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Colonel Ed. Fletcher, 
San Diego, California. 

1~ dear Colonel Fletcher: 

Auoust 27, 1929. 

Several years ago I had the pleasure of' a brief inspection of the former Cu.yanBca Water proper-ties with our~. Peirce and our Mr. Barr. On that· ver.y pleasant occasion you were our host. I recall this inci-dent at this tirre f'or the purpose of identifying 11\YSelf in yo;.tr mind. 

Our l!r. Peirce ha.s been abroad f'or several months. OUr l!r. Barr has reti~ed from active bu.siness and is no longer with us. Consequently it is necessa.r-.f for me to continue that contact at this time. 

You will recall that with other asso-ciates we purchased $1,900,000 par value of' La Mesa -
Le~on Grove and Sgring Valley Irrigation District ~onds in I>eeember, 1925, part of the proceeds of which were used in ~urcha.sing the Cuyamaca Water properties f'rom you and yOQr associates. 

Within the past few months the Supreme Court of the State of' California bas rendered a deci sian 
in connection with the water r~hts controversy between the City of' San Diego and the District which is extreme-ly detrimental to the interests or the District. In fact, the decision seems to be so extreme tha.t we find it rather dif'ficult to believe tm t the rights, as adjudicated, can or \7il l be enforced. \ie understand also that this decision is a very surprising one. Certainly it ccnld not have been contemplated. Furtherm>re it is very far removed from our ideas of what could happen, as those ideas were determined b;r the investigation we made at the time we joined in the purciase of the bonds ot the District. 

\1e have recently contacted vlith Mr. ',7a.lter K. Tuller of the firm of O'Yelveny, T\.lller & Myers, who ha.s been successf\ll in obtaining a rehearing of this 
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case which we believe is to take place next month. As a result of 011r discussion of' this matter with l!r. Tu.ller, we are also sotrewha.t hopeful that the present decision \1ill 
be substantial~ altered. 

In the meantime you can a.pprec ia.te that uany of the Bondholders of these bonds are decidedly apprehensive. They have heard or the decision, the lal\:,ous.ge of which would seem to leave little to the i:aagination, and the-.f he.ve also heard of the recent sale of a substantial a.mou.nt of property in the District as a result of tax delinquencies. Under the circumstances we would ver;r much apprecjD.te the opportunity of discussing this wbole situation with you at yau.r ee.rly convenience, preferably in person, or if nat, then by cor-respondence. We know you are thoroughly familiar with this whole problem, we have no perso~l contacts with District officials, and vrould consequently be ve~ gratefUl for y011r assistance. Do y011 expect to be i n San Froo.cisco within the next v1eek or two, and if not, would you. be available in San Diego if I should come down there to see you? 

So th~t you ma.y lalow what tho~hts are troubling us, I am enclosing herewith a few pertinent questiOns that come to me, the answers to which we should know t both for the intelligent understanding of this situation on our own part, and in order to enable us t o intelligently answer the inquiries we are receiving from t ~i8 holders of District bonis. We have no intent ion of mak~ too burdensome this request for information. Perhaps y011 would prefer to pass al.otg to the Engineer of the District th.e enc loBed questionnaire :for answer. In any event we will greatly appreciate your help and if you think it advisable in order to obtain a true un-derstanding of this situation, I Ehall be very glad to come to San Diego at you.r suggest iOn. 

Yours very truly, 

• 
DGS:ij 



(l) Wno.t progress, i.f any, has been nt;de in negotia-
tions looking toward the annexation of all or any pa.rt of the 
properties of the District by the City of San Di~o? 

(2) What effect has the recent decision by the SUpreme 
Court of' the State of California had upon opem. tiona of the 
District? In other words, has there been any change in the 
amount of' water diverted by the District, or in the amount 
of \'later sold by- the District, or in the matter of collec-
tions for the water that has been so sold? 

(5) To what extent has it been necessary to sell 
pro~perty in the District as the result or water cmrge or 
assessment delinquencies? Who were the buyers and on wmt 
price besis per acre was such delinquent property sold? . 

(4} l/ha.t is the daily amount of water diverted from 
the San Diego River and wha. t is the amount of water being 
pumped daily from the river gravels? How nu.ch of' this water 
is used for domestic purposes and. how mu.ch for irrigation 
purposes? 

