ("Baileys")

Karen A. Peterson, Esq.
ALLISON MACKENZIE, LTD.
kpeterson@allisonmackenzie.com
nfontenot@alhsonmackenzie.com
Attorney for Intervenors Eureka County

Theodore Beutel
EUREKA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY
tbeuteI@eurekacountvnv.gov
Attorney for Intervenors Eureka County
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John E. Marvel, Esq.
Dustin J. Marvel, Esq.
MARVEL & MARVEL, LTD.
iohnmarvel@marvellawoffice.com
amberkonakis@marvellawoffice .com
Attorney for Interuenors Diamond Valley Ranch, LLC; American First Federal, Inc.;
Berg Properties California, LLC; and Blanco Ranch, LLC CDVR Parties")

Paul Paschelke, Esq.
FIRST COMMERCE, LLC
paulpaschelke@firstcommercellc.com
Attorney for Intervenors DVR Parties

Wendy Lopez
Judicial Assistant
wlopez@whitepinecountvnv.gov

and via U.S. Mail to:

Beth Mills, Trustee
Marshall Family Trust
HC 62, Box 62138
Eureka, Nevada 89316
Trustee of the Marshall Family Trust in Propria Persona

Courtesy Copy to Chambers:
The Honorable Gary D. Fairman
Post Office Box 151629
Ely, Nevada 89315

Dorene A. Wright

Page 12 of 12









































































































































1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
• 

�~� �~� 9 

8 8 10 
t; z �~� 
ii~ w ; �~� 11 
t;a:z~ .. �~� 
Q < �~� �~� ~; 12 

�~ �-�-%º�~�-�~� • !=! • z 0 
0 I: f ,.1 .. 

- %º� ; �~� 8 �~� 13 
~

Ill: Cl z t-
<( - • 

" J 

I t 14 

�~� 15 
"' i 3 

16 -17 'CP18 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Case No. CV-1902-348 consolidated with case nos. 
CV-1902-349 and CV-1902-350 

Dept No. 2 

JUN ? Q ?.G20 

a, t~"e(ftf>ff:« 

IN THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF 

NEVADA, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF EUREKA 

****** 
TIMOTHY LEE BAILEY and 
CONSTANCE MARIE BAILEY; FRED 
BAILEY and CAROLYN BAILEY; IRA 
A.RENNER, an individual, and 
MONTIRA RENNER, an individual; and 
SADLER RANCH, LLC. 

Petitioners, 

vs. 

TIM WILSON, P.E., Nevada State 
Engineer, DIVISION OF WATER 
RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, 

Respondent, 

and 

EUREKA COUNTY; and DIAMOND 
NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 
AND CONSERVATION 
ASSOCIATION, et al., 

lntervenors. 

1 

ORDER DENYING DNRPCA 
INTERVENORS' MOTION FOR STAY 

PENDING APPEAL 

RECEIVED 

JUN 30 2020 

Eureka County Cferk 
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PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
On April 27, 2020, this Court entered findings of fact, conclusions of law, and order 

granting petitions for judicial review ("order granting petitions for judicial review"). On May 

14, 2020, the DNRPCA intervenors filed a notice of appeal of order to the Nevada 

Supreme Court ("appeal"). On May 14, 2020, DNRPCA intervenors filed a motion for stay 

pending appeal of order granting petitions for judicial review of State Engineer order 1302 

f'DNRPCA motion for stay''), On May 19, 2020, the State Engineer filed his joinder to 

DNRPCA intervenors' motion for stay pending appeal of order granting petitions for judicial 

review of State Engineer order 1302 ("State Engineer's joinder"). On May 21, 2020, 

Eureka County filed Eureka County's joinder to DNRPCA intervenors' motion for stay 

pending appeal of order granting petitions for judicial review of State Engineer order 1302. 

On May 26, 2020, Timothy Lee Bailey and Constance Marie Bailey and Fred Bailey and 

Carolyn Bailey (''Baileys") filed an opposition of Bailey petitioners to DNRPCA intervenors' 

motion for stay pending appeal of order granting petitions for judicial review of State 

Engineer order 1302 ("Bailey's opposition"). On May 26, 2020, Sadler Ranch, LLC and Ira 

R. and Montira Renner filed Sadler Ranch and Ira R. and Montira Renner's opposition to 

motion for stay pending appeal ("Sadler Ranch and Renner opposition"). On June 1, 2020, 

DN RPCA intervenors filed DNRPCA intervenors' reply in support of motion for stay pending 

appeal of order granting petitions for judicial review of State Engineer order 1302 

("DNRPCA reply''). On June 1, 2020, the State Engineer filed State Engineer's reply in 

support of DNRPCA intervenors' motion for stay pending appeal of order granting petitions 

for judicial review of State Engineer order 1302 ("State Engineer's reply"). On June 1, 

2020, Eureka County filed Eureka County's reply in support of motion for stay pending 

appeal ("Eureka County's reply''). 

