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Appendix A 
 

Monitoring Programs 



Screened Interval Total Depth of Borehole
(feet below ground surface) (feet)

SVPSD #1R 75-115 125 depth to water < 15 minutes
SVPSD #2 33-74 74 depth to water < 15 minutes
SVPSD#3 77-114 112 depth to water as needed

SVPSD#5R 73-128 139 depth to water as needed
SVPSD #1R 75-115 125 Title 22 as required by DHS
SVPSD #2 33-74 74 Title 22 as required by DHS
SVPSD#3 77-114 112 Title 22 as required by DHS

SVPSD#5R 73-128 139 Title 22 as required by DHS

Notes: 1. SVPSD measures all water levels and collects all water quality samples listed in the Table
            2. This plan only covers wells within the GMP area

Water Level

Water Quality

SVPSD Monitoring Program

Monitoring Type Well Name Measurement Type Measurement Interval





















Sample Techniques/Bottles 
March 30, 2006 

 
TPH- 

Three 40 ml VOA’s preserved:  
 
HCL Gas-  
          One Brown pint unpreserved Diesel (no air bubbles) 
 
VOC’s- 524.2 EPA, Method for drinking water 

Three-40ml VOA’s with HCL preservative.  
 
VOC’s- 502.2 method for drinking water Regulated and Unregulated  

Three-40ml VOA’s with HCL preservative. 
 

VOC’s- 8270, Method 
Three 40 ml VOA’s,  
 

VOC’s- 8260+ mtbe, Method for waste water (more in depth) 
One brown glass liter 

 
Radon- 

Three 40 ml VOA’s unpreserved (No Air Bubbles) 
 
Total Organic Carbon- 

One 125ml glass bottle 
 
Halo Acetic Acid- 

Three 40 ml VOA’s Special preservative (No Air Bubbles)  
 
Tri Halo Methane-  

Three 40 ml VOA’s Special preservative (No Air Bubbles) 
 

Since CL2 is not normally in the system to test for the Potential, a large glass bottle 
with blended h20 representative of all sources would then have the cl2 added to a 
particular level.  E.I. 3ppm. Then 12 VOA’s, special preservative, would be taken 
…note CL2 residual…and sampled at 24hr.s 3day, 7day, and maybe more? 

 
General Mineral, General Physical, Inorganic Mineral-Now known as Primary Inorganic 
Chemical and Secondary Standards or Primary and Secondary Standards.   

One ½ gallon plastic,  
One-quart plastic,  
One pint (brown) glass (mainly for taste color and odor).   
These three bottles cover all of the Primary and Secondary Standards.   
Primary (Inorganic Chemical) only-One plastic quart. 



 
Asbestos-  

Two quarts plastic, rinse the sample bottles with the water to be used for the sample 
first. 

 
Manganese- 

One plastic bottle (small) 
 
Lead and Copper- 

One quart plastic (shelf life two weeks +) 
 
Hydrogen Peroxide- 

One 40ml VOA glass, refrigerated, no preservative, no sun, get processed ASAP. 
(Galbraith Labs, Ky.) 

 
Hydrogen Peroxide- 

One 125 ml, plastic, refrigerated, no preservatives, no sun, ASAP on the hold time.  
(Weck Labs, Ca) 

 
Nitrate as N- 

One ½ Pint, plastic, refrigerated, no preservatives, 48hr. hold time 
 
Cyanide- 

One Quart, plastic, refrigerated, no preservatives 
 
Gross Alpha- 

One Pint plastic, Lab will add preservatives, note for which of the 4 quarters, note 
"for composite".  Hold time may vary (not critical) 

 
Arsenic- 

One Plastic Quart, 2wks hold, if preserved good for six months.  
 
Thiobencarb- 

One liter brown glass, 14 day hold time 
 
Total Disolved Solids- 

One ½ pints plastic, 5 day hold time 
 
Radium 226- 

Three Quarts plastic 
 
Radium 228- 

Three Quarts plastic 
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OLYMPIC VALLEY GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 
KICK-OFF MEETING MAILING ROSTER 

June 7, 2006 
 

MEDIA: 
 
Tahoe World 
Keith Sheffield, Editor 
PO Box 138 
Tahoe City CA 96145 
 
Tahoe World 
Kara Fox, Reporter 
PO Box 138 
Tahoe City CA 96145 
 
ORGANIZATIONS: 
 
Friends of Squaw Creek 
Attn: Ed Heneveld 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Truckee River Watershed Council 
Lisa Wallace, Executive Director 
Truckee CA 96162-8568 
 
BUSINESSES: 
 
Gibson & Gibson, Inc. 
Sacramento CA 95864 
 
Intrawest Hospitality Mgmt, Inc. 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Neasham & Kramer 
Gold River CA 95670 
 
Olympic Valley Inn 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
PlumpJacks, Squaw Valley Inn 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
BUSINESSES (cont'd): 
 
Poulsen Commercial 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Red Wolfe Lodge 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Resort at Squaw Creek 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley Academy 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 

Squaw Valley Mutual Water Co. 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley Neighborhood Co. 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley Ski Corp. 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley Tram Condos 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Ridge Homeowners Assn 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley North Condo 
Owners Association 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Aspens Property Owners Assn 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
BUSINESSES (cont'd): 
 
Shirley Lake Condo Assn 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Resort Associates / Painted Rock 
Homeowners Assn 
Truckee CA 96161 
 
Creekside Estates I at 
Squaw Valley 
Lafayette CA 94549 
 
Squaw Peak Management Co. 
Orinda CA 94653 
 
Village at Squaw Valley 
Homeowners Associations 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley Property Owners 
Assn,  
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Creek Homeowners Assn / 
Homesites at Squaw Creek 
Owners Assn 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 

Tavern Inn Homeowners Assns 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Squaw Valley Meadows 
Homeowners Assn I & II 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
BUSINESSES (cont'd): 
 
Squaw Valley Apartment Assn 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Hidden Lake Property  
Owners Association 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Painted Rock Homeowners Assn 
%Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Granite Peak Management 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
INDIVIDUALS: 
 
