
 

 

 

 

 

 

January 7, 2022 
Ms. Amy Reeh 
General Manager 
Yuima Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 177 
Pauma Valley, CA 92061-0177 
 
Via email to: gsa@yuimamwd.com  
 

 
SUBJECT: Comments on draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Upper 

San Luis Rey Valley Groundwater Basin 
 

 
Dear Ms. Reeh: 
 
 In response to the Pauma Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency’s official public 
notice regarding the release of the draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the Upper San 
Luis Rey Valley Groundwater Basin, please find attached a copy of the San Luis Rey Indian Water 
Authority’s (SLRIWA) comments on the draft GSP. As part of the SLRIWA’s comments, please 
also find attached a timeline of events spanning the GSA’s activities as they related to the SLRIWA 
and the administrative actions taken to form the GSA and develop the GSP. 
 

Please let me know should you have any questions regarding our comments on the draft 
GSP. 

 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
      Bo Mazzetti 
      President 
      San Luis Rey Indian Water Authority 

 

 



 
 

1 
 

I.  GENERAL COMMENTS 

 A.  Contrary to Water Code sections 10727, 10724 and 10735.2(a), the entity that 

purports to be the GSA for the San Luis Rey Upper Basin (Upper Basin, or Basin) does not cover 

the entire basin.  This threshold issue should be decided before any provisions of the Purported 

GSP are considered or evaluated.   

 B.  The Upper San Luis Rey Basin Resource Conservation District (RCD) is not a 

“local agency” as that term is defined in Water Code section 10721(a), and RCD therefore does 

not cover any land within the defined Upper Basin. 

 C. The reservations of the La Jolla, Rincon, Pauma, and Pala Bands of Mission 

Indians (Bands) and the fee land acquired and owned by those Bands cover approximately 38% 

of the Upper Basin.  Notwithstanding the extensive efforts of the San Luis Rey Indian Water 

Authority (SLRIWA) and the Bands to participate voluntarily in governance of the Upper Basin 

GSA pursuant to Water Code sections 10720.3(c) and (d), (including an offer to contribute up to 

$400,000 on a matching basis toward the cost of a mutually agreed upon consultant), the entities 

that now purport to be the Upper Basin GSP refused to enable the GSP consultant to consider or 

assess how the Bands’ federally reserved water rights could, should, or would be “respected in 

full” or how any water rights would and could be considered or assessed by the GSP consultant. 

 D. By refusing to allow the agreed-upon consultant to consider or assess the Bands’ 

federally reserved water rights and by preventing SLRIWA and the Bands from meaningfully 

participating in the development of an Upper Basin GSP, the Purported GSA demonstrated that it 

is not qualified or capable of having any role or responsibility with respect to the management of 

the Bands’ federally reserved water rights to groundwater in the Upper Basin pursuant to Water 
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Code section 10720.3(d).  Pursuant to section 10720.3(d), the only alternative is for the State 

Board to assume responsibility for carrying out that responsibility. 

 E. The Purported GSA violated Water Code section 10720.3(c) by preventing 

SLRIWA and the Bands from voluntarily participating in the preparation or administration of an 

Upper Basin GSP. 

 F. The Purported GSA also violated Water Code section 10720.3(d) by refusing to 

fairly and seriously consider now the Bands’ federally reserved water rights could, should, or 

might be respected in full in the management of an Upper Basin GSP. 

 G. The Draft GSP mistakenly states (on page 1-3, Section 1.3.3.1) that the Bands’ 

federally reserved water rights “are … not a right that a federal or tribal entity can claim without 

going to court in an appropriate adjudication.” To the contrary, SGMA expressly states in Water 

Code section 10720.3(d) that federally reserved rights to groundwater “shall be respected in full” 

in the management of groundwater basins by a groundwater sustainability agency or by the State 

Board. Since the Purported GSA has excluded the Bands and their reservations from the Upper 

Basin GSA and GSP, the State Board must carry out SGMA’s directive to “respect [the Bands’ 

federally reserved water rights] in full.” Nothing in SGMA or in any other state or federal law 

prohibits the State Board from fulfilling that statutory responsibility. 

 H. The Draft GSP also misleadingly and incorrectly asserts (in Section 1.3.3.1) that 

no federally reserved water rights adjudicated to the SLRIWA or its members have been placed 

into trust by the United States. Section 3605 of the WINN Act of December 16, 2016, amends 

the San Luis Rey Indian Water Rights Settlement Act and states: “Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, including provisions of this Act, the [San Luis Rey] Bands had, have, and 

continue to possess federally reserved rights and other rights held in trust by the United States.” 
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Those federally reserved rights of the Bands are described in the settlement documents 

negotiated among and signed by the United States, the San Luis Rey Indian Water Authority, the 

five Bands, the City of Escondido, and the Vista Irrigation District. 

II. THE BANDS’ FEDERALLY RESERVED AND OTHER WATER RIGHTS 

 A. In the 1980s the United States Department of Justice entered into a contract with 

Boyle Engineering Company (Boyle) to undertake a study of the Bands’ federally reserved water 

rights for use in the then pending litigation in the United States District Court for the Southern 

District of California, Nos. 69-217-S, 72-271-S and 72-276-S and before the Federal Power 

Commission, (which subsequently became the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission), Project 

Nos. 176 and 599, Docket Nos. E-7562 and 7655.  Boyle subcontracted some of the work under 

that contract to Stetson Engineers. 

