2015 GWMP Stakeholder Advisory Group Minutes
December 16, 2015
South Lake Tahoe, CA

Members Present
Ivo Bergsohn
Joey Keely
Jenn Lukins
Jason Burke

Robert Lauritzen
Harold Singer
Brian Grey

Members Excused
Scott Carroll

Thomas Gavigan

Members Absent
Greg Daum

Doug Dame

Presentations
Lisa Dernbach, LRWQCB
Brad Herrema, BHFS (by telephone)

Attachment 1

Bob Loding
Greg Trischler
John Thiel

Dr. Greg Pohll, DRI
Ivo Bergsohn, STPUD

Others Present
See Sign-In List, attached.
OPEN FORUM
During Open Forum two items were raised for discussion; State-Mandated Urban Water Use
Conservation Goals; and possible changes in the TRPA code of ordinances for improved water
conservation.
Water Conservation Goals: The water purveyors provided a brief status report on achieving
State-mandated urban water conservation targets. J. Lukins reported that LBWC is currently at
18% reduction in water usage compared to 2013. Challenges in meeting State-Mandated
targets include increase in number of services (connections) compared to 2013, including
acquisition of a former small community water system (Rockwater Apartments) and new
construction within their water system area. J. Larson reported that TKWC water reductions
were currently at about the 20% level compared to 2013. Success in achieving these reductions
is attributed to implementation of a fine system to enforce water conservation measures.
Challenges with meeting these targets include increased water demands from increased
population in the Tahoe Keys area, compared to 2013. This is attributed to an improved
economy resulting in more second homeowners and renters in the Tahoe Keys area. I. Bergsohn
reported that STPUD has also been able to achieve 20% reductions in monthly water usage
compared to 2013 during the prime urban irrigation period (June through August), but is having
greater difficulty in achieving similar levels of reductions in September, October and November.
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B. Loding reported that Lakeside Park (LSP) instituted its water conservation program in May,
limiting outdoor watering to three days per week. LSP primarily uses surface water (90%) that is
supplemented by ground water (10%) to meet water system demands. Through November, LSP
reported reductions on the order of 32% compared to 2013.
During November, Governor Brown issued another Executive Order that would extend
emergency water conservation regulations through October 2016. Expectations are that water
purveyors will need to continue implementing water conservation measures next summer.
The challenge of estimating per capita water use in an area with a fluctuating population was
raised and tabled for further discussion.
TRPA Code: S, Navarro, raised the topic of possible changes in TRPA Code that could better
support water conservation efforts. These include extending coverage credits for artificial turf
use on residential properties; changing landscape screening language and removing any other
barriers in the Code that may inhibit water conservation efforts. This topic is currently being
discussed at the TRPA staff level. S. Navarro is seeking input from the SAG.
APPROVAL of MINUTES
The SAG approved the meeting minutes from the April 22, 2015 SAG Workshop. Meeting
Minutes will be posted on the District’s website.
ANNUAL REPORT
I. Bergsohn (IB) started the discussion on the Annual Report focusing on the required
components; data needs and schedule for completion. The SAG recommended that the District
prepare a comprehensive report that satisfied both the reporting requirements of the TVS Basin
GWMP, as well as the new requirements under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA). Having a comprehensive report would better fulfill future grant funding application
requirements, if needed.
Water Production Data: Water production data for Community Water System (CWS) wells
accounts for more than 90% of the groundwater extractions from the TVS Basin. The District
requested water production data for individual wells on a monthly basis from each water CWS.
Submitted data would be aggregated and reported by water system in the Annual Report. JL
noted that LBWC has already provided this data to the District. J. Larson noted that TKWC was
in the process of tabulating this information and would be providing this data to the District in
the near future. B. Loding, noted that LSP regularly reports its water production data to the
State Water Board in April. B. Loding indicated that LSP would CC the District on this submittal
to reduce any duplication of effort. J. Keely noted that the USFS also reports water production
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to the State Water Board in April for wells operated on USFS-LTBMU lands. JK offered to make
this data also available to the District for the Annual Report.
Annual Report Schedule: IB requested that water production data for CWS wells be provided to
the District by Thanksgiving of each year for the previous water year. Using these data, a draft
of the annual report would be completed by February of the following year for SAG review. The
final draft report would then be presented in to the District’s Board at a public hearing in
March. This would allow completion and submittal of the Annual Report to DWR by April 1st, in
accordance with SGMA reporting requirements.
SOUTH Y PCE INVESTIGATION
L. Dernbach, LRWQCB, provided an update along with preliminary data of the source area
investigation, targeting suspected businesses that may have used PCE in their past operations.
The impetus for this investigation was the impairment of water quality and removal from
service of the LBWC #2 and #5 wells in 2014. The investigation included the collection of
shallow water samples collected at the water table and from 10 feet below the water table. The
collection of shallow water samples was believed to be adequate to identify potential PCE
source areas. Preliminary results indicate that PCE was found at low concentrations (less than 2
ppb) in the water table samples and was not detected in the deeper water samples. The
absence of PCE in the shallow water samples suggests to LD that PCE is deeper in the aquifer.
LD believes that drawdown from neighboring water wells, caused contaminant movement into
deeper portions of the shallow aquifer. The most significant preliminary finding is the levels of
PCE detected in water samples collected from existing monitoring wells neighboring the BevMo
property. PCE in these wells is attributed to contamination associated with the LT Laundry
Works site. LD believes that this PCE contamination is likely migrating toward the TKWC #2 well.
During group discussion a variety of questions and topics were raised. Depth of Contamination:
IB indicated that the regional aquitard through the area is found at a depth of about 100 feet.
The occurrence of PCE in District wells indicates that PCE contamination extends to the top of
the regional aquitard. TKWC #2: Water samples have been collected from this well at various
depths. PCE has been detected at 11 ppb from water samples collected from near the bottom
of the well (approximately 400 feet deep). STPUD Investigation: District is focused on collecting
data that could be used to develop a predesign for a pump and treat system to remove PCE
contamination from groundwater. The investigation will be performed using the LBWC#4 well.
The District issued an RFP for technical proposals on November 9th. Deadline for proposals is
December 18th. The District hopes to award the project in January 2016. J. Larson offered to
help review the technical proposals. TKWC Concerns: PCE has been increasing in the TKWC #2
Well. The wellhead treatment system used on this well limits water production to about half of
the well capacity. Water conservation efforts have helped to reduce demands, but may not be
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adequate. TKWC is entering into a mutual aid agreement with District to insure an adequate
water supply. TRPA BMPs: S. Navarro raised the issue of BMPs requiring infiltration of runoff
and contaminated properties. TRPA is considering modifying requirement for properties with
known subsurface contamination to only sediment control. TRPA is seeking information from
CSLT to identify contaminated properties. IB offered information identifying Potential
Contaminating Activity (PCA) sites that may be helpful. Trevor Coolidge (TC) inquired whether
this should be considered on a property-level basis or should larger areas be considered such as
wellhead protection zones. TRPA system uses APNs and is therefore geared to a property level
data collection effort, but is open to considering broader areas.
SGMA UPDATE
Brad Herrema, District’s legal counsel, provided a brief presentation on recent changes and
amendments to the SGMA. A recent change that may be most germane to the District is a new
provision requiring a completeness review of all Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA)
Notifications submitted to DWR. This would also include the District’s GSA formation
notification, submitted this past July. As no protests were received during the comment period,
BH did not anticipate that the findings of the DWR completeness review would affect the
District’s claim as the exclusive GSA for the TVS Basin.
TVS BASIN MODELING
Dr. Greg Pohll, UNR Desert Research Institute (DRI) presented interim results of the Phase 1
Modeling work being performed by DRI for the District. The objectives of this work are to: 1)
combine previous groundwater (STPUD/UCDAVIS MODFLOW) and surface water models (DRI
Tahoe Basin GSFLOW) into a new coupled groundwater-surface water model; and 2) use this
coupled model to calculate a groundwater budget for the TVS Basin hydrologic system. The
coupled model contains four layers representing the Alluvium, vertically defined to coincide
with CWS well screen interval depths and simulate surface-water/groundwater interactions.
Recharge for the model was extracted from the existing DRI GSFLOW model (previously
calibrated). Plots of recharge distribution show the majority of groundwater recharge to the
TVS Basin is from higher elevations within the contributing watersheds. Most of this
groundwater recharge (about 30,000 AFY) is discharged as baseflow to surface streams. The
ModFlow River Package is used to simulate surface water/groundwater interactions. The
coupled model calibration was corroborated by comparing the predicted flux to streams to the
observed groundwater flux (baseflow) using USGS stream hydrographs. The model slightly
under predicted the observed flux, but predicted fluxes were within the observed range for
most stations. Differences in flux are attributed to rain-on-snow events during the baseflow
period that increase stream flows in the stream hydrographs, which are not predicted as part of
the baseflow. Discharge to Lake Tahoe is simulated using a General Head Boundary based on
4
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average lake stage from 1959 to present. Using the model, the simulated groundwater flux to
the lake (pre-development) is estimated at about 12,000 AFY. Hydraulic conductance and
permeability values derived from available pumping test information were used to distribute
the aquifers ability to transmit water. These initial values were adjusted by matching simulated
water level elevations to observed elevations from well hydrographs for each of the model
layers. The steady state water budget from the coupled model shows that the ratio of
groundwater extractions (~8,000 AFY) to total groundwater recharge (~42,000 AFY) is very
small (less than 0.2). The end of the presentation described next steps proposed by DRI for the
on-going modeling work.
2015 GROUNDWATER LEVELS
I. Bergsohn, STPUD, provided a brief presentation showing the changes in groundwater levels
through the TVS Basin during the current state-wide 2012-2015 drought event. The decline in
total precipitation during the current drought is relatively moderate compared to the most
significant periods of drought found in the long-term records for the Lake Tahoe Basin.
However, the decline in snow pack in the surrounding watersheds that provides the majority of
groundwater recharge to the TVS Basin is at historic lows. Hydrographs of wells from the
District’s Monitoring Network show that the rate of groundwater elevation decline generally
increases from south to north across the TVS Basin. Rates of groundwater decline for selected
hydrographs ranged from -0.2 to -0.9 feet per water year. Evaluation of 19 of the 27 wells used
for groundwater elevation monitoring had seasonally high groundwater levels (May 2015)
within the normal range; 6 wells were below normal; and 2 wells were above normal compared
to the range of groundwater elevations measured in each well during the 10-year period
preceding the start of the current drought (2001 – 2011).
NEXT STEPS
The following items were identified for further action during the workshop;
• Compare CWS per capita water use numbers to further consider the factors that may
cause water use to vary between local area water systems;
• Review changes being considered by TRPA staff to improve ordinances/regulations that
support rather than hinder water conservation efforts;
• Provide PCA geospatial data to TRPA for storm water ordinance consideration;
• Add J Larson to District’s South Y Extraction Well Suitability Investigation technical
proposal review team.
• Develop the 2015 Water Year Annual Report and provide the draft report for SAG
review by the end of February;
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1 Introduction
This 2015 Annual Report presents a brief management level summary of groundwater conditions in the
Tahoe Valley South Subbasin (6-5.01), herein referred to as the TVS Basin (Figure 1). This annual
summary is provided in order to track progress on the groundwater management process implemented
by the South Tahoe Public Utility District (District) in collaboration with the Stakeholders Advisory Group
(SAG). The SAG consists of members who reside within the TVS Basin or who represent collaborating
businesses or government agencies who have demonstrated a commitment to protecting groundwater
resources.
The 2015 Annual Report provides monitoring data for the 2015 Water Year, which is the 12-month
period starting October 1st of 2014 through September 30th of 2015 (2015 WY). Below normal
precipitation levels during the current 2012 -2015 state-wide drought event (2012-2015 drought)
continued in the Lake Tahoe Basin, with historically low snow pack accumulations across the Sierra
Nevada Region. In response to the drought, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) amended
and readopted an emergency conservation regulation in May 2015 (SWRCB Emergency Conservation
Regulation) ordering all urban water suppliers to implement mandatory restrictions on outdoor
irrigation, which resulted in below normal water demands.
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During the 2012-2015 drought, groundwater elevations within the TVS Basin have generally declined, on
average, at a rate of -1.1 feet per water year. However, groundwater levels as of spring 2015 remained
within the historical range of water level elevations measured during the ten year period preceding the
drought (2001 – 2011), at the majority of observation wells used for groundwater elevation monitoring.
The decline in groundwater elevations during the 2012-2015 drought, are attributed primarily to the
reduced precipitation and collateral decline in groundwater recharge to the TVS Basin. Using the
average change in groundwater elevations measured in basin observation wells, the estimated change in
groundwater storage is calculated at about -1,455 acre-feet (AF) to -2,560 AF during the 2015 WY. This is
believed to represent a decline of less than 2% of the total volume of groundwater stored in the basin
aquifer.
Groundwater management activities implemented during the 2015 WY are described in Section 3 of this
report. These generally include items required for on-going compliance with the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and project initiation to address actions under the 2014 GWMP
Implementation Plan.
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Figure 1. TVS Basin showing CASGEM observation wells, District public water supply wells; and
groundwater basin and contributing watershed boundaries.
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2 Basin Monitoring
The following section presents data collected by the District to show the current state of groundwater
conditions within the TVS Basin.