David A Brew 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
John Chisholm 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Carl Gustafson 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
John Pang 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Mrs. E. J. Phelan 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Mrs. Gladys Poulsen 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Russell Poulsen 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
 
 
 
 



OLYMPIC VALLEY GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 
KICK-OFF MEETING MAILING ROSTER 

June 7, 2006 
 

INDIVIDUALS (cont'd): 
 
Pam Rocca 
Olympic Valley CA 96146 
 
Les Wilson 
Berkeley CA 94708 
 
GOVERNMENT: 
 
CA Dept of Fish & Game 
Rancho Cordova CA 95670 
 
CA Dept of Water Resources 
Tom Lutterman 
Sacramento CA 94236-0001 
 
CA Dept of Water Resources 
Chris Bonds 
Sacramento CA 95816 
 
CA Dept of Water Resources 
Mary Scruggs, 
Sr. Engineering Geologist 
Div of Planning/Local Assistance 
Sacramento CA 94236-0001 
 
CA Regional Water Quality 
Control Board/Lahontan Region 
Attn: Chuck Curtis 
South Lake Tahoe CA 96150 
 
U.S. Dept of Water Resources 
Truckee River Water Master 
Gary Stone 
Reno NV 89051 
 
John Marin, Director  
Community Development 
Resource Agency 
County of Placer 
Auburn CA 95603 
 
 
GOVERNMENT (cont'd): 
 
County of Placer 
Environmental Health 
Tahoe City CA 96145 
 
County of Placer 
Jennifer Merchant 
Executive Assistant 
Carnelian Bay CA 96140 

 
Placer County Water Agency 
Attn: Mal Toy 
Auburn CA 95604 
 
DISTRICT STAFF: 
 
Board of Directors: 
Dale Cox 
Brad Dutton 
John Moberly 
Eric Poulsen 
John Wilcox 
 
Richard L Lierman 
General Manager 
 
Jesse McGraw 
Operations Manager 
 
Pete Bansen 
Fire Chief 
 
Thomas S Archer 
District General Counsel 
 
Stuart S Somach 
District Water Counsel 
 
Derrik Williams 
HydroMetrics LLC 
Consultant/Facilitator 
 
Jim Smith 
Board Secretary 
 
(updated 06-12-06) 



OLYMPIC VALLEY GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN (GMP) 
MEETING NOTIFICATION ROSTER 

 
NAME MAILING ADDRESS E-MAIL PHONE FAX 

Aaron Beninger & Gale 

Terlau 

Gold River CA 95670    

Cam Kicklighter Resort at Squaw Creek 
Olympic Valley CA 96146-3333 

   

Tanya Meeth Sacramento CA 95816    
Russell Poulsen Olympic Valley CA 96146-2028    
Ed Heneveld Friends of Squaw Creek 

Olympic Valley CA 96146-2488 
   

Tom Kelly and 
Tom Murphy 

Squaw Valley Ski Corp. 
Olympic Valley CA 96146-2007 

   

MAIL TO: 
Carl Gustafson 

Olympic Valley CA 96146-2359    

Andrew Lange Olympic Valley CA 96146-2846    
John Chisholm Olympic Valley CA 96146-2122    
Thomas H Gavigan & 
Chuck Curtis 

State of California 
South Lake Tahoe CA 96150 

   

Les Wilson (Squaw Valley Mutual Water Co) 
Berkeley CA 94708 

   

Don Barrientos 
 

Olympic Valley CA 96146    

Pam Rocca Olympic Valley CA 96146-3766    
MAIL TO: 
Pam Rocca 

Cottonwood CA 96022    

Thomas J Lutterman State of CA, Dept of Water 
Resources,  
Sacramento CA 94236-0001 

   

Christopher L Bonds State of CA, Dept of Water 
Resources, Central District 
Sacramento CA 95814 

   

H Frost Prioleau Piedmont CA 94611    
Lisa Wallace Truckee River Watershed Council 

Truckee CA 96162-8568 
   

Margot W Garcia Tucson AZ 85716 
 

   



OLYMPIC VALLEY GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN (GMP) 
MEETING NOTIFICATION ROSTER 

 
NAME MAILING ADDRESS E-MAIL PHONE FAX 

 
Cecile Weaver Olympic Valley CA 96146-2399    
Dave Brew Olympic Valley CA 96146-3458    
William Woodring Olympic Valley CA 96146-2617    
Lance Poulsen Olympic Valley CA 96146-2733    
Andrew Lange Olympic Valley CA 96146-2846    
Alisa Adriani Olympic Valley CA 96146-2131    
Mr. Jerrie W Gasch 
Gasch & Associates 

Rancho Cordova CA 95742-6576 
 

   

Tom & Liz Day Olympic Valley CA 96146-2151    
Gus Yates Berkeley CA 94703    
Derrik Williams 
HydroMetrics LLC 

Oakland CA 94612    

District Reps: 
Director John Wilcox 
Director Eric Poulsen 
Mgr, Rick Lierman 
Bd Sec, Jim Smith 

SVPSD 
PO Box 2026 
Olympic Valley CA 96146-2026 

   

updated 07-28-06 08-11-06 08-29-06 09-05-06; 01-29-07; 02-07-07 
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Click to Enlarge

Pam Rocca, 
Squaw Valley 
resident, points to 
a spot on Squaw 
Creek that she 
suspects is going 
dry possibly due 
to pumping effects 
on the creek. The 
spot is near Well 
#5 seen in the background and close to the 
original creek channel.
Ryan Salm/Sierra Sun

Browse and Buy Sierra Sun Photos

 CHECK IT OUT

Squaw Valley Public Service District
Board of Directors will vote to adopt
the Olympic Valley Groundwater
Management Plan at the next board
meeting on May 29 at 8:30 a.m. The
meeting will be held in the district’s
board room at 305 Squaw Valley
Road.