 B. The Boyle/Stetson Report (attached as Exhibit A to these comments) was 

completed in November of 1984.  The Report reached the following conclusions regarding the 

net practicably irrigable acreage within the 1984 boundaries of the La Jolla, Rincon, San 

Pasqual, Pauma, and Pala Reservations, and the average annual diversion requirements needed to 

serve that land: 

Reservation Net Practicably Irrigable Acres 
Average Annual Irrigation 

Diversion Requirement 
(acre-feet) 

La Jolla 1,407.2 3,318 

Rincon 2,324.1 5,777 

Pauma 189.7 444 

Pala 3,557.8 8,638 

Totals 7,478.8 18,177 
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 C. The La Jolla, San Pasqual, Rincon, Pauma and Pala Bands have acquired large 

amounts of land since 1984, and a significant amount of that land has been taken into trust and 

added to the reservations that existed in 1984.  The maps attached to this document (see Exhibit 

B) include land that has been added to the five reservations since 1984 and also show the land 

that has been acquired by the Bands but not yet added to their reservations. 

 D. In addition to their federally reserved rights, the Bands own additional water 

rights under state law by virtue of their acquisitions that has not yet been added to their 

reservations. 

 E. A general stream adjudication is not needed to consider or assess the amount and 

priority of the Bands’ federally reserved water rights.  The Boyle/Stetson Report evaluates the 

suitability and feasibility of irrigated agricultural production on the five reservations. The 

evaluation considered factors affecting crop suitability including climate, irrigation water, soil 

physical/chemical properties, and the capital and operation costs of supplying water for 

investigation. The land found to be irrigable on the reservations in the Basin are similar to lands 

in agricultural production throughout the Basin, which can be observed on the land in the Basin 

adjacent to the reservations which have agricultural operations right up to the reservation 

boundaries. The approach used to estimate groundwater production in the Basin for the GSP 

included use of crop water use factors applied to irrigated land areas to determine the annual 

groundwater production. This approach could have been applied to the underdeveloped land on 

the reservations in the Basin to approximate the Bands’ federally reserved water rights.  Under 

the Waters Doctrine, the priority of the Bands’ federally reserved water rights is based on the 

dates the reservations were established and when their additional acquired land was added to the 

reservations.  Most of the land within the La Jolla, Rincon, San Pasqual, Pauma and Pala 

Reservations was set aside or added to the reservations decades before most of the land outside 
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of the reservations within the Upper Basin was initially irrigated.  The priority of most of the 

Bands’ federally reserved water rights therefore is prior and paramount to the water rights of 

most of the privately owned land in the Upper Basin.  Those rights can be “respected in full” as 

provided in SGMA without the huge amounts of time and money associated with litigation and 

general stream adjudications, which are clearly disfavored under SGMA. 
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DRAFT UPPER SLR BASIN GSP: SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

 

Page 2-1: The GSP discusses the Basin boundaries as well as the division of the Upper SLR Valley Basin 
into the Pala and Pauma subbasins.  

Comment: The nature of the hydraulic connection between the Pala and Pauma subbasins is briefly 
mentioned on page 3-8, but the GSP should further discuss the interconnected nature of the Pala and 
Pauma subbasins and specifically how these subbasins interact. The interaction between these 
subbasins may not be reflected in the current and projected water budgets (pages 3-29 & 3-30), which 
appear to indicate that the Upper Basin as a whole is in stable condition in terms of changes in 
groundwater storage. 

 

Page 2-2: Local water agencies and other related agencies overlying the Upper Basin are listed on this 
page. The fact that Mootamai MWD serves to protect groundwater rights is briefly mentioned. 

Comment: Several of the water agencies listed on this page (including Pauma Municipal Water District 
and San Luis Rey Municipal Water District) are not authorized to provide potable or untreated water 
service and do not own or operate water-related infrastructure in the Basin. Landowners within these 
agencies’ jurisdictions rely on private wells for their water supplies, and these agencies function 
primarily to fund and coordinate activities related to protection of water and water storage rights for 
these landowners. The GSP should state the aforementioned in this section. 

 

Pages 2-2, 2-4, etc.: Some sentences throughout the GSP refer to the “San Diego Water Authority” 
instead of the “San Diego County Water Authority.” Examples of this instance occur on Page 2-2 and 
Page 2-4. 

Comment: The GSP should fix this error and make consistent reference to the “San Diego County Water 
Authority.” 

 

Page 2-3: General land use characteristics in the Upper Basin are described on this page, and a Figure   
2-5 showing 2017 land use data obtained from the “Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG)” is referenced. However, Figure 2-5 provides a footnote stating that data used for generation of 
the map was obtained from the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). 

Comment: SCAG is NOT the regional planning agency for San Diego County, which has its own regional 
planning agency in the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). The GSP should state this. 

 

Page 2-3: General land use characteristics are discussed, and Figure 2-5 showing 2017 land use for the 
Basin is referenced. 
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Comment: Figure 2-5 shows that the La Jolla, Rincon, Pauma, and Pala Reservations cover a significant 
portion of the Basin. The Plan Area section should state that the Bands’ reservations and fee lands cover 
38% of the Basin. 

