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July 20, 2020 

Here We Go Again! 
IWVGA to a Hold Public Hearing on August 21, 2020, at 

 10:00 a.m. in the Chambers of the City Council! 
 
Once again our IWVGA has scheduled a most important subject on their August 21 
Meeting Agenda which prohibits a physical presence of the IWV residents from standing 
eye-to-eye to address this atrocious “Protest” farce.  The notice sent out to many resi-
dents “inviting” their “protest” is the most deceitful but obvious attempt to try to “steal” 
our property information which they have not been able to garner with past foolish at-
tempts. 
 
Attention:  IWVGA!  You are illegal, SGMA and CA Government are both operating  
illegally and all three of you are working in areas AGAINST our CA Constitution.  You 
have successfully pushed the IWV residents to pursue the preservation of our rights at the 
level above the CA legal world straight to the Supreme Court.  WE WILL NOT PAY 
YOUR BILLS!  Get over it and try to become good Americans under our U.S. Constitu-
tion! 

PacHydo Well-Drilling Project West of  Turnoff onto Bow-
man Road between Hwy. 395Hw and Brown Road.   

 
We have received inquiries from several IWV residents asking what this project is all 
about.  Seems many are worried it might be the resurrection of the 2010 solar project that 
was run out of here. 
 
If anyone reading this Newsletter has any information please send same to this Newletter, 
contact information on last page.   
 
There is very large and worried concern here.  I’m being told many of our IWV residents 
do not want to every see this Valley invaded by any Solar-producing facility...especially 
at this time when our water is in such danger of interference from CA State government 
and “diverting via aqueducts” by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 
 
We must keep a close eye on this and certainly find out what it is all about.  Whatever 
you readers find out, please pass the information on to this Newsletter for publi-
cation and circulation. 

http://www.sdarabians.com/CAWaterGovernmentInterference.html
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PacHydo Well-Drilling Project West of the  Turnoff on Bowman Road 
between Brown Road and Hwy. 395 

The camera used the “zoom-in” fo-
cus to bring a more clear picture of 

the 
 worksite. 

 
It is obvious this is not “just” limited 

to a 
simple well-drilling job, but is some 
kind of a very large and much more 

complicated 
project.   

 
  
 

The sign out on the Bowman-Road 
entrance at Brown Road gives the 
I.D. name of the drilling company 

who is 
doing this work.  

 
This project  is 

 located between Brown Road and 
Hwy 395 on Bowman Road 

The  two following pictures were taken without any zoom-in camera settings showing the actual size of this project. 
Note the huge piles of dirt, the expanse of the site and the number of different types of work going on! 

Photo by Joel Mont-Eton 

Photo by Joel Mont-Eton 

Photo by Joel Mont-Eton 

Photo by Joel Mont-Eton 



 
 

What is going on? 
Does this have anything to do 

with another solar project  which 
the people of IWV defeated and 

ran out  back in 2010? 

Prepared by Lorry Wagner 
Representing the IWV Private 

Property Well Owners 
July 8, 2020 Photo by Joel Mont-Eton 
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PacHydo Well-Drilling Project Cont’d. 

This document is a wealth of information regarding our 
water rights.  The residents, under the name of Friends of 
IWV have been pursuing the correction of the water 
mess we have here in IWV due to the diverting of the 
natural flow of water down the eastern side of our Sierra 
Nevada mountain range since March of 2018.  We have 
made tremendous progress in putting together a plan that 
will do this job, but the usual “political” slow-boat-to-
China mentality is not in any hurry to fix this mess.   
 
It has been brought to your editor’s attention that there is 
also another faction in IWV that is pursuing additional 
water problems created by our China Lake Naval Weap-
ons Center, BLM  “other” factions at work here to totally 
ignore and go-over-the-heads of we, the people.  
 
The following information is from the “U.S. Department 
of Justice’s website,”  This article simply follows water 
law throughout the 20th Century but is very close to us 
since right here in the IWV there are two different pur-
suits by we, the people of demanding water-rights justice 
which will ultimately help correct other areas of at least 
the 17 Western States.  Both pursuits have very legiti-
mate reasons for exposing illegal, political moves from 
decades ago.   
 
This following input from the U.S. Department of Justice 
lays out prior decisions and points us toward “one of the” 
avenues we, the people must follow to stop this water 
disaster.   
 