2.1 Precipitation
Annual precipitation records from National Weather Service Cooperative Observer (NWS COOP) Stations
located in the Lake Tahoe Basin are provided in Figure 2. The Tahoe City Station (NWS COOP 48758) has
the longest period of record of any weather station in the Lake Tahoe Basin and is located along the
west shore of Lake Tahoe approximately 17 miles north of the City of South Lake Tahoe. The Glenbrook
Station (NWS COOP 263205) has the second longest period of record and is located along the east shore
of Lake Tahoe, approximately 13 miles north of the City of South Lake Tahoe. The South Lake Tahoe
Station (NWS COOP 048762) has a relatively limited record, but is used to show the precipitation
recorded directly within the TVS Basin.

Lake Tahoe Basin NWS COOP Stations
Tahoe City

Glenbrook

South Lake Tahoe AP

80

PRECIPITATION (inches)

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

WATER YEAR
Data: WRCC, Precipitation

Figure 2. Annual precipitation recorded at selected NWS COOP Stations in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Total
annual precipitation reported at the Glenbrook Station for the 2012 WY is based on an incomplete
record.
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A summary of the wettest and driest water years, and the total annual precipitation for the 2015 WY, as
a percentage of each stations long-term average are provided below in Table 1.
NWS COOP

Period
Long-Term
Wettest
Driest
2015
of
Average
Water Year
Water Year
Water Year
Record
Precipitation
(WY/ % of Avg.)
(WY/ % of Avg.) (in/% of Avg.)
(Water
(inches)
Years)
Tahoe City 1911 –
31.16
1982/ 222%
1977/ 28%
17.94/58%
(48758)
2015
1
Glenbrook
194517.36
1982/ 207%
1977/ 41%
11.70/67%
(263205)
2015
2
SLT AP
200116.50
2006/ 185%
2001/ 43%
14.17/86%
(048762)
2015
Table 1. Relative changes in precipitation during the 2015 WY for the Lake Tahoe Basin.
1

Precipitation records measured at the Glenbrook Station for the 2012 Water Year are incomplete; therefore the
1977 WY is used as the driest water year on record for this station.
2
The period of record for the South Lake Tahoe Station starts during the 2001 Water Year, therefore the driest
water year on record for this station does not match the other sites.

Inspection of the long term records shows that the decline in total precipitation during the 2015 WY is
below normal. For their respective periods of record, total annual precipitation during the 2015 WY is
below the 10th percentile level at the Tahoe City Station; at about the 20th percentile level at the
Glenbrook Station; and at about the 44th percentile level at the South Lake Tahoe Station.
Using the long-term records, the total precipitation during the 2015 WY is 14.8 inches, which is 63% of
the long-term average for these stations.
2.1.1

Snow Pack

The majority of precipitation in the Lake Tahoe Basin is in the form of snow. Monthly snow telemetry
(SNOTEL) station data (aggregated to annual totals) for the Echo Peak, CA (SNOTEL 463); Hagan’s
Meadow (SNOTEL 508); and Heavenly Valley (SNOTEL 518) stations are provided in Figure 3. The Echo
Peak Station is located along the east slope of the Crystal Range, west of the TVS Basin within the Upper
Truckee Watershed, at an elevation of 7,670 feet above mean sea level (famsl). The Hagan’s Meadow
Station is located along the west slope of the Carson Range south of the TVS Basin within the Trout
Creek watershed, at an elevation of 7,776 famsl. The Heavenly Valley Station is located along the east
slope of the Carson Range southeast of the TVS Basin within the Zephyr Cove watershed, at an elevation
of 8,582 famsl. Snow water equivalent data from these stations is used to show the amount of
precipitation in snow pack stored in the contributing watersheds neighboring the TVS Basin.
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TVS BASIN SNOW PACK
Echo Peak (7,670')

Hagan's Meadow (7,776')

Heavenly Valley (8,582')

SNOW WATER EQUIVALENTS (inches)
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Data: USDA- Snotel

Figure 3. Annual precipitation (in snow water equivalents) from SNOTEL station readings located within
the contributing watersheds surrounding the TVS Basin.
A summary of the wettest and driest water years; and the total annual precipitation in terms of snow
water equivalents for the 2015 WY, as a percentage of each station’s long-term average are provided
below in Table 2.
SNOTEL

Elevation

Period of
Record
(Water
Years)

Long-Term
Average
Snow Water
Equivalents
(inches)
141

Wettest
Water Year
(WY/ % of
Avg.)

Driest
Water Year
(WY/ % of
Avg.)

Echo
7,670
1981- 2015
1983/ 242%
2015/ 19%
Peak
(463)
Hagan’s
7,776
1981-2015
52
1983/ 295%
2015/9%
Meadow
(508)
Heavenly 8,582
1979 - 2015
94
1983/242%
2015/17%
Valley
(518)
Table 2. Snow water content changes in terms of percent of long-term average.
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Inspection of Table 2 indicates that the reductions in snow pack during the 2015 WY are historic. For all
stations and their respective periods of record, the 2015 WY is the driest with the lowest snow water
equivalent readings on record. Using these records, the total snow pack, in snow water equivalents,
during the 2015 WY is 14.9 inches, which is 15% of the average for these stations. This is consistent with
regional readings across the Sierra Nevada Range, which was 5% of normal (April 1).

2.2 Groundwater Levels
The District has been regularly monitoring groundwater elevations from more than forty-five wells
located in the TVS Basin since spring 2001. Approximately thirty of these wells are observation wells that
are included in the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) Program. Hand
readings are collected from all wells in May and November of each year. A smaller number of
observation wells (13) are fitted with dedicated water-level monitoring equipment. The data loggers are
programmed to collect pressure head and temperature readings at 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM on a daily
basis to provide a continuous record of groundwater elevations within the TVS Basin. Hydrographs for
four of these wells are provided below in Figure 4.

TVS BASIN HYDROGRAPHS
Henderson OW

Washoan OW

Martin OW

Lily OW

GROUNDWATER ELEVATION (NAVD88)

6,375
6,350
6,325
6,300
6,275
6,250
6,225
6,200

Figure 4. Continuous dedicated groundwater elevation readings for four observation wells distributed
throughout the TVS Basin. The Henderson Observation Well (OW ) is located near the south end of the
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TVS Basin within Christmas Valley. The Lily OW is located along the north margin of the TVS Basin, near
the south shore of Lake Tahoe.
Figure 4 shows regular fluctuations representing seasonal changes in groundwater elevations.
Groundwater elevations tend to rise during the winter storm season when precipitation exceeds
evaporation and plant transpiration (evapotranspiration); and groundwater production is at or near
seasonal low water demands. Seasonal high groundwater occurring between early-April through midJune and tend to decline during the summer and into the fall, when evapotranspiration exceeds
precipitation and groundwater production is at or near seasonal high water demands., resulting in
seasonal low groundwater elevations occurring between mid-July through mid-November. Over the
period of record, the continuous readings show that groundwater elevations have been relatively stable.
Relatively minor declines in groundwater elevation are occurring during the current 2012-2015 drought.
Using the difference in groundwater elevations measured in May 2011 and May 2015 from each of the
wells used for groundwater elevation monitoring, the difference in groundwater elevations averaged 4.24 feet for all the wells over this four year period. Using this average, it is estimated that the rate of
groundwater elevation decline averaged about -1.1 feet per water year during the 2012-2015 drought.
Hand readings collected during the May 2015 groundwater elevation monitoring event were evaluated
to determine whether current groundwater levels are statistically normal, above normal, or below
normal for twenty-seven wells distributed throughout the TVS Basin. For each well, the percentile rank
of the May 2015 groundwater elevation was determined using the pre-current drought record of hand
readings (2001 – 2011) collected for that well. The percentile rank of the May 2015 groundwater
elevation for each well was then plotted on a cumulative frequency diagram to show the current state
of groundwater level for the TVS Basin compared to the 2001 -2011 period (Figure 5).