 

Page 2-4: Water source types, including groundwater, and water use sectors are described in this 
section. 

Comment: Pursuant to CWC 10727.2(e), GSPs must provide a summary of monitoring wells within the 
Basin as well as related well information such as well depth, screened intervals, location, etc. This 
section would also benefit from a write-up of the process to obtain an inventory (i.e. location, 
installation dates, capacity, etc.) of other wells in the Basin (including production wells), if one was 
performed. The write-up would also discuss how the inventory was used for the purpose of verifying 
locations of groundwater extractions in the model. 

 

Page 2-6: The GSP states that while local districts have generally maintained monitoring records within 
their respective service areas, there is currently no unified monitoring plan in the Upper Basin. 

Comment: The GSP should state whether and to what extent the monitoring data obtained from these 
local districts was validated, verified, or cross-referenced before use in the model. 

 

Pages 2-6 & 2-7: “The PVGSA has requested groundwater level monitoring data and pumping data from 
the SLRIWA, but to date SLRIWA has been unwilling to share such data with PVGSA.” 

Comment: This statement should either be deleted or revised to include all Basin Stakeholders that were 
contacted for data, as described on page 3-13, but did not provide such data. 

 

Pages 2-6 & 2-7: Existing monitoring programs for groundwater levels, groundwater production, and 
groundwater quality are presented on these pages. 

Comment: The GSP should present the groundwater level, production, and quality data that was 
obtained from the local districts and from the various state databases. The data should be presented to 
show monitoring site locations, results, monitoring frequencies, etc. 

 

Page 2-10: The development of the San Diego Integrated Regional Water Management (IWRM) Plan is 
discussed on this page. 

Comment: The GSP should describe the steps that the PVGSA and its member agencies have taken to 
meet the San Diego IRWM objectives, as well as how the findings of the GSP adhere to those objectives. 
The GSP should also state whether the PVGSA or any of its member agencies have served and/or will 
serve on the San Diego IRWM RAC. 
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Pages 2-14 & 3-34: The GSP states that increased demand for imported water, and potential 
interruption of the imported supply, will place higher demand on groundwater.  Page 3-34 discusses 
how water levels in the Pala and Pauma Subbasins have recently stabilized and began showing recovery 
due to the use of imported water to augment groundwater supplies. 

Comment: According to Section 2.3.2 of the GSP, the Pauma Valley GSA expects that local groundwater 
will play a key role in creating a cost-effective and reliable water supply in the Basin due to anticipated 
impacts to imported water supply reliability including competition for imported water supplies, 
regulatory changes, and drought conditions. All imported water supplies in the Basin are provided by the 
County Water Authority via the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, so the Basin’s 
imported water supply is subject to supply allocation reductions in dry years. The GSP should mention 
this and further address how future imported water supply availability would further strain local 
groundwater supplies, particularly in the projected water budget.  

 

Page 2-17: The GSA’s communication activities related to development of the GSP are described. 

Comment: The GSP should indicate which stakeholders and members of the public, including any private 
domestic well owners and members of Disadvantaged Communities (DACs), participated in or 
responded to any of the outreach activities described.  The Stakeholders List developed by the GSA 
should be provided. The meeting minutes and electronic meeting recordings, if available, of the 
meetings mentioned in the GSP should be provided on the GSA’s website.  The comments, responses, 
questions, or communications from any member of the public or stakeholders should also be provided 
on the website. 

Additionally, a Public Involvement Plan (PIP) is attached as Appendix 2A to the GSP. Page 7 of the PIP 
outlines the various metrics that will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of public engagement, and a 
list of questions to consider for evaluation of the community involvement process is also included. The 
SLRIWA poses the following questions to the PVGSA and suggests that these questions be addressed in 
full throughout the GSP:  

• What feedback and comments were received from key stakeholders, and were these 
comments addressed by the PVGSA? 

• Were stakeholders properly reached, and were stakeholders generally satisfied with the 
community involvement process? 

 

Page 2-18: Relationships with State and Federal regulatory agencies related to development of the GSP 
is discussed on this page. 

Comment: The GSP should describe specific actions, if any, that were taken during GSP development to 
create/maintain working relationships with USGS, DWR, and CDPH/SWRCB-DDW. The description may 
include meeting dates, agendas, and topics; correspondence with staff; workshops; etc.  The GSP should 
also describe the historic and potential future roles that these state and federal agencies may play 
during implementation of the GSP. 
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Page 3-15: “Therefore, following a period of decline averaging approximately 1 to 4 ft/yr over the last 30 
years …” 

Comment: The GSP should discuss the significance of long-term declining groundwater levels in the 
Basin resulting in current groundwater levels in the Pauma Subbasin being 50 to 100 feet lower than 
they were in 1991, which was the height of the 1987-1992 drought. 

 

Page 3-16: “…. Groundwater storage in the USLR Valley Groundwater Subbasin in 1991 is estimated to 
be approximately 184,000 acre-ft while current groundwater in storage is approximately 124,000 acre-
ft.” 

Comment: The GSP should discuss the significance of the loss of 33% of the groundwater that was in 
storage between 1991, which was the height of the 1987-92 drought, and 2020. 