Creek concerns and aquifer angst

Squaw to adopt a new water plan, but some remain skeptical

By Joanna Hartman
Sierra Sun
May 18, 2007

The Squaw Valley Public Service District hosted a final public meeting Wednesday on the valley’s soon-to-be groundwater management plan,
and some residents are still concerned the plan doesn’t directly address the impact of aquifer pumping on the flow of Squaw Creek.
“We were asking for a creek interaction study quantifying the effects of pumping; ... [the groundwater management plan] wasn’t what we had
asked for,” said Pam Rocca, Squaw Valley resident.
But district staff and board members are confident that the plan is a good one and just the first step in monitoring the valley’s long-standing
water supply problems.
“[The plan] sets up a cooperative system where everyone can come to the table ... and it’s not a plan to answer all questions today, but to start
the process,” said Derrik Williams, president of consulting firm HydroMetrics.

Why the plan
Following California legislation to establish a groundwater management plan, the public service district prepared its plan with consulting firm 
HydroMetrics, LLC, along with input from environmental advocates, regulatory agencies and the public. The Olympic Valley Groundwater 
Management Plan identifies existing and potential management activities and outlines programs, projects and policies to implement the goals 
for maintaining the water supply.
The public service district began to formulate the plan one year ago and will likely adopt it at the next board meeting, Williams said.
A groundwater management plan will help ensure safe, reliable and affordable water supply, secure groundwater, protect the district’s ability
to govern its own water supply and comply with state requirements in order to qualify for future funding opportunities, public service district
manager Rick Lierman said in a previous interview.
“[The goal] is to develop a structure where all pumpers can come together and start managing the groundwater cooperatively,” said Williams.
The plan is essentially an agreement to set up a system for valley stakeholders to reach consensus in setting goals and objectives to maintain 
water supply, he said.
An advisory group composed of pumping well owners — including the public service district, Mutual Water Company, PlumpJack, Resort at
Squaw Creek, Squaw Valley Ski Corp. and the Poulsen Corporation — will begin meeting to share data on water studies, said Williams.
The bottom line, Williams said, is the plan attempts to unify Squaw Valley’s approach to managing water.

Those who oppose

Like Rocca, a civil engineer, long-time Squaw Valley resident and “friend” of Squaw Creek, Carl Gustafson wants to see a creek interaction
study addressed immediately.
“That creek’s going to dry up this summer ... and I don’t understand why you can’t make it better,” Gustafson told the board Wednesday.
Rocca said while the groundwater plan is very important, without addressing the correlation between the aquifer and the creek, it’s just not
enough.
“We’re overdeveloped and we’re overdrafting the aquifer,” Rocca said. “Whatever it takes to preserve this valley, I’m determined to do it
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with my neighbors.”
But the board stands strong that the adoption and operation of this plan will lay the groundwork for future water studies and cooperation 
among various valley stakeholders.
“What we’re trying to do here is trying to put together a cooperative effort ... and I think it’s going to be a real positive asset for the
community,” said board Director Dale Cox.
Board Director Eric Poulsen agrees.
“The idea with the groundwater management plan is to minimize the impacts of pumping and to work together, and that’s the direction we’re
headed; ... It’s an important tool in the management of our basin,” he said.

What’s next
Williams will address the remaining public comments and prepare a final groundwater management plan document, which will be in the office
or online with the Squaw Valley Public Service District.
Following the plan’s adoption the advisory group will begin to meet.
“To get them started talking about what they’d like to see implemented early and how they’d like to fund it,” Williams said.

BACK  



Appendix E 
 

Public Comments on GMP Development 



        Email from John Wilcox. Received August 21, 2006. 
 
Derrik: 
 
I received and reviewed your Aug. 18 message and the second meeting draft 
results. 
 
I think you have done an excellent job on this project thus far in a 
difficult arena! 
 
I particularly like the way you suggested the number of Goals to be three 
and made one for quantity, one for quality and one for environmental.  In my 
experience in Strategic Planning and setting goals and objectives, the 
framework you have suggested is extremely effective for this kind of 
planning.  
I hope it will be carried through to the end. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
I have no significant changes in your draft to advocate. 
 
Here are a couple of very minor suggestions for consideration. 
 
Goal 1, Objective 1:  add the word "consecutive" between the words "second" 
and "drought". 
 
Goal 1, Objective 3:  Reword as follows:  "Encourage water conservation and 
anage or reduce water demand." 
 
Response: 
 
These suggested changes have been made. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
John Wilcox  
 
 
Email from John Moberly. Received August 23, 2006. 
 
Derrik, 
  
  
I have gone over your updated goals and objectives and they seem fine with me.  I think we 
need to keep these as general as possible.  
  
I have one point-of-view and mentioned this one to Rick.  It may be that the other major water 
pumpers in the valley, the Resort and the Mutual, may not be willing to limit pumping, if 
necessary, for environmental improvement or in drought conditions.  I believe that in the case 



that pumping needs to be reduced it will be entirely up to the District to do the complete 
reduction, even though the District pumps less than half the total amount in some of the 
summer months. 
  
John Moberly 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
Email from David A. Brew. Received August 29, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
You did a good job at the Squaw Valley Groundwater Management Plan meeting 
on August 9--it's got to be very frustrating at times. 
 
On to perhaps the main reason for this message-- 
 
Somewhere along the line I think that there should be a "super-element" that 
deals with the physical parameters of the basin and of its recharge areas. 
As a USGS- professional and California-registered geologist, I'm very 
concerned that the talk often outstrips the talkers' knowledge of what the 
physical situation actually is (and this includes me!)-- 
 
I suggest that you or someone pull together what is now known regarding the 
following listed factors and compile them into a single map (or a 
series/atlas of same-scale maps). Much of this material is likely to be 
already available from some source. This product would establish (as well as 
can be done) the actual physical setting and characteristics of the basin 
and its recharge and discharge areas: 
 
The "surroundings": 
    Bedrock geology beyond the limits of colluvium and alluivium 
    Bedrock-colluvium contact 
    Colluvium- alluvium contact 
    Location of faults in bedrock only 
    Location of faults in both bedrock and in alluvium plus colluvium 
    Location and configuration of major landslides 
    Depth to bedrock in the basin 
    Nature of the basement bedrock in the basin (if known) 
    Locations of springs on the sides of the valley 
 
The basin and its attributes: 
    Location of terminal moraine 
    Locations of lateral moraines, if any 
    Distribution of gravel, sand, silt, and clay units in three dimensions 
          in the basin 
    Distribution of different materials in the discharge area between the 
          valley and the Truckee River 
    Location of former channel of Squaw Creek underneath the parking lot, 
         etc. 