( 5) Hor; DDlc:h water is being c onsu.med daily by co DSUmers 
within the District and through sales of water by the District 
to outsiders? 

[ 6) How ~ acres or land in the District are under 
irrigation at this time, and how bas this figure changed since 
the first bonds of the District were sold in December, 1925? 

(7) How mny bonds of' the District are outsta.niing 1:Dda.y 
and for wha.t purposes were all those in excess o:f' the original 
issue or bonds (~1,900,000) sold? 

lS) Has the Fletcher Dam been built' , and if' so what is 
its capacity and what is the present e.rnou.nt of water in stor-
age behind it? 

(9} How do present day revenues compare with the annual 
estiCBte of $193,000, and how do present ds.y opem..ting expenses 
and int,erest charges compare with the estimated antmal total of 
.;?242,000? How does the estimated a.nm.Ja.l deficit of ~9,000 (to 
b4l raised by taxation) compare with the present dAy deficit ,and 
wmt is the rate of taxation to provide for such deficit? 

(10) In thq original property appraiaal of J!esars. ~inton, 
Code &: Hill a. value of $1,000 per acre was pl.e.eed on the 2400 acres 
included in the Cities of La Mesa. and El Cajon. A value ot $300 
per acre was placed on an additional 10,200 acres of irriga.ble 
lands and a value of ilOO an acre was placed on about 5,000 acres 
partially served. How do present day value a compare with these? 
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t.t.TJ.s~r:;rirtr;_ your .. lette1· o£ At!~.Jst 27th, I tn-.re asked 
·r. 1-!:.;rri tt, ta~ :u)erint€!ld:nt of t?te tj_strict, 

to L:':l.S:t~er S~'~~e :~c e:tclose f.J..."ld ·bhe i'~fon· .tion 
thnt :JOU hcve asked form. 

I th~t yo~ for your interest in -the n:.:,tter. 

I believe th ·, Di.stl-ict luld the ;·:rong attorneys "nd 
told them 30 r )r the lost t '{0 yec.rs. 

I ·dll bo glaci w discass this Enttor ·.'d. tJ. You tho 
next time I an in ven Fr~ncinco. w 

I hope the next ti!:.c you r .. re coming d'lr:n lli.is ·.;r;.y 
y:Ju -.1.11 rri-re me so tJ;at I raoy hnve the ple~ suro ar 
3honing you GOme ~ttentio:t CilC the -:·onder.ful 
devoloptlG:nt in our h:!c.< country. · · 
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Sept ernoor 10, 1929. 

Colonel Ed Fletcl'er, 
1020 llinth ~treet, 
Sa."'! Die go , Cal if. 

~ dear Colonel FletCher: 

I t·;i S:1 to ackno· .. :ledge with sincere ap-
preciation yo'JX l e tter of Septeirber 6th, 1929, enclosing 
e copy ·of e. letter to you from l!r. C. Harritt the General 
:.ranager of the La .. ·esa., Lemon Grove and Spring Valley Irri-
gation District. I sJ:ell look forward to the pleasure o:r 
discussing this matter ~ith you in further detail either 
in San Francisco on the occasion of your next visit, or in 
San Diego if I hs.ve an opportunity to visi.t you. there. 

I he.ve read over 1~. Ha.rritt•s letter with 
a great deal of interest. The me..tter of annexation appears 
to me to be of absolutely vital importance in event of a. 
contimed edverse attitude on the part of the courts to-
\7ard the ':later rights of the District. Therefore I am par-
ticularly interested in I.lr. Barritt 's answer to my first 
question in which he says: "The entire District will be 
annexed should negotiations now under wey for settlement 
!a.il, or sh01~ld a final court decision make such action 
necesse.ry." Ho";J can Mr. Harri tt speak with su.ch ·certainty. 
In order to accomplish such a.nmxati on ~uld not the people 
of the City of' San Diego as presently constituted have to 
vote for such ennexation? If such a. vote is required, then 
is Mr. Harritt justified in speaking with such assurance as 
is evidenced by his comnmicat,on? Perhaps on the other hSlld 
such armmtion. needs only the consent of tho people in the 
District. In such a case I can readily underat and tha.t the 
decision 7Jould be a. practical certainv. 