 

Page 3-16: Section 3.3.4.3 describes current and historical groundwater quality conditions and states 
that the common sources of anthropogenic contamination include leaking underground fuel tanks, 
sewer and septic systems, agricultural applications, and facilities with excess animal waste. 

Comment: The GSP should analyze the past and potential future impacts of salt loading on the Upper 
Basin due to fertilizers and other soil amendments that are imported and utilized in the Basin by the 
agricultural community. The GSP should also analyze these impacts due to the use of imported water 
supplies within the Basin. As part of its projects and management actions, the GSP may recommend that 
a Salt and Nutrient Management Plan (SNMP) be performed to evaluate the quantities of imported 
water, fertilizer, and other soil amendments that are imported and utilized in the Basin. The SNMP 
would include a mass balance analysis of potential contaminants (such as salts and nitrates) from these 
sources, and the findings of the SNMP can be used in conjunction with future transport modeling. 

 

Page 3-29: “As discussed in the Plan Area section (Section 2.3), land use in the USLR Valley Groundwater 
Subbasin is not anticipated to change much. … Therefore, the project water budget was evaluated using 
the average pumping and associated return flows from the past five years (2016 through 2020) …” 

Comment A: Figure 2.7 shows that the Bands’ Reservations cover a significant portion of the Basin and 
shows their future land use as vacant or undeveloped.  The GSP should describe how the Basin will be 
managed considering that the Bands have the right to exercise their Federally Reserved Water Rights 
and that water use on the reservations could increase over the GSP’s 60-year planning period. 

Comment B: The GSP fails to recognize that due to the significant loss of groundwater in storage over 
the last 30 years, long term declining water levels, which recently reached historical low levels, and 
given that imported water in the Basin costs significantly more than pumping groundwater, it is likely 
the increase in imported water use and decrease in groundwater pumping is because wells in the Pauma 
Subbasin cannot produce enough water to meet the demands currently being met by imported water.  
As a result, the current and projected water budgets and current sustainable yield presented in the GSP 
are overestimated and should be re-evaluated. 
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Pages 3-29 & 3-30: The projected Basin water budget is described on these pages and on Table 3-6. The 
projected water budget was developed using average hydrologic conditions based on historic 
precipitation and average pumping and associated return flows from 2016 through 2020. That is, the 
projected water budget, which shows a change in groundwater storage of approximately -109 acre-feet 
per year, was developed using “a continuation of current water use practices in the Basin for the next 60 
years…” 

Comment: As stated in the previous comment, the projected water budget does not account for the fact 
that imported water use in the Basin has increased significantly in recent years, and the resultant 
change in groundwater storage is artificially supported by a reliance on imported water. The projected 
water budget assumes that the imported water use trends of the last five years can be replicated for the 
next 60 years. Again, the GSP should re-evaluate the projected water budget, particularly to reflect 
actual trends in imported water supply reliability. 

 

Page 4-2: The GSP’s sustainability goal will be accomplished in part by operating the Upper Basin 
groundwater resources “within the sustainable yield.” 

Comment: Operating the Basin “within the sustainable yield” may result in an increased reliance on 
imported water supplies for either recharge or direct use, and therefore, salt loading rates in the Basin 
may be impacted. See prior comment on page 3-16. 

 

Pages 4-2 & 4-4: Page 4-2 indicates that the representative monitoring sites for the SMC were selected 
to represent the pumpers “that have responded to the call to participate in the GSP.” The sustainable 
management criteria (SMC) for this GSP are summarized on Table 4-1 on Page 4-4. 

Comment: The GSP mentions on Page 4-9 that minimum thresholds for groundwater levels were 
selected by individual pumpers who have elected to participate in the GSP process. The GSP should also 
state how minimum thresholds and measurable objectives were determined for the other sustainability 
indicators, particularly for water quality. The GSP should identify who participated in the development 
of SMC for the other sustainability indicators and explain how the selected SMC consider all Basin 
beneficial uses/users (if at all) and not just those of the pumpers who have elected to participate in the 
GSP process. It is unclear whether the pumpers who have elected to participate in the GSP process fully 
represent all Basin beneficial uses/users, particularly DACs, private domestic well owners, and the 
SLRIWA member tribes.  

Section 3.3.4.3 (current water quality conditions) states that “ambient concentrations in the [Basin] 
were not able to be determined” because of a lack of available water quality data in the Pala Subbasin, 
yet SMC for groundwater quality were determined. The SMC overall seem to allow for general 
degradation of the Basin. Specifically, the GSP indicates that the overall ambient water quality meets the 
Basin Plan objectives for TDS and nitrate, but the minimum thresholds allow for ambient water quality 
to degrade to those concentration levels established in the Basin Plan. The GSP does not adequately 
consider whether the defined SMC for water quality may cause impacts to current and potential future 
beneficial users within the Basin. This comment is reinforced by the statement on page 4-8 that “the 
GSA is not responsible for local problems or [water quality] degradation caused by others”, as that 
statement contradicts the purpose of SGMA. The same can be said regarding SMC for groundwater 
levels.  
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Additionally, according to Table 4-1, undesirable results for groundwater quality are defined as TDS and 
Nitrate concentrations “below the Basin Objectives (800 mg/L for TDS, 45 mg/L for Nitrate as NO3). This 
statement should be clarified to read that the undesirable result occurs when TDS and Nitrate 
concentrations exceed these Basin Objectives. 

