


' hat final plans on the
thra rﬂ s of the zone one
pm*eet had ham\delivarea fo thh
district supervisors; that the dl
trict had returned none of the
uments, and had not advisea the
Warren company that the plans
and specifications were vejected
nor asked for changes,
CONSIDERED PLANS og,{‘* ,
Wemn ‘said_he cons the
al pla “and specifica for
Casitas dam, the highway reloca-|
tion and the conduifs were suit-|
#ble ef,\consh*ucﬁon purposes and
ve uction of prelim-
also tesbﬁad'ihikt (

|

.urry up and comi-
ang for the hec_ ¢

ed the pr%eedﬂre was s:mﬂar when
preliminary plans of the conduit |
systern were presented to the
board.

He also testified that when he
delivered final plans and specifi-
cations of the conduit system on,
Feb. 18, 1947, a motion was made
to approve the plans and there \ka%
no dissenting vote among super-
visors. At that time, hes i
phqtodnﬁph ?whﬁi:h was infs
ed in ‘also was t

W arren S attorneys who h
ultltude of documenu

‘and today as court ex-
itroduced documents and
show that the district

ed and received an allo-
e state for match-

't e omginal
B{'n e alloeaﬁon
e ;toun | in

: 'l‘uegady, May 3, 1949 N

Engineer Maurer

Wo kon

that wh:ea the
Warren company was incorg at-
ed all accounts: ?lwept that o
Ventura county

trict were transterred from the
Warren compapy Co-partnersh:p
{o the corporation.

Warren also told of f111ng and
receiving fees for preliminary
plans on Casitas dam, the conduit/
system and road relocation. He
<aid contract. plans for Casitas
dam. had been endorsed by the
state engineer and that sheet one
of the plans was signed by the
late Percy W. Dennis, former
chairman of the ﬂood control dis-
trict. e

‘Engineer Paul .?Mauler of the
Warren' company in descrlbmg the
work he had done on road relo-
cation in the Ca51tas dam area

'%‘;Casnas Road ReI

d control ais-.‘

said that the final plans and spes

mﬁcatmns were s.u1tab1e for con-
0 d ncel
struction purposgs in ¢accor a

1 -_: 1ans with of-
ficials of the lta division- of
|highways and that correc
|suggested by thm were inc
orated,

He said the survey work for’iha
|conduit system and design for |

the pipeline was done ‘under his |
supervision. Maurer explained in
defail plang for road relocation
work and for the various branches
of the Matilija-Casitas conduit
system, He said the conduit sys-
tem plans were proper reductions
of preliminary plans and were
adequate for propgsed transporta-
tion of water. He also contended
that the proposed conduit line had
been shown in the field to a re-
presentative ‘of the county sur-
yeyor's office in June, 1947,
Under crogs-examination, Mau-
rer said, the bulk of the work on
.condmtgs and road relocation was
|done between June 1946 and Ja-
nuary aqr February 1847, Topo-
\graphy on the plans was obtained
from a field survey and a stadia
(instrument  for measuring dist-

:g;.w.i_,i)}T survey. Preliminary lines
were ohtal by transit and
-chain work " and final location
Ilines ¢ slans were made by

| tion

-QJ' o —— -

Descnbes 24,

duit system !
tion for bidd
Ko

ticipa’ plﬁis an
tions wera et for b1d 1t
the ﬂﬂ'ﬂn he 88

ter 11ne at cons’oructlon time

Maurer contended the plans
“sufficient for contract}@&”‘

were

ding; ¢! at contractors could come
wif- 0 percent of the qua
e

He said 05

face,§tudy of how much e
tion there would be through rock
or earth a
LINES NOT STAKED -~
Final lines for road relocation
weére not staked in the field be-
cause it would be an added ex-

ac= pense to the district and such ex-
_ pense would not be warranted un-
' til construction was ready, Maur-

er said. There was no. subsurface
exploration on road relocation, he

from the state division of
] Ways wal in regard to
* |road work: p‘e manual stated
staking shol;ld not be in the
act but ‘should precede final
p ns and spegbflcatlons
red that |such

aurer an W
ﬁ;&ly ad ered to.
e ma-

practlce is not T

When it was pomt
necess%ry for
i aurer de-

lsaldgwMeurer was shown regula-

nual said staking i
‘review by bidders,
clared that in g
true statemem!

on many ]Ob_ ¢

‘preliminary maps, he
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Neil J Stl\'er, zone one mana-
ger, county flood control district,

as a Donald R. Warren company
witness as the company present-

ed testimony on its cross-coms=-
plaint against the district.

Stiver, over protests of district at-
torneys, was called. to the -stand
to describe procedure of handlmg
invoices and claims tor zone one.