TVS Basin GWMP_2015 Ann Rpt_03112016_final

8

TAHOE VALLEY SOUTH SUBBASIN (6-5.01)
2015 ANNUAL REPORT

TVS BASIN GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS
May 2015
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GROUNDWATER ELEVATION PERCENTILE RANK VALUE BY WELL
(2001 - 2011)
Figure 5. May 2015 groundwater level elevation percentile rank values showing the current status of
groundwater levels in the TVS Basin compared to the 2001-2011 record of hand readings.
Figure 5 shows that May 2015 groundwater elevations in 19 of the 27 wells evaluated had groundwater
levels within the normal range; six wells were below normal; and two wells had above normal
groundwater elevations.
Groundwater areas are geographically-based regions of the TVS Basin that are used to assist in the
informal designation of water-bearing zones recognized within the TVS Basin (see Section 5.2.1 of the
GWMP). Below normal groundwater elevations were observed in four observation wells (CL-3, Tata Lane
#3, SW-1 and Seneca TW) and in two active public water supply wells (Sunset and Bayview). Observation
wells CL-3 and Tate Lane #3 are both located near the South “Y” Area, in the southwest corner of the
South Lake Tahoe Groundwater Area. The nearest active large-capacity public water supply well
(pumping more than 1 million gallons per day) is located more than 1 mile northwest of these
observation wells. Therefore, the below normal groundwater elevations in these wells are attributed to
the reduction in precipitation and groundwater recharge through this area during the 2012-2015
drought event. Observation Well SW-1 is a relatively shallow observation well located near the south
end of the Meyers Groundwater Area constructed to a total depth of 40 feet. The below normal
groundwater elevations in this well reflect the elevation decline in the uppermost portion of the water
table through this area. The Seneca TW is located immediately west of the Angora Groundwater Area,

TVS Basin GWMP_2015 Ann Rpt_03112016_final

9

TAHOE VALLEY SOUTH SUBBASIN (6-5.01)
2015 ANNUAL REPORT
outside the west boundary of the TVS Basin and is constructed to a total depth of 180 feet. The below
normal groundwater elevations in this well may reflect the reduced levels of groundwater recharge into
the TVS Basin. The below normal levels in the public water supply wells are attributed to the reduced
precipitation and recharge during the current 2012-2015 drought event and pumping from largecapacity public water supply wells concentrated in the northern portion of the South Lake Tahoe
Groundwater Area.
Above normal groundwater elevations were observed in two observation wells (USGS TCF-3 and
Glenwood #3). The above normal levels in these observation wells is attributed to the reduced
production from an active public water supply well (Glenwood #5) to support sustainable groundwater
elevation levels in the Bijou Groundwater Area.

2.3 Groundwater Quality
Groundwater in the TVS Basin is generally of excellent chemical quality, suitable for the designated
beneficial uses of municipal, industrial, and agricultural water use and for any other uses to which it
might be put. Arsenic is the only naturally occurring constituent that has been found in both public
water system wells and private wells at concentrations exceeding primary or secondary drinking water
standards. Well head treatment is presently used to remove arsenic from groundwater produced at one
active public water supply well (Arrowhead Well No. 3) in the TVS Basin.
Man-made contaminants which occur most frequently in the TVS Basin include petroleum hydrocarbon
and chlorinated hydrocarbon compounds. Of these, the two most prominent constituents of concern
are Methyl-tertiary Butyl Ether (MtBE) and Tetrachloroethylene (PCE).
During the 2015 WY, trace levels of MtBE were detected in three public water supply wells (Bakersfield,
Clement and Paloma Wells) at concentrations below primary or secondary drinking water standards. The
presence of MtBE in these wells is believed to be from remaining areas of degraded water quality
following the cessation of clean-up activities at closed Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites in
the Meyers and South Lake Tahoe Groundwater Areas.
PCE continued to impair water quality in groundwater sources located in the South “Y” area. In July
2014, levels of PCE exceeding drinking water standards were detected in two public water supply wells
(LBWC#2 and LBWC#5) used by Lukins Brothers Water Company (LBWC). Both wells were subsequently
removed from service and are presently inactive. PCE is also detected at levels exceeding drinking water
standards in one public water supply well (TKWC #2) used by the Tahoe Keys Water Company (TKWC). In
2008, TKWC installed a wellhead treatment system for the removal of PCE from groundwater from this
well; limiting water production to about 30% of its nominal capacity. Trace levels of PCE were detected
in one public water supply well (Clement Well) used by the District, at concentrations below drinking
water standards. This well is currently inactive.
In September 2015, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB ) issued a proposed
Clean Up and Abatement Order (CAO No. R6T-2015-PROP) to clean up and abate the discharge and
threatened discharge of chlorinated hydrocarbons at 1024 Lake Tahoe Blvd, South Lake Tahoe, Eldorado
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County, CA. Through its groundwater management efforts as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(GSA) for the TVS Basin, District staff has met with representatives from LRWQCB, LBWC and TKWC
regarding this matter.
Due to the continued impairment of groundwater sources throughout the South Y Area, the District, in
collaboration with the SAG, developed a scope of work to conduct a well assessment and data collection
effort that could be used as a basis of design for future extraction wells in order to contain the migration
of PCE in groundwater through this area (see Section 3.3). In November 2015, this scope of work was
issued as a Request for Proposal (RFP) for engineering firms to perform this work.

2.4 Pumping Volumes
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Groundwater serves as the primary source of drinking water supply throughout the TVS Basin. More
than 90 percent of groundwater extractions from within the TVS Basin are from public water supply
wells operated by the District, the TKWC and LBWC. The monthly and total pumping volumes of
groundwater extracted by these wells during the 2015 water year are summarized below in Table 3.
During the 2015 WY, a total of sixteen (16) public water supply wells were active within the TVS Basin.

Table 3. Monthly pumping volumes for public water system wells in the TVS Basin during the 2015 water
year, reported in acre-feet (AF).
The groundwater production (in AF) for each of the TVS Basin public water systems listed above is
shown below in Figure 6. Since the 2005 WY, the annual groundwater extractions from the pumping of
these public water system wells has ranged from about 6,298 AF in 2015 to about 9,652 AF in 2007,
with a median value of about 7,775 AF. The 2015 WY was the historically lowest groundwater
production year for the District’s water system (1988 -2015), which accounts for about 84% of the total
groundwater pumped by these wells. During the 2015 WY, the total groundwater production from
these wells (PWS WELLS- TOTAL) was about 20% below the median value.
TVS Basin GWMP_2015 Ann Rpt_03112016_final
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TVS BASIN GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION

GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION (in AF)
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Figure 6. Groundwater production trends for public water system wells in the TVS Basin, since the 2005
WY, in acre-feet (AF).

2.5 Groundwater Storage
Total groundwater storage for the TVS Basin has been estimated using two differing approaches: 1)
using reservoir mapping of the aquifer’s water-bearing zones derived from geologic logs and storage
coefficient information from aquifer tests; and 2) using water budgets simulated from the Groundwater
Surface water Flow Model (GSFLOW) presently being developed by the Desert Research Institute,
Nevada System of Higher Education, (DRI) (see Section 3.2). Preliminary estimates of groundwater
storage in the TVS Basin from these efforts are provided below in Table 4. It is important to note that
much of the groundwater storage as calculated by the groundwater model may not be accessible. This
would include upland areas along riparian corridors and deeper portions of the aquifer due to economic
constraints. Accessible groundwater in storage could be a much as 50 percent less than the value
reported in Table 4 (~1,200,000 acre-feet).
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METHOD

AREA (Acres)

SATURATED
THICKNESS
(Feet)

STORATIVITY GROUNDWATER
(Sy, Ss)
in STORAGE
(Acre-Feet)

STPUD
Kriging
21,894
83
0.078
141,742
Minimum Curvature
12,434
202
0.078
195,910
DRI
Groundwater Model1
50,300
590
0.3
2,400,000
Table 4. Preliminary estimates of groundwater in storage within the TVS Basin from reservoir mapping
and simulated water budgets from coupled groundwater and surface water modeling.
1

Total groundwater in storage calculated from all “alluvial” model cells in the top three model layers (590 ft)
including those along riparian corridor in upland areas.

From groundwater elevation monitoring readings collected within the TVS Basin (Section 2.2);
groundwater levels have declined on average about -4.2 feet since May 2011 and about -1.5 feet since
May 2014. Using the reservoir areas and storage coefficients from the District estimates the associated
change in groundwater storage during the current 2012-2015 drought event is estimated at about 4,000
to 7,100 AF; and about 1,455 to 2,560 AF since the 2014 WY.
Annual groundwater storage versus time is shown in Figure 7 as calculated by the groundwater flow
model. Groundwater storage declines by as much as 35,000 acre-feet per year (AF/yr) in drought years,
but is replenished by as much as 40,000 AF/yr in wet years. Average change in groundwater storage
over the simulation period (1983-2014) is positive at approximately 2,100 AF/yr, with groundwater
levels declining slightly to balance the water budget. During the 2012-2014 drought period groundwater
storage decreased by 10,000 – 20,000 AF/yr. Using the reservoir areas and groundwater storage
changes from the groundwater model, the average decline in groundwater levels during the 2012-2014
water year are estimated at approximately -0.66 feet per year to -1.33 feet per year.
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Figure 7. Change in groundwater storage as calculated from the TVS groundwater model. From the
groundwater model, positive values of change in groundwater storage correspond to declining
groundwater levels; negative values correspond to rising groundwater levels.