 

Page 4-6:  Section 4.3.1.1 states that “groundwater levels in wells have declined to elevations below the 
top of well screens of some basin pumpers but, for the most part, have not resulted in the inability to 
run the wells.” The potential effects to Basin beneficial uses and users caused by undesirable results 
related to the chronic lowering of groundwater levels are further discussed in Section 4.3.1.2.  

Comment: Both Yuima MWD and Lazy H Mutual Water Company have experienced well impacts and/or 
well equipment damage due to declining groundwater levels. The GSP should discuss the incidence of 
Yuima MWD well impacts and equipment damage due to declining groundwater levels. The GSP should 
also state that some local water agencies (such as Lazy H Mutual Water Company) have been prompted 
to increase their purchase of imported water supplies from Yuima MWD due to well failures caused by 
declining groundwater levels. 

 

Page 4-6 “It is acknowledged current sustainability criteria may not be protective of all domestic wells in 
the basin for which information is largely unavailable.” 

Comment: The GSP does not contain any technical information on private domestic wells or DACs and 
correctly states the proposed sustainability criteria are not protective of private domestic wells.  The 
failure to include potential impacts, both during the recent period of historically low groundwater levels 
and in the future, on private domestic wells and DACs in any of the analysis performed to develop the 
GSP undermines the conclusions presented regarding the lack of historical undesirable impacts having 
occurred in the Basin and, as a result, the GSP does not meet the requirements of the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act to protect beneficial users and uses of groundwater. The GSP should be 
revised to adequately address private domestic wells and DACs. 

 

Page 4-8: Section 4.3.3.1 describes the potential causes of undesirable results related to degradation of 
water quality. The section states that maximizing recharge from natural precipitation may provide the 
best means of mitigating undesirable results related to degraded water quality. 

Comment: This sentence, and any related assertions, should be removed from this section and from the 
GSP altogether. This sentence does not contribute to the purpose of this section, which is to describe 
potential causes of undesirable results related to water quality. Additionally, the Pauma Valley GSA has 
not evaluated whether and to what extent enhanced stormwater recharge will mitigate the degradation 
of water quality. Section 2.1.1 states that the majority of the Upper Basin land uses consist of irrigated 
agriculture/parks/golf (52% of Pauma Basin and 38% of Pala Basin) and open space/water (27% of 
Pauma Basin and 42% of Pala Basin). Since these land uses consist of primarily undeveloped land, there 
may be limited opportunity to increase/enhance stormwater recharge from existing conditions. 
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Pages 6-2, 6-5, & 6-6: The Drought Response Conservation Program implemented by Yuima MWD is 
discussed as a current management action to delay or avoid implementation of measures such as water 
rationing or more restrictive water use regulations pursuant to a declared water shortage emergency. 
Additional water conservation activities are proposed as a future Tier 1 management action promoting 
and incentivizing conservation and efficient use of water. 

Comment: In discussing this Tier 1 project/management action, the GSP should note that (per Section 
2.1.2 on Page 2-3) only 2% of Yuima’s water supply is provided for residential purposes, so conservation 
efforts should be geared primarily towards existing agricultural practices with a  smaller emphasis on 
domestic/municipal conservation. The GSP should also note in Section 2.1.2 whether the 2% residential 
use figure is applicable throughout the portions of the Basin outside of Yuima MWD’s jurisdiction. 
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TIMELINE OF EVENTS BEARING ON EVICTION OF 
SAN LUIS REY INDIAN WATER AUTHORITY 

FROM SGMA PROCESS, AND REQUESTS 
FOR DATA FROM PURPORTED GSA 

 
This document provides a timeline of how local agencies and the purported 

GSA failed to provide notice and information to the SLRIWA and its member tribes 
of their activities under SGMA, following which the purported GSA evicted the 
SLRIWA from the purported GSA.  The SLRIWA and its member tribes were ready, 
willing, able, and prepared to share their water-related information until the entities 
that control the purported GSA refused to allow its GSP consultant to consider or 
assess the Tribes’ federally-reserved water rights (FRWR) and evicted the SLRIWA 
and its member tribes from all meaningful participation in the GSA.   

 
The GSP states: 

 
  No information from wells on tribal land was provided. 
   Draft GSP, p. 0-22, §0.5.1. 
 

For the Pala Subbasin, which includes a large portion of 
tribal land, no information for wells on tribal land was 
provided. . . . Tribal cooperation and data sharing with 
regards to tribal wells, tribal surface water diversions, and 
groundwater levels in the Pala Subbasin will be paramount 
if the PVGSA is to prevent undesirable results while fully 
respecting FRWR in the Pala Subbasin. 

Draft GSP, p. 5-1, §5.3.1. 
 

The relevant dates and events are as follows. Numbers in brackets [X] refer to 
various attachments that are provided in Exhibit C, identified by that number. 
 