Perhaps you are close enough to this picture 
so tha.t you \7 o:.t.ld be '7illing to give ne the benefit of your 
views on this particularly iqJortant point. I should cer-
tainly appreciate tmm. 

PEI~<'I·:. F.\1~ t'\: co. 
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Thank you again for the courtesy of your 
prompt reply and for the ass ~ stance you h!l.ve g-iven us 
in obtaining the other helpful information contained in 
your 1 ett er •· 

Yours very truly, 

DGS:H 



September Thirteenth, 
1 9 2 9 

Pt1rce1 Fair & Co., 
432 Cp...Li£orr..ia Stc-cet, 
Sen Frcnciaco, Cali£. 

rJy de~:r lfr. ShDrrt~n:: 

Attention llr. Don~tld G. Shenin 

Ans erlng yours or the tenth, your point is 1lell taken. 

L~£nlly 1 t iiould have to be voted on both by the district 
~~ tho city of S~ Dicbo b~ t the fects are as r~llo~a: 

Ne .~er h• .. s there bes a time 11hen it ·ac.s neccsso·;,· to 
call ~ iioction in San Diego to appro~~ ~j ~~~~tion. 
The city coun~il of Sar:. Dicg:> h.:.L·.'c the right to annex 
c:::,2 it ooc~~3 & ~'il ~ irl.th.in ~ ccr·~.:d:: p~:rloC. 
thL-t.; o sUty C.::.:f~ - nc ;vrit:.en prote:st,s are f'lled 
askin~ tor un election. 

I ~till . .~ · ~.l~ t.o coopera t~ r:i th yo-:; in c~ery ,-; y 
c.nC: :till keep you posted. 

.• e a=o hoping the Suprei:lo Court -.dl ttotidy its 
docision. 

There are not 20 l.coplo out in thG distri~t today 
ho ravor annexation except and unles5 the ci~ 

does t-::o things. 

Firr;t, give them in perpetuity an irrigation 1·atE: 
si.,ilar to the one they have now; 

Secondj: tcke ovar the pre::cnt obllt.e. tions or tho 
d13trict. 

nn.dly re;l&mbor ma to ltr. Fair and te11 him to 11ira ao 
the ;:er..t time hs i s heeded to·:ard Sun Diego, please. 

rrith kind parsonal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 

• 
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Colonel Ed Fleteb~r, 
1020 Ninth Street, 
San Diego, Calif. 

lly dear Colonel Fletcher: 

Se11t ember 16, ~ 929 • 

This will aclmo\':ledge \·.ith tmnl~s 
your note of September 13, 1929, Ylhich e.ns\:·ers very 
satisfactorily the question submitted. 

Let me add t :re. t you m ve done much 
to reassure us al regarding this troublesome Stuation. 
It is difficult to rennin pessimistic after rending your 
letters. 

~. Fair is in 1.:e.x.ic o a. t t!1e monent 
to celebrate the openi~ ot the quail season. I fear, 
hov.·ever, that he will he.ve no opport\Ulity to stop in San 
- iego sine~ he is enjoying this holidL\)r in cctr~Js.ny •:1ith 
other associates. I know that he would very nt.i.cl. enjoy 
a visit '-'lith you and I shall m9.ke it a ~oint to bring 
your letter to his attention upon his return. ...s a mat-
ter of fact I believe he \'dll pe.ss through San Diq:;;o some 
time tomorrow mornins· enroute horne. 

Thank ycr~ ~ain for your helpfUlness. 

Sincerely yours, 

DGS:H 

\ 
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April 15, 1930. 

Colonel j:.""d Fletcher , 
1020 - 9th Street, 
5~~ Diego, C~lif. 