    Locations of all water wells together with their owners 
    Depth to the water table (different years/different seasons?) 
    A professional judgement as to whether Squaw Valley contains a confined             
         or an unconfined acquifer 
 
Finally, preparation of this "super-element" should in no way be a 
"right-now" need for the District or for the GWMP. It, in my opinion, would 
be an appropriate target for the District for the use of any new funds that 
might be accessed as a result of a completed GWMP. In my opinion, in the 
long run, such a series of easily up-datable maps or atlas would be 
tremendously useful in the long-term management of and communication about 
the Squaw Valley groundwater resource! 
 
Thanks for your attention! 
 
DAVID A. BREW 
06.08.29.1045 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested information and analyses have now been incorporated into Section 3 of the 
GMP, as appropriate.  
 
 
Email from Leslie D. Wilson. Received August 30, 2006. 
 
Derrik: 
 
As a property owner in Squaw Valley I consider a viable Squaw Creek a major asset both to property owners and 
businesses. I believe a viable Squaw Creek should be an objective under Goal 3, viable in the sense of providing 
adequate flow for aquatic life, viable in the sense of providing adequate flow for a rich riparian streamside area, an 
attraction to visitors to Squaw Valley. 
 
Response: 
 
The GMP addresses the health of Squaw Creek in Objective 3.2 - Promote viable and healthy 
riparian and aquatic habitats by avoiding or minimizing future impacts from pumping on 
streamflows in the meadow, and Objective 3.4 - Support ongoing stream restoration efforts.  
These two objectives directly address the impact of groundwater on stream flows.  Assuring a 
viable aquatic environment involves more than groundwater management, and therefore is not 
an appropriate objective for a groundwater management plan. 
 
I reject the analysis in Rick Lierman’s email of August 21: 
 

“Although it may be nice to see stronger language to protect 
the environment it is not practical for the District to adopt language 
that it can not enforce. As you are aware the District is only one of 
six entities pumping from the aquifer. During the critical summer 
months we pump only about half of the water pumped. Therefore, the 
District can only minimize its own impacts. We can not control the 
impacts of the other pumpers.” 

 



If the Groundwater Management Plan under preparation is to be a meaningful solution to the water problems 
becoming apparent in Squaw Valley, the plan needs to address the interests and concerns of all entities; individual 
property owners, businesses, and pumpers, in short, all stakeholders, all those that the stakeholders group is 
supposed to represent. 
 
Response:  
 
Implementation of the GMP is designed to promote cooperation of all groundwater users.  We 
believe it is more important for all Stakeholders to agree to a basic GMP rather than have 
conflicting opinions in the GMP.  In this way, the GMP becomes a guidance document that all 
Stakeholders can agree to and work from. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Les Wilson 
 
 
 
Email from Margot W. Garcia. Received August 31, 2006. 
 
Dear Derrick, 
 
Thank you for your hard work in integrating so many ideas – often conflicting – into the Goals and 
Objectives for the GMP. I look forward to working with you on the Elements. 
 
More detailed comments follow: 
Goal 1 
Objective 4.  I would like to add the word cumulative to this statement so it would read: 
Estimate and acknowledge likely cumulative future demands in management decisions. 
 
I think it is not just an issue of estimating demands accurately, but also looking at those building 
projects that have already been issued “will serve letters” as well as the vacant lots purchased long ago 
with the intent to build at some future date.  
 
Response: 
 
Element 4 (Interagency and Ongoing Stakeholder Coordination) has been rewritten so that the 
Advisory Group has the duty of accounting for reasonable future demands in the annual 
demand projections. 
 
I think Goal 2 and its Objectives are well stated. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 



I think you did a good job in making Goal 3 a positive statement. I worry about Objective 2 that is to 
minimize impacts from pumping on stream flows in the meadow. My first concern is that the objective 
only concerns the stream in the meadow and does not speak to the stream in the channel alongside the 
parking lot or the stream flow in the historic channel that goes under the large parking lot and probably 
also under the Village. Secondly, the impacts are the future ones, not the current ones. So, I would 
suggest the following rewording. 
 
2. Minimize the impacts from groundwater pumping on the flows in Squaw Creek (from the confluence 
of north and south forks to the Truckee River). 
 
Response: 
 
The word “meadow” has been removed from BMO 3-2. 
 
I would also like to see the word “future” removed from Objective 3 concerning the identified 
wetlands. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the output of Stakeholder #2 meeting. I will see you in 
October at the next meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Margot Garcia 
 
 
Comment from Carl Richard Gustafson. Received August 31, 2006. 
 
Goal 
 
The Goal of the Olympic Valley (Squaw Valley Basin & Watershed) is to ensure a viable ground water 
resource for beneficial uses while maintaining a sustainable, reliable and safe water supply while 
conserving and protecting environmental quality and the natural resource base essential for preserving 
the fishery, wildlife, recreational and aesthetic values of Squaw Valley Meadow and Squaw Creek and 
restoring these values to a pre 1992 condition or better. 
 
Objectives 
 

1. Do not exceed the safe yield of the Squaw Valley basin and the amount of groundwater that 
can be withdrawn by well pumping and surface water diversions etc. that will result in the 
lowering of the water table and cause excessive depletion of  stream flow, degradation of 
Squaw Valley Meadow, depletion of ground water reserves etc. 