3 Groundwater Management
Groundwater management activities listed below generally include items required for on-going
compliance with SGMA and project initiation to address actions under the TVS Basin 2014 Groundwater
Water Management Plan (GWMP);
1. Establishment of the District as the GSA for the TVS Basin;
2. Initiated development of groundwater models and hydrologic modeling tools to support
implementation of the following Basin Management Objectives (BMOs);
a. BMO #4, Action 2: Conduct a regional groundwater vulnerability assessment;
b. BMO #5, Action 1: Assess the effects of groundwater pumping on habitats in lakes,
streams and wetlands;
c. BMO #5, Action 3: Assess potential effects of climate change on groundwater
conditions;
d. BMO #7, Action 3: Update the existing TVS Basin Groundwater model; and,
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e. BMO #7, Action 4: Expand monitoring well network to evaluate groundwater recharge
and other key areas.
3. Initiated an investigation for the removal of PCE from groundwater in the South “Y” area in
support of BMO #2: Maintain and Protect Groundwater Quality; and
4. Enhanced water conservation measures under the SWRCB Emergency Conservation Regulation
for BMO #1: Maintain a Sustainable Long-Term Groundwater Supply.
In addition to these activities, the District convened the following public hearings and/or workshops to
inform the interested public and agencies of the groundwater management activities being performed
in the TVS Basin.
1. April 16, 2015: South Tahoe Public Utility District Board Meeting; Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act of 2014 and the Tahoe Valley South Basin (6-5.01);
2. April 22, 2015: Stakeholders Advisory Group Workshop No. 1;
3. July 16, 2015; South Tahoe Public Utility District Board Meeting; Groundwater Sustainability
Agency for the Tahoe Valley South Groundwater Basin (6-5.01);
4. August 12, 2015; El Dorado County Water Agency Meeting; Hydrologic Modeling Tools for South
Tahoe Public Utility District;
5. December 2, 2015: Stakeholders Advisory Group Workshop No. 2.
On July 16, 2015, the District Board adopted Resolution 2986-15 electing that the District would serve as
the GSA for the TVS Basin. Acting on this resolution, District staff submitted a complete GSA formation
notification (as required under Water Code Section 10723.8) to the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR). Upon receipt of this notification, DWR posted the District’s notification on its website
for public comment. During the 90-day public comment period (August 19 - November 17, 2015), no
other agencies submitted a competing GSA formation notification and no letters of protest were
received. As no other competing notice was received, the District is presumed to be the exclusive GSA
within the area of the basin it manages.
The boundaries of the TVS Basin include two fringe areas that lie outside the District’s LAFCO
Boundaries. Staff is working with District Legal Counsel to explore appropriate means by which these
fringe areas could be sustainably managed under a single groundwater management plan for the TVS
Basin.

3.1 Groundwater Model Update
On August 6, 2015, the District Board authorized staff to enter into a consulting agreement with the DRI,
for the initial phase of development of groundwater models and hydrologic modeling tools for
implementation of the GWMP. The initial phase of development (Phase 1) generally involves acquiring
the data to update the District’s existing groundwater flow model and DRI’s existing integrated
hydrologic model for the South Tahoe watersheds; constructing and calibrating a steady-state
groundwater flow model for the TVS Basin; constructing and calibrating a transient integrated
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hydrologic model for the South Tahoe watersheds; and development of a comprehensive steady-state
water budget for the TVS Basin.
Completion of Phase 1 is anticipated by the end of January 2016.
Updating and integration of the computer models under Phase 1 will be used for complex analysis of the
TVS Basin hydrologic system under Phase 2. Modeling work for Phase 2 is anticipated to begin during the
first quarter of 2016.

3.2 South Y Investigation
Section 10 of the GWMP provides an Implementation Plan to assist with the application and assessment
of the GWMP. The Implementation Plan organizes actions into several categories depending on
whether these actions are on-going; planned to be implemented over the next five years; or planned to
extend beyond the next five year planning period. The Short-Term Implementation Plan includes actions
that the District plans to implement over the next five years. As part of the Short-Term Implementation
Plan to maintain and protect groundwater quality (BMO # 2), the SAG recommended that the District
support renewed investigation and clean-up of groundwater contamination with special emphasis on
PCE contaminant plume(s). In response to this concern, the District developed and solicited a Request
for Proposals (RFP) to groundwater consultants in order to evaluate the suitability of using the LBWC #4
Well for the removal of PCE from groundwater in the South “Y” Area. Primary objectives for this project
include; vertical profiling of the well for contaminant flow path delineation; aquifer parameter
determination for extraction well capture zone analysis; and influent water quality and contaminant
load characterization for future groundwater treatment design.
This project is expected to start in January 2016 and to be completed by June 2016.

3.3 2015 Water Conservation Measures
During May 2015, the SWRCB amended and readopted its Emergency Conservation Regulation,
mandating state-wide water conservation measures for all urban water suppliers. In order to reach
proscribed water conservation targets, each public water system implemented enhanced water
conservation measures to reduce potable water usage from June 2015 through February 2016, as
compared for the same months in 2013.
Enhanced water conservation measures enforced by public water systems in the TVS Basin included, but
were not limited to;
•
•
•
•
•
•

Designated outdoor irrigation days;
Restricted outdoor irrigation times (6:00 am to 6:00 pm);
Prohibited use of potable water for irrigation of undeveloped properties;
Prohibited use of potable water for irrigation within 48 hours of a measurable rain event;
Prohibited use of potable water for irrigation of public street medians;
Limited serving of drinking water in eating and drinking establishments; and
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•

Promotion of reduced guest laundering in hotels and motels.
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Differences in groundwater production between the 2013 WY and 2015 WY for the major public water
systems operating within the TVS Basin are provided below in Table 5. Reviews of Table 5 shows
reductions in water use were generally higher during June/July and lower during August/September.
Each of the public water systems were able to achieve total water reductions above 20%, compared to
2013 WY usage.

Table 5. Changes in water usage in the TVS Basin (in millions of gallons (Mg)) during the 2015 WY
compared to the 2013 WY. State mandated conservation measures on urban water usage were
implemented starting in June 2015.
1

Change in usage values are not adjusted for 1.16 million gallons of drinking water produced by the District and
provided to LBWC through a water system inter-tie.

3.4 Proposed Management Actions (2016 WY)
Groundwater management activities for the 2016 WY will generally involve progressing and, where
possible, completing items initiated during the 2015 WY. A general summary of these proposed
management actions are listed below;
1. Continue to monitor new regulations issued by the DWR and SWRCB for implementation of the
SGMA, with special emphasis on GSA Formation and requirements for Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSP) and GSP alternatives;
2. Continue to communicate with and solicit feedback from the SAG. Expand communications to
small community water systems, domestic well owners and local conservation organizations;
3. Identify an appropriate manner by which fringe areas can be adequately managed under a
single GWMP;
4. Complete the South Y Extraction Well Suitability Investigation;
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5. Support the development of Prop 1 Funding applications to remove PCE from groundwater
through the South Y Area;
6. Continue to develop groundwater models and develop hydrologic modeling tools for
implementation of the GWMP and development of a GSP or GSP alternative;
7. Consider local planning agency changes to artificial turf regulations to reduce outdoor irrigation
use;
8. Continue enhanced water conservation measures as required under the SWRCB Emergency
Conservation Regulation; and
9. Continue monitoring hydrologic conditions within the TVS Basin.

3.5 GWMP Changes
In 2014, the GWMP was last updated to be fully compliant with DWR requirements (AB3030 Plan;
California Water Code Section 10750 et seq.) and to better reflect the groundwater concerns of the
greater South Lake Tahoe community. As indicated previously in Section 3.0, activities during the 2015
WY focused on items needed to satisfy compliance with new SGMA requirements and initiating projects
to address actions identified in the updated GWMP. There were no plan component changes, including
addition or modification of BMOs, during the period covered by this report.

3.6 Coordination Efforts
The GWMP includes a number of BMOs that require coordination with other water management, land
use and government agencies. During the 2015 WY coordination efforts focused primarily on
strengthening collaborative relationships among SAG members, including local water purveyors,
governmental agencies and the public. These efforts included;
1. Conducting regular public outreach activities (see Section 3.0);
2. Continued communication and coordination with LBWC, TKWC and LRWQCB concerning PCE
groundwater contamination in the South Y Area;
3. Attendance at the Tahoe-Sierra Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) meeting (April
15, 2015);
4. Review of No Further Action Requests for groundwater cleanup activities within the TVS Basin;
o Meyers Landfill T1000000216 (LRWQCB Case No. T6S006)
5. Expanding communication with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency concerning development of
artificial turf regulations; and
6. On-going collaboration with the SAG and hosting of two SAG Workshops as a forum for
discussion of local groundwater concerns with stakeholders and interested parties.
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DWR Regulations to Guide Local Sustainable Groundwater
Management Plans Approved
by California Water Commission
SACRAMENTO – The Department of Water Resources (DWR) regulations that will
guide local groundwater sustainability agency management and regulation of
California’s groundwater basins as outlined in the historic Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) enacted by Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. in 2014 were
approved by the California Water Commission today. The approved emergency
regulations now will be filed with the Office of Administrative Law and go into effect
June 2016.
“Today we reach a major milestone in California’s quest to sustainably manage
groundwater,” said DWR Director Mark Cowin. “These regulations will help
communities bring aquifers into balance and prepare for a changing climate and
future droughts.”
Groundwater is vital to California and supplies over a third of the water Californians
use, and as much as 60 percent or more in some areas during times of drought.
SGMA requires local agencies to draft plans to bring groundwater aquifers into
balanced levels of pumping and recharge. Managing groundwater sustainably is a
key element of the California Water Action Plan, the Brown administration’s five-year
roadmap for building resilient, reliable water supplies and restoring important
ecosystems.
In some parts of the San Joaquin Valley, groundwater levels are reaching record lows
—up to 100 feet lower than previous records. In August 2015, the Department of
Water Resources released a new NASA report showing land in the San Joaquin
Valley sinking faster than ever before, nearly two inches per month in some
locations. Continued extensive groundwater pumping puts nearby infrastructure at
greater risk of costly damage.
High- and medium-priority groundwater basins identified as critically over-drafted
must be managed under groundwater sustainability plans by January 31, 2020. All
other high and medium priority basins must be managed under a groundwater
sustainability plan by January 31, 2022 or an alternative to a plan by January 1,
2017. DWR offers technical and financial assistance to help local agencies develop
their plans.