Events Prior to Exclusion and Eviction of SLRIWA Prior to Late 2019 
 
6/27/17 MOU signed by Pauma Valley Community Services District (PVCSD), 

Upper San Luis Rey Resource Conservation District (USLRRCD), 
Yuima Municipal Water District (Yuima MWD), and County of San 
Diego for formation of GSA for basin upstream of Frey Creek (i.e., 
excluding Pala Reservation area).  [1] 
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6/28/17 Letter from San Diego County to DWR informing DWR that San Diego 
County intends to withdraw from being presumed GSA for basin 
downstream of Frey Creek due to that area not bearing groundwater as 
defined in state law. [2] 

 
9/15/18 Governor signs AB 1944, adds Water Code §10722.5, thereby 

affirming inclusion of Pala Reservation area in Basin. 
 
10/29/18 2017 MOU parties issue Request For Qualifications (RFQ) for GSP 

consultant.  RFQ notes that “The local agencies are working with the 
tribes to develop a 50/50 partnership to administer SGMA into the 
Upper Subbasin.  The consultant will be required to integrate tribal land 
into the GSP in accordance with agreements made between the local 
agencies and the tribes that fully respects federally-reserved water 
rights.” (p. 5) [3] 

 
11/14/18 Staff report recommends to San Diego County Board of Supervisors  

that San Diego County withdraw from previous GSA due, in part, to 
passage of AB 1944, and noting that “Local Public agencies and tribal 
governments that overlie the Basin are now working together to prepare 
a Plan and sustainably manage groundwater in accordance with SGMA. 
. . . Since formation of the GSA, County staff have participated in a 
working group that was established to involve tribes and local public 
agencies in determining a governance structure for the development of 
the Plan.”  (p. 1, see also p. 4) [4] 

 
1/23/19 Letter from San Diego County to DWR withdrawing from GSA. [5] 
 
3/21/19 Six local agencies and SLRIWA enter into MOU for development of 

GSP. [6] 
 
4/8/19 Minutes of GSA Executive Team.  Discussion of General Governance 

of the GSA under the MOU and Forming a JPA for the GSA.  [7] 
 

President Ron Watkins advised the Board that the governance 
needs to start ASAP, as this may take up to 2 years.  President 
Ron Watkins hopes that the first thing the Board should do is 
draft some principles and appoint a legal committee.  The legal 
committee would draft principles with the direction of the 
Executive Team.  Art Bunce stated that the process should begin 
with a JPA Agreement.  Art Bunce advised the group that the 
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Indian Water Authority would not be a direct member of the JPA, 
but will have a contract with JPA. . . . 
 

6/10/19 Well-attended public forum at Rincon Indian Reservation re Federally-
Reserved Water Rights and their role in a GSP [8] 

 
6/17/19 Detailed Work Description for GSP for San Luis Rey Valley 

Groundwater Basin, by provided by GEI. [9]   
 

Task 2.3—Water Rights and Supply Assessment.   
Developing a clear understanding of local water uses, rights, 
contracts and entitlements, and imported water supply sources will 
be critical for developing sound sustainable management practices 
in the Upper Basin.  Of primary importance is the standing of Tribal 
water rights and the extent of those rights in the entire San Luis Rey 
Valley.  Recent court decisions will; need to be considered and 
estimates of the qualities and allocation of water rights will have to 
be made to understand the available resources to all groundwater 
users in the basin  The GEI Team will evaluate all local water rights, 
paying particular attention to Tribal rights, and the sources and fate 
of imported water supplies.  This information will be vetted with 
the SLR Workgroup and its Technical Committee.  This evaluation 
will serve to establish the starting point for developing a water 
budget, but will not represent a legal quantification of water rights 
for the basin. 

 
6/17/19 Comments of SLRIWA on work plan of GEI for GSP, including a 

“discussion of water rights [that] will include a description of what they 
are, that they cover a substantial amount of the land in the Pauma and 
Pala Basins outside the 1984 boundaries of the four reservations, and 
that they are recorded as restrictions on the properties to which they 
apply in SD County title property records.” [10] 
 

 
Exclusion and Eviction of SLRIWA from GSA, Late 2019 to January 
2020 
 
11/22/19 Technical Memorandum by GEI to Yuima MWD for GSA, re 

Clarification regarding Scope of Work for Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan for San Luis Rey Valley Groundwater Basin. [11] 
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GEI has the background to understand how water rights, contract 
entitlements, and other water allocations should be assessed and 
quantified—as a paper exercise.  We also understand that this 
type of assessment is just the starting point.  No matter what the 
exercise of quantifying water rights and allocations identifies, it 
is understood that the real world allocation will be defined by 
negotiations and agreements between the parties in the basin. 
 
Within our scope of work, we propose to develop an assessment 
of existing water rights, contracts and entitlements, and imported 
water supplies.  This exercise will inform us what exists on 
paper.  It should provide a foundation and background to the 
discussion/negotiation of the real-world distribution and 
allocation of those water rights in the future.  It is not the intent 
of task 2.3 to identify the final allocation scheme for those rights.  
Those are policy level discussion, out of the scope of this task. 

 
11/22/19 Amended version of Task 2.3 from above 6/17/19 Detailed Work Plan 

from GEI, drafted by GSP Executive Team at meeting of 11/22/19.  
Amended version is as follows, with additions in bold and 
deletions struck through, which was immediately rejected by GSA [12] 

    
2.3—Water Rights and Supply Assessment.   