 
Response: 
 



The words safe yield were not used in the GMP. Rather than developing a fixed number for 
safe yield, the annual report required by the GMP will assess pumping impacts and 
sustainability on an annual basis.  The following sentence, however, has been added to Goal 1: 
For purposes of this GMP, sustainable supply is defined as the amount of water that can 
reliably be withdrawn from the Olympic Valley Aquifer without inducing permanent and 
detrimental ecological, health, or economic damage. 
 

2. Restore Squaw Valley Meadow & Squaw Creek to an environmental condition better than it 
was before 1992 when the water table was lowered leaving isolated small pools of warm, 
oxygen depleted water and many, many, dead dying, suffocating brown trout, minnow 
species, dace & other aquatic life. This was repeated again in 1994 (especially in 2001) 2002 & 
2004. 

 
Response: 
 
This plan is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  This plan is 
limited to managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. 
 
 
Email from Dave Brew. Received September 3, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
First, Saturday, September 2,  I attended the annual meeting of the Squaw 
Valley Mutual Water Company--my first, and an eye-opener. 
 
Almost all of the two(?) member attendees and board members present endorsed 
your letter, but most of them had not responded to you because they agreed. 
You spent time on this potential non-response problem, and sure enough-- 
 
On to my main purpose: I believe that you have hit the right balance in 
preparing a "motherhood-fatherhood" document that should allow us to move 
ahead. 
 
But I suggest that what you have prepared really needs a preamble or 
introduction to make it clear what it is all about. You asked for words, and 
here are some! 
 
"Introduction: 
 
The purpose of the Squaw Valley Water Management Plan is to provide a 
framework in which all of the users of the Squaw Valley acquifer can move 
towards a commonly held set of goals concerning the acquifer. Within these 
goals, which are described below, are specific objectives to be worked 
towards, and specific elements that pertain to the achieving of each 
objective. 
 
There are presently six independent users (or "pumpers") of the water in the 
acquifer. The hope and expectation is that all of these users will agree to 
the following goals, objectives, and elements. This should lead eventually 
to a coordinated management of the acquifer as a single, but shared, 
resource. However, it may be that one or more of the pumpers does not agree. 



In such a case, those agreeing to the Ground Water Management Plan will 
nevertheless endeavor to implement the Plan." 
 
Response: 
 
The purpose of the GMP is detailed in Section 1 of the GMP. 
 
Good luck, and I'll help any way I can-- 
 
Dave Brew 
06.09.03.1045 
 
 
Email from Ed Heneveld. Received September 3, 2006. 

Comments by Ed Heneveld regarding 8-18-06 draft "updated" goals and 
objectives for the GMP by Derrik Williams: 

Goal 1 QUANTITIY - I think the associated objective 1 should use "sustain" 
rather than "maintain" as this term implies our goal of "sustainability" = "long 
term protection and maintenance of groundwater quality and quantity for future 
generations" (from California Groundwater Management text).  Although 
“maintain” and “sustain” are synonyms, I think “sustain” is the more positive term. 

Similarly, Goal 2 QUALITY - should read "Maintain Sustain and, where possible, 
improve existing groundwater quality" 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

 The biggest concern I have is with Goal 3 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -  I 
completely agree with the prior comments by Les Wilson that a viable Squaw 
Creek should be an objective.   

Response: 

The GMP addresses the health of Squaw Creek in Objective 3.2 - Promote viable and healthy 
riparian and aquatic habitats by avoiding or minimizing future impacts from pumping on 
streamflows in the meadow, and Objective 3.4 - Support ongoing stream restoration efforts.  
These two objectives directly address the impact of groundwater on stream flows.  Assuring a 
viable aquatic environment involves more than groundwater management, and therefore is not 
an appropriate objective for a groundwater management plan. 



Squaw Creek is in a degraded state.  Historically, it did not have to suffer the 
consequences of a 17 foot drop in the aquifer.  Groundwater extraction is already 
an acknowledged threat and has influence on creek flows (more so in the 
unconfined meadow).  I understand Rick Lierman’s hesitancy of the PSD “to adopt 
language it can not enforce”.   This plan can address land use, community 
priorities, protection of “the commons”, which includes supporting the “public 
trust doctrine” of considering the creek (surface water) in management 
decisions.   

Response: 

The public trust doctrine has not been applied to groundwater in California, and therefore it 
does not apply to this groundwater management plan. However, the groundwater basin will be 
managed such that groundwater extraction does not cause significant environmental effects. 

The creek is a “trust resource” = a “property of high public value held for the 
benefit of all citizens” (from California Water Plan Update 2005).  There will 
come a time, if it isn’t here already, when groundwater extraction will pit future 
development vs. stream flows.  I hope this group can come to recognize, 
acknowledge, and include a goal expressing the importance of a viable creek.  This 
includes restoring it to a prior condition (I suggest 1990).  This includes not only 
avoiding future degradation but actively promoting restoration.   

Response: 
 
Comment noted. 

I contend that groundwater levels should not be pumped down to adversely 
impact meadow stream flow and levels should be maintained to support a viable 
creek, including a fish population that was historically possible (and presently not 
realized). 

Response:   

This is addressed in Objective 3.2 - Promote viable and healthy riparian and aquatic habitats 
by avoiding or minimizing future impacts from pumping on streamflows in the meadow 

Although this is a groundwater management plan, groundwater and surface water 
are intimately connected and sustainable groundwater management must not 
decrease stream flow.  This plan isn’t just about groundwater extraction by the 
various pumpers.  Hopefully, it can be a community consensus statement as to our 



priorities.  I agree with Rick that the PSD “can not control the impact of other 
pumpers” but that doesn’t mean this document can’t support principles (goals and 
objectives) which articulate the conditions we want.  As a guidance document, it 
can express the community preference for desired conditions.  I contend a viable 
stream is such a preference, even if it conflicts with future development. 

Response:   
 
Comment noted 

 Pursuant to my opinions expressed above, I would like to see stronger and 
additional language which documents the commitment to creek enhancement.  
While I support goal 3, objectives 2 & 3 which seek to “minimize” pumping 
impacts on stream flows and wetlands, I would prefer to start from a position of 
“avoiding” such adverse impacts where feasible, then, if after analysis and 
community decision, such impact is unavoidable, go to the posture of “minimizing” 
impact.   