From the outset, the SGMA was intended to recognize that groundwater is best
managed on the local level and that each groundwater basin has unique
characteristics and challenges. An inherently technical and complex task, managing
groundwater requires regulations that can address the goal of sustainability across
such a geologically and hydrologically diverse state as California.
These regulations recognize the two key principles of the groundwater legislation.
First, that groundwater is best managed at the local or regional level, and local
agencies should have the tools they need to sustainably manage their resources.
Second, when local or regional agencies cannot or will not manage their groundwater
sustainably, the state will intervene until the local agencies develop and implement
sustainable groundwater management plans.
The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) regulations also reflect DWR’s
responsibility under SGMA. DWR must evaluate the development and
implementation of GSPs, alternatives, and coordination agreements by local
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies or Local Agencies. The regulations cover such
provisions as data collection, reporting requirements, descriptions of current and
historical groundwater conditions, the elements of the “water budgets” that each plan
must include, and the criteria by which an agency defines conditions in its plan that
constitute sustainable management.
The new GSP regulations are the result of extensive public engagement and reflect
the wide variety of perspectives provided by numerous advisory groups and
statewide stakeholders, the general public, the State Water Resources Control Board
and the California Water Commission. Throughout 2015 and 2016, DWR regularly
met with more than a dozen SGMA advisory groups, conducted public meetings and
webinars across the state, published issue papers to educate the public on the
issues, prompt public discussion and gather feedback.
For more information regarding California’s groundwater please visit:
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/index.cfm

This email message has been delivered safely and archived online by Mimecast.
To unsubscribe from the DWR_SGMP list, click the following link:
https://LISTSERV.STATE.CA.GOV/wa.exe?SUBED1=DWR_SGMP&A=1
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Community Water Systems
South Tahoe Public Utility District
Tahoe Keys Water Company
Lukins Brother Water Company
Lakeside Park Water Company
Non-Transient Non-Community Water Systems
AL TAHOE ELEM/STMS (WATER SYS)
HEAVENLY SKI RESORT
SOUTH SHORE RECREATION AREA
STATION HOUSE INN
Transient Non-Community Water Systems
ALDER INN
ALPENROSE INN
ALPINE INN & SPA
AMERICAN CONSERVATION EXPERIENCE
AMERICAN LEGION TRACT RESORT ASSOC
BALDWIN BEACH
BEVERLY LODGE
BIJOU CENTER
CAMP CONCORD
CAMP SHELLY
CASCADE MUTUAL WATER COMPANY
CATHEDRAL WATER ASSOCIATION
DEERFIELD LODGE @ HEAVENLY
EMERALD PINES RESORT CABINS
FALLEN LEAF MUTUAL WATER CO
FLL MUTUAL
GINGER MOUNTAIN LODGE
HEATHER LAKE ROAD TRACT
HEAVENLY GONDOLA
KING'S IV CONDOMINIUMS
LAKE TAHOE INN
MARK TWAIN MOTEL
MATTERHORN MOTEL
MIDWAY MOTEL ANNEX
NATIONAL 9
PINEWOOD INN
RAINBOW TRACT WATER ASSOC
SPRING CREEK TRACT ASSOCIATION
STANFORD SIERRA CAMP
SUMMIT PINES APARTMENTS
SUNRAY TAHOE HOTEL
TAHOE PINES CAMPGROUND
TAHOE TRAVEL INN
TAHOE VALLEY LODGE
THE TRAILHEAD
TRUCKEE CREEK COTTAGES
VILLA TAHOE CONDOMINIUMS
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State Small Water System
ALTA MIRA BUILDING
ASPEN APARTMENTS
DELLA CELLA COTTAGES
HEAVENLY VALLEY TRAILER PARK
HUNTER WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM
JOHNSON FAIRWAY WATER SYSTEM
LOWER EMERALD BAY TRACT
MORGAN CENTER
PINE CONE TRAILER PARK
SIESTA ARMS APARTMENTS
SONORA APARTMENTS
STANFORD HILL TRACT
TAHOE BLUE WATER COMPANY
TAHOE COTTAGE INN
YOUNG STREET APARTMENTS
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Prop 1 Funding: Projects that prevent or cleanup the contamination of groundwater that has served or
has served as a source of drinking water.
•
•
•
•

$744 Million; Total available; majority to be spent on Capital Assets
$160 Million; Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) set aside;
$80 Million : Project Planning and Monitoring;
$80 Million; Treatment and Remediation Activities that prevent or reduce the contamination of
groundwater that serves as a source of drinking water;

Grant Amounts:
•
•

Planning: $100,000 - $1 Million
Implementation: $500,000 – at SWRCB discretion

Match Requirement:
•
•
•

50% of Total Project Cost
Federal Grants/Loans; Local/Private funding; in-kind services
Includes planning or implementation expenses incurred on or after November 4, 2014.

Availability
•
•

Funding Deadline: June 30, 2018;
Spending Deadline: June 30, 2021.

Eligible Applicants:
•

Public Agencies; Non-Profits; Public Utilities; Indian Tribes; Mutual Water Companies

Project Type:
•

•

Planning & Monitoring- site assessment; site characterization; modeling; remedial investigation
(RI); feasibility study (FS); monitoring and reporting plan; responsible party search; preliminary
engineering design that leads to an implementation project meeting the established
requirements and preferences.
Implementation- design, construction, pilot studies and initial start-up of constructed facilities.
o Wellhead Treatment;
o Extraction wells combined with Treatment Systems;
o Centralized Groundwater Treatment Systems;
o Groundwater Recharge to prevent or reduce contamination of municipal or domestic
wells;
o Groundwater injection to prevent seawater intrusion

Project Structure:
•
•

Programs- Composed of multiple projects – administratively expedient or includes separate
funding agreements.
Phased –
o If information from one phase is needed to define the scope and budget of subsequent
phase;
o If one phase is on a significantly different schedule than another;
o If overall cleanup effort is significantly complex.
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Priorities:
•
•
•

Leverage Funds- Projects that leverage private, federal, or local funding or produce the greatest
potential benefit
New & Innovative Technology- Projects that employ new or innovative technology or practices
Prop 1 Prioritization Criteria (Chapter 10)
o Threat posed by groundwater contamination to the affected communities overall
drinking water supplies;
o Potential for groundwater contamination to spread and impair drinking water supply
and water storage;
o Potential of the project, if fully implemented, to enhance local water supply reliability;
o Potential of the project to maximize opportunities to recharge vulnerable, high-use
groundwater basins and optimize groundwater supplies
o Addresses contamination at a site that;
 Has not yet identified responsible parties (RPs); or
 Where the identified RPs are unwilling or unable to pay for the total cost of
clean-up

Eligibility:
•

SWRCB – Implementation Project Requirements
o CWAP Objectives
 Prevent the spread of contamination in an aquifer that serves or has served as a
source of drinking water;
 Accelerate the cleanup of contamination in an aquifer that serves or has served
as a source of drinking water;
 Protect an aquifer that serve as a source of drinking water; or
 Provide clean drinking water to DACs or economically distressed areas (EDAs)
o High Priority – Identified by applicable State or Federal Regulatory Agency (e.g.,
LRWQCB)
o Matching Funds – must demonstrate availability of funds; and capacity to pay for future
O&M costs through useful life;
o Useful life of at least 20 Years.

Preferences:
•

SWRCB – Implementation Projects
o Human Right to Water;
o Community Benefit- benefits the largest number of people per dollar spent;
o Contaminant Removal Efficiency – removes the most contamination at the lowest cost;
o Schedule – can be completed in appropriate time frame;
o Promote Groundwater Sustainability – project supports attainment of the goals of and is
identified in an approved GSP or the project is consistent with an applicable court
decree (adjudicated basins).
o Demonstrated Abilityo Regional Project – identified in applicable IRWM Plan
o Multiple Benefits- achieves 1 or more;
 Prop 1 Prioritization Criteria
 CWAP Objectives
 Part of Groundwater Recharge Program
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Responsible Party (RP) Requirements:
•
•

Must exercise reasonable efforts to recover costs of groundwater cleanup from RPs.
Funds recovered from RPs may only be used to fund Treatment and Remediation activities;
these include acquiring new capital assets and funding on-going O&M.

Q&A
1. What is the level of interest from the SAG in submitting a Pre-Application for Prop 1 GGP funds
to prevent or cleanup the contamination of groundwater in the South Y Area?
2. What type of projects (Planning or Implementation) should be included in the Pre-Application?
3. Who should serve as the Applicant Contact?
4. How should the Project be structured (Program (multi-project); and/or Phased)?
5. Would the LRWQCB identify the Project as a “High Priority”?
6. Has a responsible party been evaluated or identified for this project?
7. What level of support could be expected from other SAG agencies (El Dorado County; City of
SLT; TRPA)?
8. Does STPUD, LBWC, TKWC meet PWS Affordability Criteria?
9. Has a responsible party been evaluated or identified for this project?
10. What are the source(s) of funding potentially available for meeting Match Requirements?
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Proposition 1 Groundwater Sustainability Program

Proposition 1 was passed by voters in November 2014 and provided $900 million for a Groundwater
Sustainability Program (Assembly Bill 1471, Chapter 10). The State Water Board will administer $800
million to prevent and cleanup contamination of groundwater that serves (or has served) as a source of
drinking water. The funds can be provided as grants or loans.
More information on these and other funding programs is available at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/

PROGRAM
FUNDING
FUNDING
MECHANISMS
ELIGIBLE
APPLICANTS
ELIGIBLE
PROJECTS

Attachment 7

WHAT ARE THE FUNDING PROGRAM DETAILS?
$800 Million
 Grants
 Loans
The split in funding for grants and loans has not yet been established.
 Public Agencies, Tribes, Public Utilities, Non-Profits, Mutual Water Companies


Prevent or Clean up Contamination of groundwater that serves or has served as a
source of drinking water

PRIORITIES







Threat posed by groundwater contamination to drinking water supply
Potential for groundwater contamination to spread/impair
Potential of project to enhance local water supply reliability
Potential of project to recharge vulnerable, high-use basins
Projects with no viable responsible party(ies)

CONTAMINANTS










Natural contaminants
Human-made contaminants
Draft Guidelines – January 2016
Public Workshops – February 2016
State Water Board Consideration – April/May 2016
Final Guidelines – May 2016
First Round – Solicitation/Review – Fall 2016/17
First Round Grant Agreements – 2017

SCHEDULE

HOW DO I APPLY?
Applicants seeking funding from either GWQF program will be able to apply using a single preapplication for both funding programs. State Water Board staff will evaluate pre-applications and
determine which program, if any, is the most appropriate for each project; and, therefore, applicants
do not need to designate a funding program preference. Applicants whose pre-application is
successful will be invited to submit a final application, either for Proposition 1 Groundwater
Sustainability or Site Cleanup Subaccount, or may be advised to apply for another potential source of
funds.
Groundwater Quality Funding applications will be accepted online through the Financial Assistance
Application Submittal Tool (FAAST):
https://faast.waterboards.ca.gov/
HOW ARE PROJECTS RANKED?
Currently there are no ranking criteria other than existing requirements in law. The State Water
Board will adopt guidelines with project selection criteria for the Proposition 1 Groundwater
Sustainability Program. The State Water Board may choose to select certain projects for funding over
other projects if there are insufficient funds to fund all projects during the fiscal year or over the life
of the programs.
WHAT IF I NEED HELP WITH MY APPLICATION?
Contact information is shown below.
FAAST tutorials will be available online: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/videos/faast.shtml
If your community has a hardship, technical assistance providers may be available to assist with
electronic submittal.
HOW CAN I STAY INFORMED? Website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants
_loans/
Get Email Alerts:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email_subscriptions/swrcb_subscribe.
shtml “Groundwater Quality Funding Assistance”
HOW CAN I CONTACT THE STATE WATER BOARD?
Email: : gwquality.funding@waterboards.ca.gov
Phone: (800) 813-FUND (3863)

Generalized Groundwater Quality Funding Program Process

Pre-application Submittal – FAAST
(Concept Proposal)

KEY
Concept Proposal Application Process
Full Proposal Application Process
Grant Agreement Process

Discuss Projects w/ Applicants
(Concept Proposal)

Decision

Request Complete Application – FAAST
(Full Proposal)

Discuss Projects w/ Applicants & Reviewers
(Full Proposal)

Prepare Recommended Prop1 and SB445
Project List

State Water Board
Publishes Project Lists

Prepare Grant Agreements with Applicant

Execute Grant
Agreements
Note: Process may be adjusted as needed.