Although the above litigation in various areas of the U.S. 
specifically address Federal vs. State, this document also  

Federal Water-Rights and State Law Claims 
Starting in 1908...Winters v. United States, 207 U.S. 564 

Makes it clear there is tremendous room for we, the 
people to also pursue legal correction in addition to 
seeking our U.S. Constitutional property rights to our 
own water. 
 
Remember, folks, it is we, the people who are the top  
authority above  Federal and State.  We elect both to 
serve us!   We sometimes lose sight of the fact that our 
Founding Fathers made sure that we, the people are 
always top authority.  It is our responsibility to main-
tain that authority level. 
 
Yes, we must “specifically clarify” some of the lan-
guage in those federal laws.  In addition, no State is 
exempt from private-property owner’s holding their 
water rights above the federal and state levels.  Every 
one of us has the primary responsibility of pursuing the 
path of protecting those private-property water rights 
from any government over-reach and not just throwing 
the burden of correction on the political world.   
 
We, the people of IWV are doing just that.  We have 
designed our plan to go directly to the cause of our cur-
rent water problems which is the Los Angeles Depart-
ment of Water and Power’s (LADWP’s) diverting hun-
dreds of thousands of acre feet of water to support their 
massive greed  and destructive overdevelopment of 
areas that cannot supply their own necessary water 
source within the development areas and end up taking 
that water from other areas causing destruction else-
where.  
 
In  addition, we  have also included  the  way in  which  



LADWP can not only accomplish this (desalination), 
but also the path by which LA can pay for a desalina-
tion plant of the size which will handle the amount of 
water  that is currently being diverted to LA from the 
eastern side of our Sierra Nevada mountain range. 
 
We have incorporated a huge amount of history, legal 
decisions and much more related information for any 
and all political entities doing the research necessary to 
put this plan into action as soon as possible.   
 
We HAVE NOT just dumped the address and solution 
to our water problems into the laps of others; i.e., the 
political and legal worlds which, for the most part, do 
not have the first-hand and required knowledge plus the 

necessary background to correct this atrocious water wreck.   
 
We, the people have the problem and we recognize we 
must be a major part of the solution.  It is our government 
and other political entities working hand-in-hand with pri-
vate Real Estate factions that have caused this wreck. 
 
All readers herein are urged to share this with their con-
tacts, urge your contacts to share with theirs and onward.  
That’s how we spread information quickly to thousands of 
others to bring awareness to our voting citizens of the need 
for them to understand, act and “bring the hammer down.” 
on those who have caused this mess.        By Lorry Wagner 

July, 2020 

Special Thanks to Michael Sinnett 
who found this information and reprinted same on 

his website:  https://Roadrunner395.com        

Federal Reserved Water Rights And State Law Claims 

Reserved Water Rights and the Supreme Court 
The doctrine of federal reserved water rights generally traces its origins to the seminal decision of Winters v. United 
States, 207 U.S. 564 (1908).  There, the United States Supreme Court ruled, when the United States sets aside an Indian 
reservation, it impliedly reserves sufficient water to fulfill the purposes of the reservation, with the priority date estab-
lished as of the date of the reservation.  
 
Over half a century later, following the passage of the McCarran Amendment, the Supreme Court had occasion to revisit 
– and build upon – this turn of the century decision in Arizona v. California, 373 U.S. 546 (1963).  In that case, the Court 
held that the reserved rights doctrine is not limited to Indian reservations, but also applies to all federally reserved public 
lands, such as national forests, national recreation areas, and national wildlife refuges.  This ruling affirmed the poten-
tially significant scope and extent of federal reserved water rights. 
 
Over the coming years, the Supreme Court had several occasions to explore the contours of the reserved water rights 
doctrine.  For instance, in Cappaert v. United States, 426 U.S. 128 (1976), the Court upheld an injunction against 
groundwater pumping that would have jeopardized one of the purposes for which the national monument at issue had 
been established – preservation of the desert pupfish – thereby extending the reach of the reserved rights doctrine to pro-
tect federal reserved rights both from injurious surface and groundwater diversions.  
 