~" dea.r . .:;olonel Fletcher: 

·.7e were rather shocked a.t the scope nnci nature 
·Of the unanimous opinion recently ren.lered by the Supreme Court 
of the State of California. in connection with the water rights 
of the La. !.:esa-Lemon Grove a.nd Spring Valley Irrigation District. ·.:e understand that t he advisability of attenpting to obtain a .re-
hee.ri.ng of this case by tre- United States Supreme Court is now 
being considered. There inre also come to our attention various 
comments trade by San Diego City offici~ls and District directors 
a.t a joint conference held in Sen Diego a. few days ago. We are 
therefore inclined to trespass agai"n on your good nature by s.sk-
ing for your opinion v;ith regard to certain phases of this sitUA-
tion, which must be Ui:' for discussion e.t this time, and will great-
~ appreciate your cooperation. 

(l} Zl.re there not certain very distinct ad-
vantages that \'JOuld result from annexation 
by the City of t he District provided the 
City would assume the present indebtedness 
of the Distr i ct, snd provided fUrther that 
the ter:JlS of such annemt ion ~ould assure 
the inhsbitants of the District at least 
as much water as they are obte.inine today? 

( 2) What i s the present a.tti tu.de of City officials 
and the citizens of San Di ego generally re-
garding such ennexation? 

(5) ,~'hat is the attitude of the District officinls 
and the residents of the District toward such 
annexation? 

(4) How lo~ ww.ld it take as far as time is con-
cerned to conSUlllrr'.ate ·such an annexation? 

(5) If an annexation on the above terms was pos-
sible, what more can the District expect to 
obtain through further litigation, and there-
fore would not even a. victory by the District 
be a more or less idle one if the District 

l"EilH 'E. FAI ~ t'\: CO. 
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(6) 

(7) 

(8} 

{9} 

(10) 

(11) 

could obtain todny all that it reasonably 
needs or went s? 

In the event that a. 1\lrther ad verse dec is ion 
is forthcoming as e. result of the yr oiJOsed 
rehearing by the Supreme Court of the United 
States, how serious a fe.ctor w auld this be in 
the necessity for annexation which would im-
mediately arise? ~tight it not well m~ thc.t 
the City v:ould not offer as attractive terms 
for anner..a.tion as can be obtained at t!>i.Lj;iule, - - ~F _. ..... 

and" if so should not this factor be given very 
serious consideration before further litigation 
by t he District is undertaken? 

What i ~ the significance of t he com.'l!ent \'Je hear 
to t he eff ect th.e.t t he construction by the Ci ty 
of t he El Capitan :Dtlm would be ruinous to the 
District? \'ihy would it be ruinous and is the 
construction o.f this Dam imminent? 

mlSt ~roperties are owned by t . e Distri ,ct \'Jhich 
are not a ffected by the recent decision of the 
California Supreme Court,. and \":hs.t is their fa.ir 
value? In t his connection I would assume ths.t 
the Cuyruna.ca Reservoir and certain other 
reservoirs together \7 it..lJ. certain flumes and 
nine lines would fall in this category. - .. 
What is the value of property such as wa.ter 
bearing gravels in the El llonte Basin which 
a.re rendered apparently valueless as a resu.l t 
of the recent decision? 

Having in mind all v1ater development possi-
bilities available to the City of San Diego, 
when in your o~inion, will the City begin to 
take water from the San Diego River at the ex-
pense of the District? 

At the recent conf erence in San i ego spokes-
men for the District are re1Xlrted to have said · 
that the District is willing to limit the amount 
of water it takes from the So.n Diego River to 
approximo.teJy three and one-hal f million gal-
lons daily. How adequate is thi s supply for 
present needs of the District and for the 
future growth or t he District? .. lith 4,000 
acres under ir.rigation at t his t irne I asswne 
that this amounts to somewhat 1 ess tha.n an 
average of 1 acre root per annwm. 
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. For t he sake of cl.D.ri t,,y the foregoing quest ions 

.:1a.ve been ~de to loo.:: rather imposing. I sincerely tru.st that 
t~e e.n s~·;:rll1g o f them will cause ;rou no illldue inconvenience and 
vash e.ga1n to express our appreciation for your heloi'u.lness in 
the ye.st in t ::1 is ,connecti on. .. 

rezards. 
l'.!r. Fair joins me in extendin2 our ver-J best 

Sincerely yours , 

DGS: :i 

. I 
I I 

April 21st, 1930. 

Peirce, Fair & Co • , 
432 California St., 
San Francioco, Calif. ATTEUTlOU UR. DOU/a.ID C. ZHERWDl. 