 
Developing a clear understanding of local water uses, rights, 
contracts and entitlements, and imported water supply sources 
will be critical for developing sound sustainable management 
practices in the Upper Basin.  Of primary importance is the 
standing of Tribal water rights and the extent of those rights in 
the entire San Luis Rey Valley.  Recent court decisions will; need 
to be considered and estimates of the qualities and allocation of 
water rights will have to be made to understand the available 
resources to all groundwater users in the basin  The GEI Team 
will evaluate inventory all local water rights, including Indian 
water rights and the Forman Deeds, and will work closely 
with the SLR Executive Team’s lawyers to consider 
whether insure that the language is consistent with the  local 
agency and legal understanding of the status of existing rights, 
and how they are to be treated in the water budget paying 
particular attention to Tribal rights, and the sources and fate of 
imported water supplies.  This information will then be vetted 
with the SLR Workgroup and it’s the Technical Committee 
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Team.  This evaluation  inventory will serve to establish the 
starting point for developing a water budget, but  will not 
represent a legal quantification of water rights for the basin. 

 
11/22/19 Further revised proposed language for Scope of Work for GSA 

Consultant contract, prepared by SLRIWA, immediately rejected [13] 
 
12/11/19 Letter from Steven M. Anderson, attorney for Pauma Valley 

Community Services District (PVCSD), with support of Upper San 
Luis Rey Resource Conservation District (USLRRCD) and Pauma 
Municipal Water District (PMWD), disowning and abandoning 2019 
MOU, and stating intention for local agencies to form new GSA, with 
unclear role, if any, for tribes [14] 

 
12/30/19 GSA Executive Team meeting was called to discuss the letter from 

Steven M. Anderson, attorney for PVCSD, and solicit ideas on next 
steps for the GSA. Three parties to the 2019 MOU (USLRRCD, 
PVCSD, and PMWD) did not attend the meeting, preventing a quorum 
from being obtained. The entity created under the 2019 MOU 
effectively ceased functioning. [14 & 15] 

 
1/8/20 Memo from Ron Watkins describing progress and cooperation of 2019 

GSA/MOU group through mid-2019, followed by breakdown and 
impasse caused entirely by proposed references to water rights in scope 
of work for GSA consultant, noting that no further activity is planned 
or expected. [15] 

 
3/25/20 In a contested proceeding, San Diego Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCO) staff report recommends limiting the 
USLRRCD’s “active and authorized service functions as water 
conservation and wildlife enhancement”, and not including 
groundwater management [16] 

 
4/5/21 After a contested hearing, San Diego LAFCO votes to accept the staff 

recommendation from report of 3/25/21 [17, p. 3; and 18, p. 4] 
 
6/1/20 Yuima MWD, PVCSD, and USLRRCD execute Amendment no. 1 to 

2017 MOU, changing basin boundary per AB 1944, offer to give IWA 
one Ex Officio (non-voting) seat on Executive Team, on which all 
decisions are made by a majority vote of all at least six members of the 
Executive Team. (p. 3, section 4.d.) [19] 
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7/23/21 Yuima MWD, PVCSD, and USLRRCD execute Amendment no. 2 to 
2017 MOU, updating 2017 MOU to reflect basin boundary change per 
AB 1944, with new attached maps.  Map entitled “Jurisdictional 
Boundaries” includes the Pala Subbasin and omits disclaimer from map 
attached to 2017 MOU about no GSA jurisdiction over reservation 
lands, but continues to show white spaces for some non-reservation 
lands. [20] 

 
12/20/21 Letter from S. Anderson (Attorney for PVCSD) to CA Water Resources 

Control Board and CA DWR, responding to letter from IWA of 
11/19/21.  Points: 

1. No basis for consultant to consider water rights in SGMA, 
Unnecessary, too complicated, time-consuming, and costly 

2. Basin is currently in or near balance 
3. GSA cannot speculate re litigation, future use of FRWR  
4. FRWR cannot be recognized until quantified in court [21]        

 
11/22/21 Purported GSA issues draft GSP for comment. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit A 

November 1984 Boyle/Stetson Report 

(excluding appendices) 

 

  











































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit B 

Maps of SLRIWA Band Reservations and  
Other Land Acquisitions compared to 

GSA Member Agency Jurisdictions 
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FIGURE 1

SAN LUIS REY INDIAN WATER AUTHORITY
WATERSHED AREA OF THE SAN LUIS REY RIVER AND SURROUNDING AREAS

FROM LAKE HENSHAW TO THE PACIFIC OCEAN
DRAFT 12/30/2021

Description Total Coverage (acres)
Upper SLR Basin 19,254

Lower SLR Basin 10,412

Total Groundwater Basin Area 29,666
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FIGURE 2

SAN LUIS REY INDIAN WATER AUTHORITY
DWR AND UPPER SAN LUIS REY RIVER BASIN BOUNDARY COVERAGE

BY MEMBER TRIBE RESERVATIONS AND TRIBAL PROPERTIES
DRAFT 12/30/2021 Ü 0 1 2Miles

Description Total Coverage (acres)
Upper SLR Basin 19,254

Pala 3,412

Pauma-Yuima 276

La Jolla 781

Rincon 1,524

Total Reservations 5,993

Pala 964

Pauma-Yuima 307

La Jolla 50

Rincon 53

Total Tribal Property 1,374

Pala Band: Reservation and Tribal Property 4,376

Pauma-Yuima Band: Reservation and Tribal Property 583

La Jolla Band: Reservation and Tribal Property 831

Rincon Band: Reservation and Tribal Property 1,577

SLRIWA Reservations

SLRIWA Tribal Property
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FIGURE 3