Several years later, in United States v. New Mexico, 438 U.S. 696 (1978), the Court denied the Forest Service’s instream   
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flow claim for fish, wildlife and recreation uses.  Specifically, the Court denied the claim on the grounds that reserved 
water rights for National Forest lands established under the Forest Service’s Organic Act of 1897 are limited to the 
minimum amount of water necessary to satisfy the primary purposes of the Organic Act – conservation of favorable 
water flows and the production of timber – and were not available to satisfy the claimed instream flow uses.  This deci-
sion established that questions concerning the existence and quantity of reserved water rights are largely dependent 
upon the reservation’s authorizing legislation and the specific purposes for which the land was reserved. 
 
Reserved Water Rights in Colorado 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
general principle, the reservation of waters unappropriated as of the date of reservation of certain federal lands in Colo-
rado from the public domain and in an amount necessary to achieve the primary purposes of the reservations.  
 
Among the specific claims at issue, the Court denied instream flow claims for national forest lands and a recreational 
water right for Dinosaur National Monument as unnecessary to fulfill the primary purposes of the reservations at is-
sue.  However, the Court recognized potential reserved water rights for water holes and springs on public lands re-
served for stock watering purposes under a 1926 executive order known as “Public Water Reserve No. 107” (“PWR 
No. 107”), as well as a potential reserved water right for Rocky Mountain National Park, subject to further proceedings 
concerning priority date, quantity, and related issues.  
 
In the wake of this decision, NRS attorneys in the Denver field office handled many significant cases in the Colorado 
district water courts.  For instance, Denver field office attorneys handled an instream flow claim for channel mainte-
nance purposes in the South Platte River.  This claim sought to satisfy the ruling in United States v. New Mexico recog-
nizing reserved rights for the primary reservation purpose of securing favorable conditions for water flows under the 
Forest Service’s Organic Act.  In 1993, the water court denied the claim – following approximately 100 days of trial 
spanning the course of a year – in part, on the grounds that the Forest Service possessed land use authority to regulate 
and limit third party diversions within the National Forests.  According to the court, this authority rendered the claimed 
flows unnecessary to secure favorable water flows.  This same court subsequently awarded the National Park Service a 
reserved water right under the National Park Service’s Organic Act for Rocky Mountain National Park, highlighting 
the critical importance that the authorizing legislation and the purposes of the reservation can have on the success of 
reserved right claims.  
 
Among the specific claims at issue, the Court denied instream flow claims for national forest lands and a recreational 
water right for Dinosaur National Monument as unnecessary to fulfill the primary purposes of the reservations at is-
sue.  However, the Court recognized potential reserved water rights for water holes and springs on public lands re-
served for stock watering purposes under a 1926 executive order known as “Public Water Reserve No. 107” (“PWR 
No. 107”), as well as a potential reserved water right for Rocky Mountain National Park, subject to further proceedings 
concerning priority date, quantity, and related issues.  
 
In the wake of this decision, NRS attorneys in the Denver field office handled many significant cases in the Colorado 
district water courts.  For instance, Denver field office attorneys handled an instream flow claim for channel mainte-
nance purposes in the South Platte River.   

With these rulings in place, the majority of the federal re-
served water rights litigation has taken place, not before the 
United States Supreme Court, but in the state courts in the 
context of their comprehensive and on-going general stream 
adjudications – many of which have spanned decades or 
more.  Much of this litigation was handled by NRS attorneys 
in the Denver Field Office, who had relatively close proximity 
to Colorado’s seven water courts.  
Unlike many other western states, the Colorado water courts 
adjudicate water rights in the first instance without any admin-
istrative, water rights permitting system, resulting in much 
water rights litigation.  The early reserved rights decisions in 
Colorado include United States v. Denver, 656 P.2d 1 (Colo. 
1982), in which the Colorado Supreme Court affirmed, as a  



Newsletter No. 10 Friends of Indian Wells Valley, July 20, 2020 

This claim sought to satisfy the ruling in United States v. New Mexico recognizing reserved rights for the primary 
reservation purpose of securing favorable conditions for water flows under the Forest Service’s Organic Act.  In 
1993, the water court denied the claim – following approximately 100 days of trial spanning the course of a year 
– in part, on the grounds that the Forest Service possessed land use authority to regulate and limit third party di-
versions within the National Forests.  According to the court, this authority rendered the claimed flows unneces-
sary to secure favorable water flows.  This same court subsequently awarded the National Park Service a reserved 
water right under the National Park Service’s Organic Act for Rocky Mountain National Park, highlighting the 
critical importance that the authorizing legislation and the purposes of the reservation can have on the success of 
reserved right claims.  
 