Stiver followed Warren, who
had been testifying in regald to
his company’s contention money
is due for work on Casitas dams,
road relocation and condulh Be-

[|fore Warren left the stand ‘he was

queried on cross-examination by
S. V. O. Prichard about occur-

||rences at an Aug. 13, 1946 super-

visors meeting and meetings in
May 1947,

NEWS ARTICLES

Prichard used articles from The
Star-Free Press in questioning
Warren about conversatlons with
supervisors., The newspaper’s Au-
gust article indicated Warren urg-

indicated this was a misstatement,
saying it was the board that want-
ed him to get bids out by that
time. He did not recall, as the
story indicated, that Supervisors
Robert Lefever and Lester Price
had opposed going ahead with the

funds were needed or that Price
proposed the matter be referred to

Warren declared that
things in that papev were contrarv
to ‘my shatements.”

NO COMPLAINT "

/ Warren said he had not com-
plained about the article to the
newspaper “because people know
inconsistencies of newsoapers” and
uthat he did not recall talking to
Pr1ce about the article. He said
it was probable he never read it.
. The May, 1947 newspaper ar-
tlcles indicated supervisors were
|t0 secure consultants, mutually
|approved by the Warren company
pto review the Matilija dam pic-
ture, that supervisor indicated
they wanted an independent man
of their own for the review and
had so informed Warren when he
told them he had secured Con-
sultmg Engineer William P. Crea-
ger on his own responsibility.

. Warren said the statement about
an undependent man was brought
out but that supervisors never

] not want Crea-
gased  about|
0 review the

At yﬁierday’s se

today was called in superior court

Shortly before the noon recess,|

ed advertising for Casitas dam|
bids in September 1946. Warren

second dam and then seeing what|

the zone one advisory commi’qee !

“"dam to help out in the transitory

: c(Contmued from page 1)
festified in percentage terms as

.tp what he considers reasonable

valie for his servicés for plans
and specifications and for engi-
neeri.ng gervices on Mat;;iijat;ﬂam
and for plans and specifications
based onpeLther the conattuctieﬁ
lor estimated cost, of Castitas dam,

highway relocation -and, the con-
dult ‘system f

yeceive fees for an-|
pt on sand and ag-
v Ventura Archi-
‘,--'- for answering
le repg t prepared by
‘Ventura Engineer B, E. Everett,
for obtaining gervices of Dr. John
B, Buwalda® prior to November
1946 and for obtaining senvices of
Consultmg Engineer William P.
Creager.

DESCRIBES MEETING

Warteh also gave his version of
what took place on Feb, 6, 1948,
when he rgsigned by request as
engineer on zone one projects.
He declared that in an executive
\bESSIDn ‘alohe with supervisors he

was told hoard members that
S. V. O. Priehard, the district’s at-
‘torney, hag advised them Warren
should be fired and that they felt
they must follow his advice, Les-
ter Price, Warren contended, de-
clared he @idn’'t know what was
right or wrong, that it was a sad
day for Mim and ‘that he was
nothing but a farmer and had to
talke advlee Prichard forced on

After this session, Warren said,
|he offered to resisn after he talk-
led to his attorneys and his attor-
neys tald him that he vould not
hesiiarfeiting hig legal rights by
re o

Warren said that after this ac-
tion he offered to do anything he
could in furthering the interests
ol the projeet, m:n:?s later;, atR tit;e

County. Burveyor Rob-
This resident en-

aid that at Ryan's re-

“also started worlk off as-
ings of the dam.

' -examination, War-

d abouf some cost

to the district

quest:

netheg he ever

,Wawen contend-
led he did not deliyer but offered
\to deliver the draw ngs of Ma-
itilija dam as completed béfore
the cross-complaint was filed
against the district.

1949

gs | Wlih Coum‘v Supe

uempany § Tesig-

QUERIED ABOUT CASITAS

Warren - contended the district
supervisors did not tell him they
were unwilling to have Creager
employed; they said nothing
|against Warren’s hiring him, the
(witness testified. He said he did
not believe supervisors ever re-
quested him: to -employ Dr, Bu-
walda, -, S

Questioned about; his Castitas
dam plans, Wdtren said he show-
ed supervisors ‘vevisions as re-
quired by the’ state division of
dams but did not make any re-

quests of the superv1sors about
the plans or spec1f1cat10ns ‘after
‘revisions were made. i

Queried about events ‘that oc-
cutred when he presented «pre-
liminavy plans of Casitas dam to
supervisors on Aug, 13, 1946,
|Warren denied he had'u_r.ged su-

- pervisors to go ahead with the

second zone one dam. He did not
recall, he said, that Price had.de-
,clared he was not going to vote to
| build any more dams until he
knew where pipeline money. was
coming from, Warren denied 'he

“urged supervisors to advertise for

bids or that Price had proposed
the zone one advisory board.'be
consulted before any action qu
taken. He too, denied that he had
told.- sdperwsors on that date that
“if there’s gas in the well a—Way‘
will be found to get a hose to it
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