SAN LUIS REY INDIAN WATER AUTHORITY
DWR AND UPPER SAN LUIS REY RIVER BASIN BOUNDARY NET COVERAGE BY THE 

YUIMA MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT AND THE PAUMA VALLEY COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT (EXCLUDING RESERVATIONS AND TRIBAL PROPERTIES)

DRAFT 12/30/2021

Description Total Coverage (acres)
Upper SLR Basin 19,254
Yuima MWD 6,770
Pauma Valley CSD 1,120
Overlap b/w Yuima MWD and Pauma Valley CSD 840
Combined Net Co verage of Yuima MWD and Pauma Valley CSD 7,050

5,570

1,041

836

5,775

Yuima MWD                                                                                                  
(excluding Bands’ reservatio n s and tribal properties)
Pauma Valley CSD                                                                                              
(excluding Bands’ reservatio n s and tribal properties)
Overlap b/w Yuima MWD and Pauma Valley CSD                      
(excluding Bands’ reservatio n s and tribal properties)
Combined Net Co verage of Yuima MWD and Pauma Valley CSD 
(excluding Bands’ reservatio n s and tribal properties)
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FIGURE 4

SAN LUIS REY INDIAN WATER AUTHORITY
DWR AND UPPER SAN LUIS REY RIVER BASIN BOUNDARY COVERAGE BY

UPPER SAN LUIS REY RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT
(EXCLUDING COVERAGE BY YUIMA MWD, PAUMA VALLEY CSD, AND MEMBER TRIBE RESERVATIONS & TRIBAL PROPERTIES)

DRAFT 12/30/2021

Description Total Coverage (acres)
Upper SLR Basin 19,254
Upper San Luis Rey RCD 17,025

4,348
Upper San Luis Rey RCD                                                                         
(excluding overlap w ith  Yuima MWD, Pauma Valley CSD, and Bands’ 
reservations and tribal properties)
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FIGURE 5

SAN LUIS REY INDIAN WATER AUTHORITY
DWR AND UPPER SAN LUIS REY RIVER BASIN BOUNDARY COVERAGE BY MEMBER TRIBE 

RESERVATIONS AND TRIBAL PROPERTIES, AND YUIMA MWD AND PAUMA VALLEY CSD
(EXCLUDING RESERVATIONS AND TRIBAL PROPERTIES)

 DRAFT 12/30/2021
Ü 0 1 2Miles

Description Total Coverage (acres)
U ppe r SLR Basin 19,254

Pala 3,412
Paum a-Yuim a 276

La Jo lla 781
Rincon 1,524

Total Reservations 5,993

Pala 964
Paum a-Yuim a 307

La Jo lla 50
Rincon 53

Total Tribal Property 1,374
Pala Band: Re se rvation and Tribal Prope rty 4,376
Paum a-Yuim a Band: Re se rvation and Tribal Prope rty 583
La Jo lla Band: Re se rvation and Tribal Prope rty 831
Rincon Band: Re se rvation and Tribal Prope rty 1,577
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Exhibit C 

Attachments 1 through 21 to Timeline 
of Events 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  1 

  







































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  2 

  









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  3 

  























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  4 

  

















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  5 

  







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  6 

  

























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  7 

  











 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  8 

  





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  9 

  



































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  10 

  







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  11 

  







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  12 

  





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  13 

  







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  14 

  













 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  15 

  







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  16 

  



















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  17 

  









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  18 

  

















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  19 

  





















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  20 

  















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT  21 

 
 
















	0_SLRIWA-CommentsDraftUpperSLRGSP_clean
	I.  GENERAL COMMENTS
	II. THE BANDS’ FEDERALLY RESERVED AND OTHER WATER RIGHTS
	DRAFT UPPER SLR BASIN GSP: SPECIFIC COMMENTS
	FROM SGMA PROCESS, AND REQUESTS


	Exhibit Cover Pages
	Exhibit A
	November 1984 Boyle/Stetson Report
	(excluding appendices)

	Exhibit A - BoyleSanLuisReyPIA_ReportSupplementPart1_1984_CONDENSED
	Exhibit Cover Pages
	Exhibit B
	Maps of SLRIWA Band Reservations and  Other Land Acquisitions compared to GSA Member Agency Jurisdictions

	Exhibit B - Maps_
	Item 1_Watershed Areas
	Item 2_Reservations and Tribal Properties
	Item 3_YuimaWD_and_PVCSD_excludingBands
	Item 4_USLRRCD
	Item 5_Bands_YuimaMWD_PaumaCSD

	Exhibit Cover Pages
	Exhibit C
	Attachments 1 through 21 to Timeline of Events

	Exhibit C - Timeline_Attachments_compiled
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  1

	1
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  2

	2
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  3

	3
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  4

	4
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  5

	5
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  6

	6
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  7

	7
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  8

	8
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  9

	9
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  10

	10
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  11

	11
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  12

	12
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  13

	13
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  14

	14
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  15

	15
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  16

	16
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  17

	17
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  18

	18
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  19

	19
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  20

	20
	Attachment Cover Pages
	ATTACHMENT  21

	21