Another success involved the negotiation of a settlement in 2000 recognizing instream flow rights for the Forest 
Service on every major stream in the Rio Grande River Basin.  In 2008, the Colorado water courts recognized a 
unique groundwater right based on federal law for the Great Sand Dunes National Park, following an uncontested 
trial, and a federal reserved water right for the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park, following decades 
of litigation and a recent groundbreaking settlement agreement between the United States and the multitude of 
state, irrigation, environmental, and other interests participating in the case. 
 
The Snake River Basin Adjudication in Idaho 

 
The United States’ experience in the Colorado water 
courts in many ways typifies its experience with thou-
sands of other federal reserved right claims prosecuted 
by NRS water rights attorneys in other adjudications 
throughout the West.  One of the largest of these adjudi-
cations is the adjudication of water rights to the Snake 
River and its tributaries in Idaho (covering 87% of the 
water in the state).  Since the commencement of this ad-
judication in the late 1980s, the district court and the 
Idaho Supreme Court have addressed virtually every ma-
jor reserved right claimed by the United States and its 
client agencies --- the Forest Service, the National Park 
Service, the Fish & Wildlife Service, the Bureau of Land 
Management, and the Bureau of Reclamation.  
 

The United States’ successes in this adjudication include the award of reserved water rights for the 133,000 acre 
Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, six Idaho Wild and Scenic Rivers totaling over 400 miles, and approxi-
mately 2,000 stockwatering claims asserted under PWR No. 107, with the United States Supreme Court rejecting 
the State of Idaho’s petition for certiorari on these claims 8 to 1.  
 
The United States also had some initial – and short-lived – success on numerous Wilderness Act claims, with the 
Idaho Supreme Court issuing a ruling recognizing such claims before reversing itself on rehearing, following an 
election largely focused on the reserved rights issue in which the Idaho Supreme Court justice who had authored 
the earlier decision was removed from the bench.  This history is emblematic of the often hotly-charged politics 
that can be associated with such claims. 
 
The Klamath River Basin Adjudication in Oregon 
 
Another major adjudication is the Klamath River Basin Adjudication in southern Oregon, which was  commenced 
in the mid-1990s. In early 2013, the Oregon Water Resources Department filed its findings of fact and order of 
determination, concluding the administrative phase of the adjudication and commencing the judicial phase in the 
Klamath County Circuit Court. 
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The Oregon Water Resources Department's order sets 
forth partial orders of determination on the 734 claims 
filed in the adjudication. The order was largely favorable 
to the United States approving numerous and substantial 
federal reserved and state appropriative water rights for 
several wild and scenic rivers, Crater Lake National 
Park, wilderness areas, instream flow fire protection for 
national forest system lands, four national wildlife ref-
uges, Indian reservations, and the Klamath Reclamation 
Project encompassing 200,000 acres in southern Oregon 
and northern California. The order also approved most of 
the United States' claimed "Walton" (Indian successor) 
water rights for a national wildlife refuge, and resolved a 
large portion of the United States' contests against 
Walton claims asserted by competing claimants by deny-

ing or significantly limiting the claimed rights. 
 
Exceptions to the Oregon Water Resources Department's order of determination, including the partial orders of 
determination on each of the 734 claims addressed by the Department's order, were filed in March 2014. Those 
exceptions will be litigated individually or in groups in de novo proceedings before the circuit court. Completion 
of this judicial phase of the adjudication will likely take ten to twelve years. 
 
Reserved Water Right Claims in Other States 

 
Other on-going adjudications handled by NRS attorneys 
include general stream adjudications in New Mexico, 
Utah, Wyoming, Montana, and Nevada.  Many successes 
in these states have resulted from collaborative settle-
ments with the states rather than litigation.  For instance, 
on the eve of trial, the United States negotiated with the 
State of Utah federal reserved water rights for Zion Na-
tional Park.  This settlement was followed by subsequent 
agreements with the State recognizing reserved rights for 
Rainbow Bridge, Hovenweep, Cedar Breaks, and Tim-
panogos Cave National Monuments; and for the Golden 
Spike National Historic Site.  
 