Implementation and Project
Management

Attachment 8
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APPENDIX E: PLANNING PROPOSAL EVALUATION SCORING CRITERIA
The proposal evaluation scoring for Planning projects includes two types of evaluations
depending on the evaluation question:
1) A simple “Yes/No” determination as to whether the proposal includes the information. Five
points will be given for each “yes” determination while “no” determinations will receive zero
points; and
2) A qualitative evaluation that requires the reviewer to determine how well the proposal
addresses the evaluation question. Four to five points will be given if the proposal addresses
the question well and no changes are needed to fund. One to three points will be given if the
proposal addresses the question to some degree, but changes are needed to fund. No points
will be given if the proposal does not address the evaluation question.
Of those evaluation questions that are qualitatively evaluated, some are considered “critical”8
and must receive a score of four or five, otherwise, the project will not be recommended for
funding.
A bonus of up to 10 points will be given for projects that benefit DACs or EDAs.

8

An “*” is used to designate “critical” evaluation questions.
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APPENDIX E: PLANNING PROPOSAL EVALUATION SCORING CRITERIA
SCORED CRITERIA
Project/Applicant Background – 40 Points
1. Does the proposal:
a. Describe the beneficial use(s), water quality and quantity issues present, and
ongoing efforts to address issues within the groundwater basin? (Yes = 5 points,
No = 0 points)
b. Describe current and proposed projects within the basin that address groundwater
contamination? (Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
c. Describe the roles and responsibilities of the applicant and cooperating entities in
the project? (Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
2. Has the applicant and its technical team (if identified) conducted similar projects and
demonstrated an ability to complete projects on time and within scope and budget?
3. Does the proposal:
a. Provide a complete description of the extent to which a search for Responsible
Parties (RPs)/Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) has been conducted?
b. Provide a complete and accurate description of the known RP/PRPs in relation to
the proposed project?
c. Clearly describe the relationship between the proposed project and any other
planning or monitoring efforts that are addressing critical information gaps?
d. Provide a summary of existing information, technical description and discussion
that demonstrates that a critical information gap will be addressed by the planning
project?*
Program Priorities, Requirements and Preferences – 25 Points
4. Does the proposal, including the identified project goals and purpose:
a. Provide a clear and well supported description of how the proposed planning
project will lead to implementation of a contamination cleanup or prevention
project?*
b. Demonstrate that the anticipated implementation project, supported by the planning
project, is consistent with one or more Proposition 1 prioritization criteria (Water
Code section 79771(b)(1-5) (see Section 2.1)?*
c. Demonstrate that the anticipated implementation project, supported by the planning
project, is consistent with State Water Board requirements and preferences (see
Sections 2.2 and 2.3)?*
d. Demonstrate that the anticipated implementation project, supported by the planning
project, addresses a significant groundwater contamination problem based on best
estimates of the anticipated implementation project benefits?*
e. Include the use of new and innovative technologies (or approaches)?
(Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
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SCORED CRITERIA
Scope of Work – 40 Points

5. Does the proposal/project include sufficient justification and provide:
a. Adequate and appropriate stakeholder involvement and include sufficient public
outreach?
b. Include a discussion of any applicable required permits and landowner/access
agreements to implement the project? (Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
c. The detailed work tasks necessary to complete the project and the deliverables
expected to be completed for each task?*
d. A detailed description and technical justification for the methodology or study
design the project is proposing to use and the feasibility of the approach? *
e. A discussion of the scientific and technical information that will be collected or
assessed to achieve the project goals and purpose?*
f.
A discussion of how the applicant will ensure the validity and quality of the
information produced by the proposed project?
g. A discussion of how the information and data will be stored and managed and
presented in any reports produced?
6. A discussion of the alternatives to achieving the project purpose and how the proposed
project is the lowest cost alternative for achieving the project purpose?*
Schedule – 15 Points
7. Will the project be completed in a timeframe required for the next phase of the overall
project (e.g., FS, remedial design, pilot study)?
8. Does the proposal include a schedule that is consistent with and reasonable given the
tasks described in the Scope of Work and the available budget?
9. Based on the proposed schedule and deliverables, can the project be completed within
the appropriation timeframe?*
Budget – 15 Points
10. Does the summary budget table and narrative justify the project costs? Are the costs
reasonable?*
11. Are the tasks shown in the budget consistent with the tasks shown in the work plan and
schedule?
12. Does the proposal include leveraging of other funding sources (i.e., private, federal or
local) and are the sources of matching funds clearly committed and well-documented?
(Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
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SCORED CRITERIA
DAC – 10 Possible Points
13. Does the implementation project, supported by the planning project proposal, identify
project benefits to SDACs/DACs/EDAs and are the anticipated benefits sufficiently
justified?
14. Does the applicant provide sufficient documentation that the project is supported by
representatives of the SDACs/DACs/EDAs that are anticipated to benefit from the
implementation project?
OVERALL TOTAL POINTS:
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APPENDIX F: IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSAL EVALUATION SCORING
CRITERIA
The proposal evaluation scoring for Implementation projects includes two types of evaluations
depending on the evaluation question:
1) A simple “Yes/No” determination as to whether the proposal includes the information. Five
points will be given for each “yes” determination while “no” determinations will receive zero
points; and
2) A qualitative evaluation that requires the reviewer to determine how well the proposal
addresses the evaluation question. Four to five points will be given if the proposal addresses
the question well and no changes are needed to fund. One to three points will be given if the
proposal addresses the question to some degree, but changes are needed to fund. No points
will be given if the proposal does not address the evaluation question.
Of those evaluation questions that are qualitatively evaluated, some are considered “critical”9
and must receive a score of four or five, otherwise, the project will not be recommended for
funding.
A bonus of up to 10 points will be given for projects that benefit DACs or EDAs.

9

An “*” is used to designate “critical” evaluation questions.
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CRITERIA
SCORED CRITERIA
Project/Applicant Background – 55 Points

1. Does the proposal provide the following to support and justify the project:
a. An accurate and complete summary of other work completed to address the
groundwater contamination and the relation of this project to other efforts?
b. Accurate and complete regional and project maps depicting the site location,
lateral and vertical extent of contaminated groundwater, location of production
wells, and area to be remediated?
c. A description of the groundwater basin, beneficial uses, and groundwater quality
issues especially related to chemicals of concern (COC’s) and their impact on
drinking water sources? (Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
d. Accurate and complete identification of contaminant source area(s) associated
with the project area?
e. Accurate and complete summary of the data available on the COC’s and any
changes in the extent of the plume and COC levels over time?
f. Description of consistency with any applicable groundwater management plan,
court decree (for an adjudicated basin), salt and nutrient management plan, and
other regulatory orders or requirements?
3. Does the proposal:
a. Provide a complete description of the extent to which a search for RPs/ PRPs has
been conducted?
b. Provide a complete and accurate description of the known RP/PRPs in relation to
the proposed project?
4. Has the applicant and its technical team (if identified) conducted similar projects and
demonstrated an ability to complete projects on time and within scope and budget?
5. How well is the project coordinated with cooperating entities such as; a water master
(for adjudicated basins); federal, state, and local regulatory agencies; and any
community organizations and is there documented support for the project from
cooperating entities?*
6. Does the applicant demonstrate the required TMF capacity necessary for successful
long-term O&M of the project?*
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CRITERIA
SCORED CRITERIA
Program Priorities, Requirements, and Preferences – 30 Points
7. Does the proposal, including the identified project goals and purpose, provide sufficient
justification that the project, as described:
a. Addresses one or more Proposition 1 prioritization criteria (Water Code section
79771(b)(1-5) (see Section 2.1)?*
b. Addresses one or more State Water Board requirements and preferences (see
Sections 2.2 and 2.3)?*
c. Addresses a significant groundwater contamination problem based on best
estimates of the anticipated project benefits?*
d. Is the lowest cost alternative for achieving the project purpose and adequately
considered other alternatives?*
8. Does the project include the use of new and innovative technology (or approaches)?
(Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
9. Has the applicant estimated one or more of the metrics of success (see Section 8) and
are the estimates reasonable for the project? Are the goals and targets reasonable
and feasible within the life of the project?*
Scope of Work – 40 Points
10. Does the proposal include sufficient justification and provide:
a. A detailed description of the technology and practices the project is proposing to
use and adequate justification for the technical basis of the approach?*
b. The supporting engineering calculations to demonstrate that the project will
achieve its purpose?*
c. The detailed tasks and deliverables necessary to complete the project?
d. Adequate technical justification that completion of the tasks are appropriate and
necessary to achieve the project purpose?*
e. Adequate and appropriate stakeholder involvement and include sufficient public
outreach?
f. An adequate description of how the proposed project is consistent with or is the
appropriate next phase to address the contamination?
g. A discussion on the required permits, environmental documentation
(CEQA/NEPA), and landowner/access agreements required to implement the
project? (Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
h. A description of the status of any design plans and specifications?
(Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
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CRITERIA
SCORED CRITERIA
Schedule – 20 Points
11. Does the proposal include a description of any key decision points, milestones, or
deliverables that could impact project scope, cost, and schedule?
12. Will the project be completed in a timeframe required for the next phase of the overall
project, if applicable?
13. Does the proposal include a schedule that is consistent with and reasonable given the
tasks described in the Scope of Work and the available budget?
14. Based on the proposed schedule and deliverables, can the project be completed within
the appropriation timeframe?*
Budget – 25 Points
15. Do the summary budget table, narrative, and supporting cost documentation justify the
project costs? Are the costs reasonable?*
16. Are the tasks shown in the budget consistent with the tasks shown in the work plan
and schedule?
17. Was a cost-benefit analysis provided justifying the proposed project relative to other
feasible alternatives?*
18. Are the benefits significant given the cost of the project? Are the costs less than or
equal to $25,000 per household connection that will benefit from the project?*
19. Does the proposal include leveraging of other funding sources (i.e., private, federal or
local) and are the sources of matching funds clearly committed and well-documented?
(Yes = 5 points, No = 0 points)
Performance Evaluation and Monitoring – 15 Points
20. Does the proposal include sufficient justification and provide a discussion of the
proposed data collection and monitoring and how that data will be managed and
reported?
21. Will the measurement tools and methods effectively monitor project performance and
target progress?
22. Is the proposed monitoring appropriate for the benefits claimed, and the process for
which it will be tracked discussed?
DAC – 10 Points
23. Does the implementation project, supported by the planning project proposal indicate
project benefits to SDACs/ DACs/ EDAs and are the anticipated benefits sufficiently
justified?
24. Does the applicant provide sufficient documentation that the project is supported by
SDACs/DACs/EDAs that are anticipated to benefit from the implementation project?
OVERALL TOTAL POINTS:
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Please provide information in the tables below:
I.

