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CASE NO, 2cnis,
IN THE WOURTH DISTRICT COURT OF THY S©"ATF OF UTAH, II! XD TOR
UTAH COUMNTY,
Prova Reservoir Company,

A Corporation

/ e
AT VS,

Piaintife

~T0ve ity Lincoln Schocl nigirict,

~ .

The .rovo Rencin Canal znd Trrigeticon

Compeany, mhe Wegt Union Canal Conp any,
Branch Young Fstate, Hetty Y. Guodwin,
Idda Y, Littley; Rud&lph Riard, Daniel
D. YeBride, Lewis W, Muttle and Devig

S. Park, et &l,
Defendants,

v v/

v e
Now come Branch Young Fstate, Hekfly Y. Goodwin, Ida Y, Littiey,
w %"' \V4 ) v
Rudalp%‘hiard» Daniel D. McBride, Tewis W, Fuitle, anc Dnvae‘Sﬂ Park,

Bouwe of the dafendants herein, in the sbvove entitled action and meke

their snswer to the sald plaintiff's compliing for them se.ves cigne

and not for any one or 1ap® of the other defend ints, and adrit, deny,

end allege as follows, towit;

L

Admit the allegations in bParapraghs from 1 to 29 inclusive,
11

A3 to the allegations in paragraphs from 29 (A) to z5 (C) inclusive,

these defendints have not sufticient knowledpe or information to

form & belief and therefore deny it,
101
Adwnit paragraph 29 (m).

v

oot

As to the staiements contained in bparap-aplh 26 (F) to vardarravh 35

inclusive, these defendants have no sufficjient sewledpe to form a

helief und thereofre deny it,

v

The defend:nts aédmit paragraphs 54 and 55,

Vi

AB t¢ praragraph 36, these defendants allege, that they have not

sufficient knowledpe of information to form a belief except as here

in after set fopth and therefore deny it,




Vil
As to allegations in pafagréphs 38 and 29, defendents cllere (ot
they have no sufficient knowledge or infuormation on whicn o form w
belief except as hereinafter set forth :nd the- efore deny it,

Vil
That the s:id defendants, RBranch Young Fsgate, Hewny Y, Guodein, Idu
Y, Littley, Pudalph Riard, Daniel D, McBride, Lewis W, Mittlie, .nd
David S, Park, for a further snd affirmative defence cllepes
®hat on the 5th d=zv of Feburary, A.D, 1902, in a case tren Fandirys ir
the District Court of the Tourih Judicial District of the Stuse of
Utan, in wnd for . tah County, wherein nrovo City, et al, were mEXens
BRX® plaintiffs, and the West Unicn Cansl compeany, Et al, were Defend
ants, a certain decr-ee was rendered, commonly known as the "Movse
Decree" which decree adjudicated the Several water rights of +he
parties to the sazid action, among others, those of these defendents
and awarded to them a certain amount of wat:r at different st.ies cf
the amount of water in Provo River, which decree is Lereby relered to

193

and as far us applicable to the pleairtiff and these defentirts

je
) L8 1

made & part of this enswer,
1X

That these defendants Named in paragreaph aight and cthnejr Franters and

bredecessors in interest are refered t0 in szid "Morsc Decree" under

the claims of "Residents of the River Bottoms, Jointlyv znd vnd:vided"

&nd &s such c¢laim Water sufficient to irrigate the number Of wCres

of land of these def'endants s follows, to-wits

Branch Young Rstate 57 1/2 acres
Hett, Y, Goodwin 5 acres
Ida Y, Litt Ley 3 dcres
Rud«lph Riurd 45 acres
All irripated from the Upper Ditch,

Rudealph Riard and Danjel D. McBride, jcinnly 5& 1/2 “Cres
Lewis W, Nut-le 350 @eres
David 8, Park B0 acres

All irripated from the Lower Ditch,

X

That by mutus), agreement and stipulation by and between the 8:id

PLAINtifr und these defendents, these defendunts

rights awarded to them by sg¢

“re accorded she

id decree, subject Fowever, Gnly ipe e
lerms of g decrae of this Court Made wrd entered on

< e 3 ’ ~ .
e wGurn Quy o]




J

Yanuary, 1907, and commonly known as the "Chidester Decree", wherein

the said decree¢e chanpes in any menner the rights of these defend . nts
a8 given to them by the said "Morse Decree" and which " Chidester
Décree" is hereby refered to in so far as it affects the rights of
this plajirtiff and these defendants, it is hereby mede 2 part of this
an|wer ,

WHEKFEFORE, the ahove named defend:ants pray judgment that they may hre
gran@ed and have the rights to the use of the waler awarded to them
by the said "Morse Decree" and perticularly as follows, toewits

That when the water of said ;rovo River at and near the mouth cf
Provo Canyon, exceeds 15000 cuhic feet of water Per minute that tihesa
defendants he awurded their portion of the said water zwarded to them
b¥y sald "Morsd Decree® to the amount of 0875 in cornectiun with
the other residents of the River Bottoms, jointly end undivided,

That when the volume of water in Provo River near and helow the mcuth
of Provo Cenyon, in Ut ah County, becomes reduced in quantity, &t said
koint, to a volume not exceeding 15000 cubic feet per minite <nd
until the same hecomes reduced in quantity, at seid point, t¢ a volum
not exceeding 12000 cubic feet of water per minute, these defendanta
shall be elwtitled to the following proportiocns therecf, to-wit
$0175, in connection with the otter resjdents of the Piver Bottunms,

Jointly and undivided,

e

That vhen the water of sald prove River at zand nesr e rmouth o

Provo Cenyon, does no*t exucord 12000 cuhic feet per minute +hat ¢

nat, Lhnese

defendants be swerded their portion of the scid water awarded to them

by the suid "Morse Mecree" +o the amcunt of «087¢, in connect=-

ion with the other residents of the River Bottdms, Jointly and un-

divided, And that the defendents recover costs,
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