Likewise, NRS attorneys have been involved in the ne-
gotiation of special “compacts” with the State of Mon-

tana.  These compacts have recognized federal reserved water rights for numerous federal resources, including 
instream flows on the Likewise, NRS attorneys have  been involved in the negotiation of special “compacts” with 
the State of Montana.  These compacts have recognized federal reserved water rights for numerous federal re-
sources, including instream flows on the Missouri River to promote Wild and Scenic River and Recreational  val-
ues  for two  units managed  by the Bureau of  Land Management; several Fish and Wildlife Service refuges; and 
National Forest lands.  In addition, federal reserved rights have been negotiated for all National Park Service units 
in Montana, with the parties agreeing to unique provisions to protect the geothermal features from diversions out-
side the Yellowstone National Park boundaries. 
 
Other federal reserved water right successes include: (1) the settlement of all water rights for all the national 
parks and monuments in the Little Colorado River Basin in Arizona; (2) the negotiation with the State of Nevada 
of all water rights asserted for five federal agencies in the Las Vegas Water Rights Adjudication, including the 
first-ever “national defense/national security” water right for Nellis Air Force Base; (3) the recognition of re-
served water rights in the Bighorn River drainage in Wyoming for National Forest lands and Yellowstone Na-
tional Park; and (4) the recognition of PWR No. 107 claims in the Gila River Adjudication in New Mexico.  
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 State Law Water Right Claims 
 
The federal government has also had many notable successes in acquiring water rights under state 
law.  For instance, in the Snake River Adjudication, the United States has been partially decreed ap-
proximately 10,000 stockwater rights under state law on BLM lands and approximately 9,000 on na-
tional forest lands.  The United States has also received 900 partial decrees for state water rights for do-
mestic, irrigation and other uses, such as wildlife, commercial, power, and recreation for Forest Service 
lands and 50 partial decrees for water uses associated with irrigation on BLM lands.  
 
In addition, the United States typically acquires water rights for federal reclamation projects under state 
law.  As discussed in the next section, much litigation has arisen over conflicts between state and federal 
law concerning federal Reclamation project water. 
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 Yes, folks, we are in the process of making 
contact with “federal” attorneys who have the 
expertise to take on this extremely important 
water-rights, government intrusion at the fed-
eral level, bypassing the legal mess of Califor-
nia.  There are thousands of people who have 
been literally pushed aside and/or had govern-
ment go right over their heads and smash their 
property-owners’ water rights. 
 
The number of disenfranchised property owners 
in many western states requires a Class Action, 
with contingencies (legal bills are only paid 
from the settlement $’s awarded after win-
ning ). 
 
Requests are in the process of being sent to 
some of the best attorneys in the United States.  
Yes, we are all disgusted with the time it takes 
to go through this process of searching, contact-
ing and finding the best, but that’s, unfortu-
nately, today’s world.  Bite the bullet, folks, 
deal with it and jump in and help. 
 
This newsletter welcomes any suggestions and/
or response from our readers.  Please, come 

Remember, reining in IWVGA, SGMA and Ca. gov-
ernment is only part of the solution which will be ad-
dressed by this Class Action movement.   
 
The other parts of the water mess are LADWP and 
this new front of bringing BLM and Military land 
leases across America into the real world of who owns 
federal lands lawfully, and thus have a voice regard-
ing the water either flowing on the surface and/or 
withdrawn from underground sources!   
 
This is not an easy job, but is the most important job 
we all must do at this time in America’s history! 
 
The following page is repeated once again for the con-
venience of all those who have not seen this or recog-
nized the extreme importance of this U.S. Supreme 
Court’s correcting decision. 

Our Path to the U.S. Supreme Court  
To Save Our Property-Owners’ and Residents of IWV’ 
from the Illegal IWVGA, SGMA and Ca. Governments 

Destructive Agenda! 
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Please share this Newsletter with your friends and acquaintances.   

Also, you may add your replies and/or additional  

information for inclusion in our next edition...send to:  

 lorrysda@gmail.com  

lorrysda@gmail.com 
Telephone:  760-377-5579 

 
 You can download a copy of this and all previous newsletters to read or  

printout for  additional copies which are available on our own webpage at the 
below link:  

  
http://www.sdarabians.com/CAWaterGovernmentInterference.html 

 

Below is  contact information for the editor of this newsletter and our own website..   
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