The court has reviewed the pleadings and no further briefing or oral argument is 

2 
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required.' 

QISCUSSION 

APPLICABLE LAW 

In deciding whether to grant a motion to stay pending appeal the Nevada Supreme 

Court considers four factors which this Court must also consider, they being: (1) whether 

the object of the appeal will be defeated if the stay is denied; (2) whether appellants will 

suffer irreparable or serious injury if the stay is denied; (3) whether respondents will suffer 

irreparable harm or serious injury if the stay is granted; and (4) whether appellants are 

likely to prevail on the merits in the appeal.2 A movant does not always have to show a 

probability of success on the merits, but the movant must present a substantial case on the 

merits when a serious legal question is involved and show that the balance of equities 

weighs heavily in favor of granting the stay.3 

THE OBJECT OF THE APPEAL 

The object of the appeal will not be defeated if the stay is denied. The object of the 

DNRPCA appeal is to overturn this Court's order granting petitions for judicial review which 

reversed State Engineer's order 1302 approving the DVGMP. DNRPCA, Eureka County, 

the State Engineer and the petitioners offer divergent reasons in support of and against the 

Diamond Valley ground water management plan's ("DVGMP") effective stabilization of the 

aquifer during the first year of the DVGMP. It is premature to confirm that the DVGMP is 

actually resulting in less impact on the Diamond Valley acquifer based only on the 2019 

growing season. If this Court denied the DNRPCA motion for stay, DNRPCA's assumption 

that Diamond Valley pumping will increase without the DVGMP is misplaced. Currently the 

17 JDCR7(11 ). 

2Fritz Hansen AIS v. Dist. Ct., 116 Nev. 650, 657, 6 P.3d 982 (2000). 

3/d. at 659, citing Ruiz v. Estelle, 650 F.2d 535,565 (5th Cir. 1981). 

3 
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banked water share provisions under the DVGMP combined with the 2020 water share 

allocations, if fully used, could exceed the 2016 76,000 acre feet base line pumping in 

Diamond Valley that was used for the DVGMP. Evidence exists that the DVGMP is actually 

increasing the volume of water removed from the acquifer rather than reducing at this time. 

If the respondent and intervenors prevail on appeal, the DVGMP can be reinstated at that 

time. The court finds the object of the appeal will not be defeated if the motion for stay is 

denied. 

IRREPARABLE OR SERIOUS HARM 

DNRPCA claims it will suffer irreparable or serious injury if the court does not 

reinstate the DVGMP pending an appellate decision because of possible curtailment by 

priority and that farm owners have made significant financial investments in reliance on 

the DVGMP. All irrigation water conservation investments incurred by any Diamond Valley 

farmers are clearly warranted considering the well known water deficiency in Diamond 

Valley stretching over 40 years. Any water and crop conservation improvements were 

necessary even if no GMP was in place. However, it was misguided for any farmers to 

make their water conservation investments as alleged solely on the validity of the DVGMP, 

particularly since the DVGMP has been the subject of opposition by the same senior water 

rights holders who prevailed to date in this action. As stated in the court's order granting 

petitions for judicial review, the junior irrigators have a variety of other alternatives available 

to them short of curtailment by priority in addition to the measures they have taken to date. 

If this Courts's order granting petitions for judicial review is affirmed on appeal, there 

remains 5 years of the 10 year period during which another GMP consistent with Nevada 

law can be implemented. Irreparable or serious harm to appellants has not been 

demonstrated. 

It appears that petitioners would suffer serious or irreparable harm if the stay were 

granted. Respondents have offered to exempt petitioners from the DVGMP during the 

4 
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appellate period. But continued trading of water shares, use of banked water shares, and 

continued over pumping of the Diamond Valley aquifer for up to an additional 30 years will 

have an adverse impact on petitioners' senior certificated rights, as well as, their vested 

rights. 

LIKELIHOOD OF SUCCESS ON THE MERITS 

The State Engineer, DNRPCA, Eureka County have not demonstrated that they are 

likely to prevail on the merits. Movants must "present a substantial case on the merits 

when a serious legal question is involved and show the balance of equities weighs heavily 

in favor of granting stay.',. Movants have not presented a substantial case on the merits 

challenging the serious legal question that the DVGMP violated long standing Nevada law 

as found by this Court. The motion for stay pending appeal must be denied. 

Good cause appearing, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that DNRPCA's motion for stay pending appeal of order 

granting petitions for judicial review of State Engineer order 1302, and the joinder by 

Eureka County and the State Engineer are DENIED. 

DATED this 30 t--a"ay of June, 2020. 

DIST 

4fd. at 658-59. 
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