Response: 

The phrase “avoiding or minimizing” has been added to objective 3-2. 

 As an additional objective (perhaps this is an element), I would like to see 
proactive support for ongoing studies which would help us further understand the 
relationship of groundwater pumping and stream flow.  Although over $1 million 
has been spent to try to quantify this interaction, huge uncertainty persists.  
Nevertheless, future planning will require “best science” to make decisions and 
assure CEQA compliance.    

Response: 

Element 2 contains language supporting a cooperative stream/aquifer interaction study. 

 I would like to see language that acknowledges the public trust doctrine of 
“protection of the commons” as a priority in any planning decision.   

Response: 

The public trust doctrine has not been applied to groundwater in California, and therefore it 
does not apply to this groundwater management plan. However, the groundwater basin will be 
managed such that groundwater extraction does not cause significant environmental effects. 



 I would like to see specific language that goes beyond “supporting ongoing 
stream restoration efforts” and seeks an objective of a viable stream, similar to 
1990 conditions, that can support the biological objective of stream flows capable 
of sustaining a fish (and macroinvertebrate) population and ecologically healthy 
riparian environment.   I contend it is a goal of this community to have a healthy 
and viable creek.  While acknowledging natural fluctuations and inevitable future 
development, a sustainable creek is possible and should be iterated as a goal by 
all who live here. 

Response: 

This is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  The plan is limited to 
managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. However BMO 3-2 states the 
objective to “Promote viable and healthy riparian and aquatic habitats by avoiding or 
minimizing future impacts from pumping on streamflows”. 

Thanks for the opportunity to vent my opinions.  I look forward to trying to find 
language that will let us achieve such a goal.  See you October 11. 

 Ed Heneveld 

 
 
Email from Dave Brew. Received September 5, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
Based on the discussion at the last meeting and a few discussions with 
individuals since then, I predict that "water-in-the creek" will be a major 
topic at the next meeting. 
 
The first thing that will come up is several people feel it should be a 
goal.  
 
I disagree, it is too specific to fit in with the other goals. 
 
Response:   
 
Comment noted 
 
I do consider it an appropriate objective. Even here the wording is going to 
be critical in order to promise neither too much nor too little and not to 
get too wordy. 
 
 I'm sure that you'll get lots of input on this, but here's mine, 
nevertheless: 
 



"Stream flow in Squaw Creek was and should continue to be an important 
component of the Squaw Valley ecosystem. Insofar as is technologically and 
operationally possible, stream flow is to be increased and enhanced using 
the elements described below." 
 
Response: 
 
Stream flow in the creek is addressed by BMO 3-2 which states the objective to “Promote 
viable and healthy riparian and aquatic habitats by avoiding or minimizing future impacts 
from pumping on streamflows”. 
 
Dave Brew 
06.09.05.0915 
 
 
Email from Pam Rocca. Received September 7, 2006. 
 
HI Derrick, 
I think Carl, Les and Ed made some very important points. I'd like to see them incorporated in the plan. 
I want to see the words, "safe yield" in this plan.  
 
Response: 
 
The words safe yield were not used in the GMP. Rather than developing a fixed number for 
safe yield, the annual report required by the GMP will assess pumping impacts and 
sustainability on an annual basis. The following sentence, however, has been added to Goal 1: 
For purposes of this GMP, sustainable supply is defined as the amount of water that can 
reliably be withdrawn from the Olympic Valley Aquifer without inducing permanent and 
detrimental ecological, health, or economic damage.   
 
Quantity also applies to water needed for creek flows.   
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
When using the phrase "beneficial uses" I want it understood it also applies to fish and wildlife. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
We need to have a "viable stream" that supports fish and a healthy riparian environment.  
 
Response: 



Stream viability is addressed by BMO 3-2 which states the objective to “Promote viable and 
healthy riparian and aquatic habitats by avoiding or minimizing future impacts from pumping 
on streamflows”. 

Acknowledging the Public Trust Doctrine is important. 
 

Response: 

The public trust doctrine has not been applied to groundwater in California, and therefore it 
does not apply to this groundwater management plan. However, the groundwater basin will be 
managed such that groundwater extraction does not cause significant environmental effects. 

CEQA for all projects is a must due to our fragile ecosystem. 
 
Response: 
 
CEQA is not required for adopting the GMP. However, appropriate CEQA documentation 
will be produced as necessary for all projects undertaken as part of this GMP. 
 
I recently reviewed the 1983 Squaw Valley General Plan. The goals set forth in the Plan are very 
straight forward where the creek is concerned. The message it  conveys is "the creek must be 
protected." I believe during the last twenty years, the decision makers have ignored the key goals of the 
Plan where it applies to the creek. Squaw Creek is so impaired due to lack of stream flow that it no 
longer functions as a viable stream. 
One of the paragraphs in the Plan states: "Past development practices in Squaw Valley have 
contributed to the degradation of the quality of water in Squaw Creek and the Truckee River. The 
goals of the Plan are to improve the quality of the water in Squaw Creek, its tributaries, and the Truckee 
River; to attain current water quality standards; and to protect stream environment zones and the 
Squaw Creek watershed as a whole." 
It further states, "This plan establishes as goals both the restoration of disturbed drainage areas and the 
prevention of further disturbance to both the natural and man-made parts of the area's storm drainage 
and stream system. Natural drainage channels are recognized as a major constraint to development 
and shall not be altered by development." 
I also states: The main attraction of Squaw Valley is the natural environment ( i.e. the topography, 
vegetation, water resources etc.). "The protection of these resources is essential. The meadow (both 
wet and dry) and stream environment zones serve as important ground water recharge areas, natural 
filtration mechanisms and fish and wildlife habitat. This Plan recognizes that most of the historical uses 
of the meadow are appropriate and should be continue." 
I believe our wells are drawing down the creek at a greater rate than is currently being acknowledged. 
Our Ground Water Management Plan, if it is to comply with the goals of the Squaw Valley General Plan 
and the State's requirements, needs to address the well pumping/creek interaction that is currently 
taking place.  
 