Project Proponent Information

Agency/ Organization
Name of Primary Contact
Name of Secondary Contact
Mailing Address
E-mail
Phone (###)###-####
Other Cooperating
Agencies/Organizations/Stakeholders
Is your agency/organization
committed to the project through
completion? If not, please explain
II.

General Project Information

Project Title
Project Category

Water Supply/Wastewater
Storm Water/Flood Control

Project Description
(Briefly describe the project, in 300
words or less)

Project Prioritization:
Does this project contribute to a larger
Project (e.g., TMDL, EIP, Phase 2 of 3) ?
If so provide description.
Political Support – List related MOUs,
agreements or TACs currently in place.
Project Location:
Latitude:
Longitude:
Project Location Description (e.g., along
the south bank of stream/river
between river miles or miles from
Towns/intersection and/or address):

Total number of projects
submitted by your Agency:
Agency Prioritization of this
project (e.g., 3 of 5)

Restoration

Tahoe Sierra IRWM
III.

Plan Objectives Addressed

For each of the objectives addressed by the project, provide a one to two sentence description of how
the project contributes to attaining the objective and how the project will be quantified. If the project
does not address any of the draft IRWM plan objectives, provide a one to two sentence description of
how the project relates to a challenge or opportunity of the Region (see the bottom of page 4).
Objectives:

WQ1 - Meet approved TMDL
standards in accordance with the
attainment date, and participate in
the development of future TMDLs.
WQ2 – Reduce pollutant loads by
implementing measures such as
stormwater LID retrofits, erosion
control/restoration to meet Water
Quality Objectives (WQOs) for
receiving water bodies established in
the Basin Plan within the planning
horizon.
WQ3 - Implement water quality
monitoring programs through
planning horizon, and coordinate
annually throughout the Region.
WQ4 - Ensure that drinking water
supplied by public water systems
continues to meet Federal and State
standards.
WQ5 - Restore degraded streams,
wetlands, riparian and upland areas
to re-establish natural water filtering
processes.
WQ6 -Operate and maintain, build, or
replace infrastructure for reliable
collection, treatment and disposal of
wastewater.
WS1 - Provide water supply to meet
projected demands for a 20-year
planning horizon.

Project Template

Will the project
address the
objective?

Brief explanation of project
linkage to selected Objective

Quantification
(e.g. acres of
streams/wetlands
restored or enhanced)

Yes
N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A
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Tahoe Sierra IRWM
Objectives:

Will the project
address the
objective?

WS2 - Operate and maintain, build, or
replace infrastructure to reliably
supply water.

Yes

WS3 - Implement and promote water
conservation measures and practices
to meet state goals.

Yes

GWM1 - Maintain and monitor
groundwater supply to assure future
reliability.
GWM2 - Promote groundwater
protection activities for high quality
groundwater, and advocate for
improvements to impacted
groundwater quality through public
education.
GWM3 - Manage groundwater for
multiple uses (e.g.
municipal/industrial/agricultural
supply and environmental use).
ER1 - Enhance and restore water
bodies, wetlands, riparian areas and
associated uplands to support healthy
watersheds, viable native fish, wildlife
and plant habitats.
ER2 - Develop and implement
programs to prevent the spread of
existing invasive species and
colonization of potential future
invasive species.
ER3 - Implement, in coordination with
public and private landowners,
activities to manage forest health and
wildfire risks.

Project Template

Brief explanation of project
linkage to selected Objective

Quantification
(e.g. acres of
streams/wetlands
restored or enhanced)

N/A

N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes

N/A
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Tahoe Sierra IRWM
Objectives:

ER4 - Minimize ecosystem impacts
caused by existing and new
development.
IWM1 - Conduct local and regional
water-related planning activities
within the planning horizon as
supported by current and future
watershed science.
IWM2 - Ensure collaboration among
multiple jurisdictions within the
Region for information exchange.
IWM3 - Increase public education and
awareness of watershed functions,
protection and restoration needs to
encourage stewardship by the public.
IWM4 - Promote activities that
reduce flood risk.

Will the project
address the
objective?

Brief explanation of project
linkage to selected Objective

Quantification
(e.g. acres of
streams/wetlands
restored or enhanced)

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A

Yes

N/A

Yes
N/A

IWM5 - Address climate change (e.g.
water quality, water supply,
groundwater recharge, flood
management) in local and regional
planning efforts and support efforts
to continue improving the science.
IWM6 - Monitor water storage,
release and exchange activities in
order to improve coordination with
regional planning.

Yes
N/A

Yes
N/A

If no objectives are addressed; describe how the project relates to a challenge or opportunity of the Region:

Project Template
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Project Impacts and Benefits
Please provide a summary of the expected project benefits and impacts in the table below or check N/A
if not applicable; do not leave a blank cell.
If applicable describe benefits or impacts of the project with respect to:
a. Native American Tribal Community
N/A
considerations.
b. Disadvantaged Community considerations1.

N/A

c. Environmental Justice 2 considerations.

N/A

d. Assist the Region in adapting to effects of
climate change3.

N/A

e. Generation or reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions (e.g. green technology).

N/A

f.

N/A

Other expected impacts or benefits that are
not already mentioned elsewhere.

1. A Disadvantaged Community is defined as a community with an annual median household (MHI) income that is less than 80
percent of the Statewide annual MHI. A map has been provided with the Project Template Instruction for reference.
2. Environmental Justice is defined as the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the
development, adoption, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies. An example of
environmental justice benefit would be to improve conditions (e.g. water supply, flooding, sanitation) in an area of racial
minorities
3. Climate change effects are likely to include increased flooding, extended drought, and associated secondary effects such as
increased wildfire risk, erosion, and sedimentation.

IV.

Resource Management Strategies (RMS)

For each resource management strategy employed by the project, provide a one to two sentence
description in the table below of how the project incorporates the strategy. A description of the
Resource Management Strategies can be found in Volume 2 of the 2009 California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/cwpu2009/index.cfm
Resource Management Strategy
Reduce Water Demand
Agricultural Water Use Efficiency

Will the Project
incorporate
RMS?
Yes

No

Urban Water Use Efficiency

Yes

No

Improve Operational Efficiency and Transfers
Conveyance - Regional / local

Yes

No

System Reoperation

Yes

No

Water Transfers

Yes

No

Project Template
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Description, of how RMS to be
employed if applicable
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Resource Management Strategy
Increase Water Supply
Conjunctive Management & Groundwater

Will the Project
incorporate
RMS?
Yes

No

Desalination

Yes

No

Precipitation Enhancement
Recycled Municipal Water

Yes

No

Surface Storage -- Regional / Local

Yes

No

Improve Water Quality
Drinking Water Treatment and
Distribution
Groundwater and Aquifer Remediation

Yes

No

Yes

No

Matching Water Quality to Use

Yes

No

Pollution Prevention

Yes

No

Salt and Salinity Management

Yes

No

Urban Runoff Management

Yes

No

Practice Resources Stewardship
Agricultural Lands Stewardship

Yes

No

Economic Incentives (Loans, Grants, and
Water Pricing)
Ecosystem Restoration

Yes

No

Yes

No

Forest Management

Yes

No

Land Use Planning and Management

Yes

No

Recharge Areas Protection

Yes

No

Water-dependent Recreation

Yes

No

Watershed Management

Yes

No

Improve Flood Management
Flood Risk Management

Yes

No

Description, of how RMS to be
employed if applicable

Note: The following RMS have been omitted from the list: Conveyance-Delta and Surface Storage – CALFED.

Other RMS addressed and explanation:

Project Template
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V.
Project Cost and Financing - Please provide any estimates of project cost, sources of funding,
and operation and maintenance costs, as well as, the source of the project cost in the table below.
a. Project Costs

Requested
Grant
Amount

1. Capital (2013 Dollars)

2. Annual Operations and
Maintenance (O&M)
b.Can the Project be phased?
1. If so provide cost
breakdown by phase(s)
Phase 1

Cost Share: NonState Fund Source
(Local/Federal
Funding Match)
$
OR
DAC

Yes

No

Project Cost

O&M Cost

Cost Share:
Other State
Fund Source

Total Cost

Description of Phase

Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4
c. List secured source(s) of funding for Project
cost
d.List proposed source(s) of unsecured funding
and certainty of the sources for Project cost.
e. Explain how operation and maintenance costs
will be financed for the 25-year planning
period for project implementation (not grant
funded).
f. Basis for project cost1 (e.g. conceptual,
planning, bid, etc.)
g. Has a Cost/Benefit analysis been completed?

Source(s)

Yes

Amount

No

h.Please describe what impact there may be if
the project is not funded. (300 words or less)
1. For the grant application a detailed project cost estimate will need to be provided with the following cost categories; per the
IRWM PSP for Round 2, Implementation Grants: Direct Project Administration, Land Purchase/Easement,
Planning/Design/Engineering/Environmental Documentation, Construction/Implementation, Environmental
Compliance/Mitigation/Enhancement, Construction Administration, Other Costs, and Construction/Implementation
Contingency.