Dear Sir: 

C'olonel Fletcher hoe handed me your letter of April 16th and 

has asked that I turnioh you the information requested therein. and I 

am nnnering your questions in the order you have listed them. 

1 - lt is impossible to prevail upon the City ot San Diego to 

assume the District• s indebtedness and the rate fot- water under annexa-

tion would prohibit all agricultural use. 

2 - The City Officials would probably permit unconditi~nEll 

annexation whioh would mean City taxea, • City rates for water in addi-

tion to their Irrigation District tax \'Jhioh \7ould very probably be 

defaulted. Ii\trtbermore, the City has no facilities which \·tould aupply 

any portion of the Diatrict and so for no P'lan of development proposed 

by the City would be so loootod as to serve the area 1ithin the District. 

3 - They would consider euch onnexation only na n last rosort 

and it would undoubtedly mean the disorgoniaation of tho Irrigation Dis-

triot. 

4 - It \'7ould tako a long thle to roroo tho residents or th 

Irrigation Dlotrict to annex ao a whole. 

5 - It 11 impossible to obtain annexation under the conditione 

set out in your previous que•tion. 
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6 - Very careful consideration has be en given to the quostion 

of further litigation and it is considered 1 ill view of tho facts regard-

ing annexation as set out in previous an~era, that it is naceaeory to 

tnke advantage of every possibility of winning a more favorable decision. 

' The tert"ls that the City nre \".tilling to offer at this timo mean death to 

t his Dist r i ct nnd we cannot cc.nceive of less attractive terms at any time 

in the future. 

7- The District's prin~ipal sourca or supply is a large under 

ground basin immediately below the El Capitan Reservoir site. The con-

struetion or a dam at this point would cut ott the oupply of water to 

this basin \7hieh ould soon becomo exhausted and the District would be 

deprived of its most reliable., economical source of supply. 

The construction of thls dam is being contostod legally 1 by in-

direct. pressure and persuasion and by every meana in our power Bnd we be-

lieve t hat the City deciaion as to wharo they will build ic leaning toward 

the construction of n dam in ltission Gorge nhich would not ertoct our supply 

tor the inmediote present. 

8 - !lone of the District• a physical propert:loo including their 

lands, etc., are included in this decision. It eftocts only the right to 

the water of the river. This includes waters stored in Cuynmaca or other 

reservoirs 01med by the Diat.rict. A fair .,nlue for the District property 

is 2,275,000.00, but without WBter, of course, ita value is nil. 

9 - This question is answered by the statement set out in replJ 

to your query fl 8. 

Peirce, Fair & Co. -3- 4-21-30. 

10 - 1t will probably be several yenrc providing the City can be 

restrained from building at El Capitan. However, tho prevailing uncertainty 

as to the exact time., and the impossibility or the District financing any 

extensions or betterments under these conditions are very oeriouo fact ora . 

11 - The statement I!lBde by the spokesman for tho District was in-

correctly reported in the press. The utatement was made tl, r·t it was doubt-

ful that the District would ever require irrigation water for more than four 

thousand acres of permanent agricultural use, such as orchards, etc. but that 

occasionally the acreage might increase temporarily by truck gardening , etc. 

But, that additional water would be required to meet the g.ro,.ing domestic re-

quirements. The amount of \7Bter mentioned is the maximum uGed by the District 

in any one year under preaent developnent. 

You must understand, of course, that any compromise ~hereby the 

District is limited to the amount ot water now used means the utter failure 

ot the District as such. With no exact information at hnnd, we believe that 

probably two-thirds of the Irrigation District taxes are paid by the undovolop-

ed lands and these taxes are being paid only in the expectation that water will 

be t!ellvered to these lands as req11ired. Obviously, the owndrs o! these lands 

will refuse to pny any additional taxes kno ing that they ill be unable to 

derive any benefit from the District. This hole oituation cnn be summed up 

in a very t words, ae f~llo s: The Irrigation District must obtain a modi-

fication or reversal of this decision or their dissolution is an absolute cer-

tainty. 

The outcome of this litigation ia a serious bl to th hope or 
many of the residents of thia eeotioa. A very great proueao b e boen ade 
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