Response: 
 
Support of a cooperative creek/aquifer study is included in BMO 3-4 and Element 2. 
 
The success of the Management Plan, it's creditability and its implementation depends on having goals 
that protect the aquifer and creek from being over-drafted. It's what this community's expects and 
demands. 



To prevent further over-drafting, the decision makers need to base their future development decisions 
on reality. The reality is, they need to serve those that are here now with the same quality service they 
have learned to expect. First come first served. If new development can not be served without affecting 
the current customer's quality of life or the water level of the creek, then a moratorium should be 
declared. 
 
Response:  
 
Assuring current residents of an adequate water supply is the responsibility of each individual 
water purveyor.  It is a consideration when addressing requests for will serve letters. Water 
purveyors that feel there are inadequate sources can reject will serve applications.  This GMP 
specifically does not limit the amount of water any pumper can extract for reasonable and 
beneficial purposes. 
 
Every aquifer study in the last five years has stated that more information is needed to answer the 
community's questions. The Squaw Valley Public Service District's Board of Directors promised it's 
customers in 2000 that they would not approve any new development until they got the results of the 
aquifer studies. This community needs to hold them to that promise. They don't have the information 
yet on which to make an informed decision on new development and its impacts on our aquifer. 
A Water Attorney recently told the SVPSD board that they are in the water purveyor business, not in the 
development business. If you don't have water to sell, you can't sell it! 
That makes sense to me. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
  
Thanks Derrik for the opportunity to voice my thoughts and ideas. 
  
Pam 
  
 
Email from Lance Poulsen. Received September 10, 2006. 
 

HI Ed, 

I forgot to mention in yesterday's email, there are aerial photographs of Squaw Valley that are 
pre-Olympics and pre-development. These were taken in the late summer and show the 
condition of the stream at this time of year, which was dry. 

 During the early 1950's there were no wells in the Squaw Valley. The Squaw Valley lodge 
operated from springs and a small reservoir, located at the bottom of the West Face of KT-22 
and the Squaw Valley estates subdivision operated from a spring and two small redwood water 
tanks located above Navajo Court. There was no water taken from the aquafer by wells. 

There are also aerial photos of the valley taken after the Olympics, in the early 1960's, which 
again show the valley and creek dry. These are still indicative  because, as those people that 



owned homes in Squaw Valley at that time can tell you, Squaw Valley was a ghost town in the 
summer. Squaw was a winter resort and very few people ventured into the valley or used their 
houses in the summer.  

-For the most part all of the commercial facilities were shut down in the summer during the 
early 60s. THe Squaw Valley lodge was closed, the Squaw Valley Inn was closed, the state 
facilities which were leased by the Newsoms  were only sporadically used. For the most part 
the valley was dead quiet in the summer months. 

Further, the entire lower valley received their water from a well which was located in the lower 
valley, adjacent to Victor  Road. The lower subdivisions did not draw any water from the  
aquifer used by  the present pumpers. This included the Winding Creek subdivision, the Forest 
Glen subdivision and Indian Trail. The Victor Road well was abandoned when the state 
changed the acceptable  standards in regard to iron content, but as the people that lived in these 
 subdivisions can tell you, the water was good. This area is still a viable well area with  
treatment to take the iron out. 

The entire argument over water is, in my opinion, bogus. It is raised by the same people that 
have tried to stop others from moving to the valley over the years. I think the acronym CAVE 
adequately describes them- CITIZENS AGAINST VIRTUALLY EVERYTHING. First is it 
was sewering the valley, and when they couldn't stop TTSA they tried traffic and then it was 
fireplace and automobile emissions on which they relied to stop further housing. Now it is 
water.  

Sorry to vent, but these people cost us all a lot of money in relation to higher costs for our 
services. The cost of a water permit in the PSD, I understand is  now $25,000.00. Do I have to 
say more? 

Lance Poulsen 

Response:  

Comments noted. 

 
 
Email from Ed Heneveld. Received September 12, 2006. 

To the email list of the GMP participants, 

   Here is Lance’s first email response to my comments followed by a 2nd series of 
thoughts and recollections.  He is uncertain if his comments went out to just me 
or the entire group.  This will add to our community basis for trying to find 
consensus.  ~Ed 



Hi Ed, 

Appreciate your thoughtful comments in regard to the GMP. Your letter was the first dialog I 
have seen in regards to the process. I asked to be included on the mailing list but apparently my 
name dropped off the list. I will e-mail Jeff Smith to see if I can be included in future 
discussion. I am very interested in this process.  

I would like to make a comment on the pervasive misperception that Squaw Creek  is perennial 
stream. Squaw Creek is not a perennial stream, it is not now, nor was it before development 
happened in Squaw Valley.  

 Squaw Creek dries naturally every year. Even this year, with 186% of normal precipitation, if 
you walked  above the Olympic Village and any development, you will find the creek empty. It 
does not happen, as many would like you to believe, because of well pumping. 

The creek dries from the lower Shirley Canyon, progressively down the valley. On wet years 
such as we have just experienced, small ponds will remain in the lower valley and even a small 
amount of running water but on a normal year you will have a dry creek bed.  

I grew up in Squaw Valley before the Olympics and have fond memories of the way Squaw 
Creek was before the state ruined it with their ditch. 

 Squaw Creek was my playground. We looked forward to the later summer months when 
fishing became so much easier for us when the drying ponds stranded the fish and we could 
catch them by hand . Our only competition at the time were the raccoons. 

There are fewer fish in the meadow now for the simple reason that Squaw Creek is entirely on 
private property and unlike the Truckee River does not get planted. The fish that do get into the 
creek, either come down from Shirley Lake, which does not dry up,  or they migrate up from 
the Truckee River. 

I would encourage those that believe that Squaw Creek dries because of the pumping of wells 
to merely walk above any development and I believe  it will become obvious why Squaw 
Creek dries every year. It is a natural process and we don't need another million dollar study to 
conclude the obvious. 