Project Template
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VI.
Project Status and Schedule -Please provide a status of the project, level of completion as well
as a description of the activities planned for each project stage. If unknown enter TBD.
Project Stage

Check the
Current
Project
Stage

a. Assessment and
Evaluation

Completed?

Description of Activities
in Each Project Stage

Planned/
Actual
Start Date
(mm/yr)

Planned/Actu
al Completion
Date (mm/yr)

Yes
No
N/A

b. Final Design

Yes
No
N/A

c. Environmental
Documentation
(CEQA/NEPA)

Yes

d. Permitting

Yes

No
N/A

No
N/A

e. Construction
Contracting

Yes
No
N/A

f.

Construction
Implementation

Yes
No
N/A

Provide explanation if more
than one project stage is
checked as current status

Project Template
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VIII. Project Technical Feasibility
Please provide any related documents (date, title, author, and page numbers) that describe and confirm
the technical feasibility of the project.
a. List the adopted planning documents the proposed
project is consistent with or supported by (e.g. General
Plans, UWMPs, GWMPs, Water Master Plans, Habitat
Conservation Plans, TMDLs, Basin Plans, etc.)
b. List technical reports and studies supporting the
feasibility of this project
c. Concisely describe the scientific basis (e.g. how much
research has been conducted) of the proposed project in
300 words or less.
d. Does the project implement green technology (e.g.
alternate forms of energy, recycled materials, LID
techniques, etc.)

Yes

No

N/A

Yes

No

N/A

2. Are you in compliance with AB1420?

Yes

No

N/A

3. Do you comply with the water meter requirements
(CWC §525)

Yes

No

N/A

4. If the answer to any of the questions above is “no”,
do you intend to comply prior to receiving project
funding

Yes

No

N/A

1. If so please describe
e. If you are an Urban Water Supplier1:
1. Have you completed an Urban Water Management
Plan and submitted to DWR?

f.

Provide Explanation if necessary:

If you are an Agricultural Water Supplier2:
1. Have you completed and submitted an AWMP (due
12/31/12)?

Yes

No

N/A

2. If not, will you complete and submit an AWMP prior
to receiving project funding?

Yes

No

N/A

g. If the project is related to groundwater:
1. Has a GWMP been completed and submitted for the
subject basin?
2. If not will a GWMP be completed within 1 year of the
grant submittal date?

Provide Explanation if necessary:

Yes

No

N/A

Yes

No

N/A

1. Urban Water Supplier is defined as a supplier, either publicly or privately owned, providing water for municipal purposes
either directly or indirectly to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually.
2. Agricultural Water Supplier is defined as a water supplier, either publicly or privately owned, providing water to 10,000 or
more irrigated acres, excluding the acreage that receives recycled water.

Project Template
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Document

Reference

TRPA Code of Ordinances
30.4.6.D

Goal/Policy

Current Implementation

Code Change Proposed?

Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land Coverage

TRPA staff has found that artificial turf is No Code Change Needed
pervious coverage that can be
considered in the 25% partial
exemption included in this provision

Notes

Attachment 12 For Discussion Purposes Only

36.5.2

Standards for Commercial, Tourist Accommodation, Public Service, There is concern that screening
and Multi-Residential Projects
requirements result in excessive
landscaping that is water consumptive
and not maintained over time

TRPA is interested in
working with STPUD to
discuss alternatives

60.4.8

Special Circumstances for BMPs

BMP infiltration requirements can be
waived for parcels with subsurface
contamination so as not to affect
groundwater or expand known
contaminated plumes

No Code Change Needed

60.1.3. B.

Discharges to Ground Waters

Listed Constituents; Total N; Total P;
Total Iron; Turbidity; Oil&Grease

Consider adding Total
Detention Basin Treatment of
Extractible Petroleum
Hydrocarbon Compounds in Urban
Hydrocarbons (TEPH) and Stormwater (2nd Nature, March 2006)
TPH-diesel in place of Oil &
Grease.

60.3.3.C.1.

Source Water Protection Zone

TRPA ordinance currently uses 600 foot
fixed radius. Allows for modification
using source water assessment
informatiuon collected by CDPH (now
SWRCB - DDW).

Further discussion is
needed to consider how
source water protection
standards can be better
conformed between
Groundwater
Management Plan and
TRPA Ordinance.

TRPA is working with STPUD to acquire
GIS data and link to parcels in BMP
Database. Next step for Ivo to send GIS
data from the California geo tracker
database of verified releases to Amy

District Drinking Source Water Protection
Area Map under the Groundwater
Management Plan currently uses a CDPHapproved Modified Calculated Fixed
Radius Method, which generates larger
source water protection zones.

Document
Reference
Sustainability Action Plan
4-24

Goal/Policy

Current Implementation

Promote native, water-efficient, nutrient-efficient, fire-resistant
and non-invasive vegetation in
urban areas and require it during revegetation of disturbed sites.
Utilize at least 75 percent
native or drought-tolerant plant and tree species appropriate for
the region.

Implementation of BMPs and
No Code Change Needed
installation of landscaping consistent
with the BMP Handbook Chapter 5 - Soil
and Vegetation Management and TRPA
plant list

4-24

Expand the turf-buy-back program currently being implemented as STPUD continues to implement this
part of the South Tahoe
program.
Public Utilities District pilot program.

4-24

Consider wastewater treatment technologies that present an
opportunity to treat basin wastewater to an advanced level for
irrigation and other potential beneficial reuse sites within
the Region without negative impacts to receiving waters or
groundwater.

4-25

No additional development requiring water should be allowed in
any area unless it can be demonstrated that there is adequate
water supply within an existing water right, and that there
exists adequate storage and distribution systems for domestic
consumption and fire protection.

What are the limits to new connections
to STPUD system?

4-25, 5-17

Low water appliances and fixtures shall be installed in new facilities
or when replaced in existing facilities: low-flow flush toilets; lowflow showerheads (3 gpm rated maximum flow); faucet aerators;
water-efficient appliance (e.g., washing machines and
dishwashers); timers and weather-based irrigation systems.

STPUD currently provides rebates for
high efficiency washers and toilets. Can
this be expanded to give out free
fixtures (shower heads?)

4-25, 5-17

Consider the feasibility of water-wise practices (e.g., water
recycling, rainwater collection) where
applicable and appropriate in the Region.

Code Change Proposed?

Notes
http://tahoebmp.org/Documents/BMPHa
ndbook/Ch5_SoilandVegetationManagem
ent.pdf

TRPA Stormwater Management Program
staff will submit for SWRCB Prop 1
implementation funds this summer in
partnership with TahoeRCD and STPUD the turf buyback program is a component
of that proposal.
This would require a
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/laws_reg
change to the Porterulations/docs/portercologne.pdf
Cologne Act, which
requires all wastewater to
be transported outside of
the Tahoe Basin.

green building tool kit:
http://www.trpa.org/getinvolved/sustainability/tahoe-greenbuilding-toolkit/

The BMP Handbook has rain barrels and
cisterns in Chapter 4 - Tool Kit:
http://tahoebmp.org/Documents/BMPHa
ndbook/Chapter%204/4.1/e_RainBar.pdf
Rebates for rain barrels are included in
the SWRCB Prop 1 Grant Proposal.

Document

Code Change Proposed?

Notes

Reference
5-19

Goal/Policy
Current Implementation
Consider climate change influences on water supply when making Is STPUD planning for climate change?
commitments about future water deliveries. Water suppliers
should avoid predictions of water deliveries based solely on current
hydrology, without taking future climate
conditions into account. Hydropower utilities should also plan
ahead to meet their minimum requirements for FERC and other
federal and state agencies under future climate change scenarios in
which the water regime will change.

5-17

In addition to current requirements in the Regional Plan (CD 2.1
Dii), require Low Impact Development (LID) practices for all new
development and redevelopment and during revegetation of
disturbed sites to improve water quality.
Practices should include native, water-efficient, nutrient-efficient,
fire-resistant and non-invasive vegetation.

5-18

Prioritize restoration of meadows and wetlands to maximize water
storage in natural infrastructure, maintain late summer flows,
enhance water quality, and reduce flood
risk.
Restoration projects should aim to utilize historic drainage
patterns, and predevelopment runoff rates and volumes.
Restore existing flood control and riparian corridors. Develop
projects that mitigate riverine flooding, improve surface retention
and subsurface water storage, and enhance timing of water
delivery through restoration of waterways to more natural states.

5-19

Research groundwater vulnerabilities associated with altered
hydrologic conditions and investigate methods to maximize
groundwater recharge.

STPUD is partnering with the Desert
Research Institute to map and model
groundwater as a component of
Sustainable Groundwater Management
Planning

TRPA's stormwater infiltration
requirement facilitates groundwater
recharge.

5-19

Improve coordination between land use planning and water
agencies through integrating water data into land use planning
documents; supporting Integrated Regional Water Management
(IRWM) plans and projects; and integrating land use
data into water planning.

TRPA is working with STPUD to acquire
GIS data related to groundwater
contamination and link to parcels. What
is the status of IRWM plans and
projects? Other land use and water
planning data integration?

Tahoe Sierra IRWM plan updated in July
2014: http://tahoesierrairwm.com/wpcontent/uploads/2014/07/T-SIRWMP_July-2014_lo-res.pdf
TRPA mou member of the IRWM partners
coordinated by STPUD. SMP submitted
January 2016 to be on the next 2 year
cycle project list.

TRPA and CSLT landscaping
requirements

The 2012 Regional Plan identified two
stream restoration plan areas with special
designations for the transfer of
development - see Code section 11.6.3.I

Document

Reference
6-15

Goal/Policy
Current Implementation
Residents can reduce water use inside their homes through
STPUD currently provides rebates for
efficiency, conservation, and behavior changes. Reducing water use high efficiency washers and toilets.
not only protects the valuable resource, but reduces the
energy and greenhouse gases associated with moving, heating, and
treating water.

6-15

Landscape your property with low-water,
native, and fire-resistant vegetation

STPUD turf buy-back program and TRPA
landscaping requirements

6-15

Watering your small lawn early in the morning or late in the
evening and on cooler days to reduce evaporation

STPUD currently limits outside watering

6-15

Sweep sidewalks and driveways instead of using water

STPUD currently limits outside watering

Code Change Proposed?

Notes
green building tool kit:
http://www.trpa.org/getinvolved/sustainability/tahoe-greenbuilding-toolkit/

See comments above about turf buyback
and Prop 1 grant proposal