Just a historical perspective from someone that was there. 

Lance Poulsen 

Response:  

Comment noted. 

 
 



Email from Russel Poulsen. Received September 12, 2006. 
 
Hello all, 
 
I have to add my "ditto" to Lance's comments and frankly I'm surprised at Ed for propagating what he 
should know by now by the photographic evidence I have shown him to be false which is the 
romanticized notion that Squaw Creek flowed year-round in the past. Squaw creek dries up when the 
snow has melted just like every other mountain stream in our area, always has, always will.  
 
The point here however is what should be in the GMP, and my thoughts in that vein are that the goals 
should reflect what is possible and correct for the Public Service District. The PSD is not, and should 
not be a protector, or enhancer of the environment or the creek. The PSD is not expert in the area of 
environmental protection, and that is not in the scope of their task as a public services district. The job 
of the district is to deliver water to it's customers, sewer from it's customers, and bill for garbage, end of 
story. The key is that they need to accomplish these tasks with as little detrimental effect to the 
environment as possible. Therefore any language regarding the environment should address itself to 
the goal of minimizing detrimental effects, but should not be construed as to make the SVPSD a 
protector and enhancer of the environment. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted 
 
 
Best regards to all, 
 
Russell Poulsen 
 
 
Email from Ed Heneveld. Received September 12, 2006. 

We must always acknowledge which reach of the creek is in question.  The 
trapezoidal channel is a man-made dysfunctional ditch and will always dry up.  
PWA consultant Mike Liquori stated he feels the meadow reach may well be a 
perennial stream.  Observationally, Carl Gustafson (and my son and I) have 
observed a degradation of conditions in the meadow reach since 1990.  Although 
multi-factorial in causation, this coincides with the build out of the Resort and 
the implementation of golf course watering.  The fish population has diminished 
over the past 50 years.  No longer do 12” brown trout spawn or even exist as they 
did in the 1980s and before.  I contend that the meadow reach is drying up more 
often and more severely in my 30 years in the valley.  Regardless, we do not have 
to accept this current condition.  Call it restoration, improvements, enhancement, 
or a romantic notion, we have the power to make things worse or to make things 
better.  I vote for the latter.  I suggest this should be a commitment, a goal in 
overall desired conditions, if not a specific element, of this GMP. 

Response: 



Acknowledging the importance of Squaw Creek is included as Goal 3 in the GMP 

Regarding the mission of the PSD, please review the wording: 

 MISSION STATEMENT 

The mission of the Squaw Valley Public Service District is to take leadership in 
providing, maintaining, and advocating for needed, high-quality, and financially 
sound community services, including, but not limited to, water, emergency 
services, sewer and garbage. 

Further, the District will conduct its operations consistent with protecting the 
natural resources and environment of the community. 

Response:  

Goal 3 of the GMP is to “Protect, promote, and improve the environmental quality of Olympic 
Valley.” 

Anyone else care to chime in? 

~Ed 

 
 
Email from Russel Poulsen. Received September 12, 2006. 
 
I wasn't here prior to the Olympics but I do have aerial photos showing the upper reach 
dry prior to the Olympics so I don't think you can point the finger even at the Army Corps 
(much to my regret) this is simply a natural phenomenen due to the lack of water storage in the 
system. The lower reach may appear to be a stream, but by and large it stops flowing. The 
degradation (which does exist sadly) is due to polutants and sediment loads, not a lack of 
water. As we have observed even the creek in Shirley Canyon (clearly undistrurbed) suffers 
from these algae which appear to be caused by airborn polutants. The lower creek may also 
suffer from irradic sediment loads, but the algae is out our control. The other problem involves 
the cutting of the creek into the meadow. This is caused (I believe) by the Army Corps 
"firehose effect" on the meadow reach. I agree that there are many causes here, but the key to 
this discussion is the place of the SVPSD in this picture, and as I say, their job is to avoid 
making things worse, but not to try to improve the situation, I don't believe they have either the 
expertise or the mandate for that. 
  
Russell  
 
Response: 



 
Comment noted 
 
 
Email from Ed Heneveld. Received September 18, 2006. 
 
Copied below are comments I received from geologist and long-time 
resident,Dave Brew 
 
Ed: 
 
You seem to be the central recipient and forwarder of comments about the 
Squaw Valley Groundwater Management Plan in general and about Squaw Creek 
concerns in particular. Here are some of my thoughts--please forward them 
on; and thanks! 
 
First, I would like to state that I accept the historical anecdotal evidence 
contributed by the Poulsens and by Gustafson that indicates that Squaw Creek 
is an intermittent, rather than perennial, stream. An intermittent stream 
can, indeed, run all year long under some conditions. In my opinion, the 
sooner we all accept that Squaw Creek is an intermittent stream and think of 
it as such, the better. 
 
Incidentally, the historical aerial photo evidence could be converted into a 
real database if someone were willing to undertake the task. As such it 
would be much more useful than the anecdotal evidence.  
 
Next, I would like to thank Russell and Lance Poulsen for contributing their 
first-hand historical information on the valley in general and on Squaw 
Creek. My own experience in the valley goes back to my first skiing visit in 
1957 and then to when my wife and I built our first house on Winding Creek 
in 1964. So there's a lot they know that I don't. 
 
Next, this brings me indirectly to what I think the proposed Groundwater 
Management Plan should be all about; in short: 
 
"The purpose of the Squaw Valley Water Management Plan is to provide a 
framework in which all of the users of the Squaw Valley acquifer can move 
towards a commonly held set of goals concerning the acquifer. Within these 
goals there are specific objectives to be worked towards and specific 
elements that pertain to the achieving of each objective. 
 
There are presently six independent users (or "pumpers") of the water in the 
acquifer. The hope and expectation is that all of these users will agree to 
the plan's goals, objectives, and elements. This should lead eventually to a 
coordinated management of the acquifer as a single, but shared, resource. 
However, it may be that one or more of the pumpers does not agree. In such a 
case, those agreeing to the Ground Water Management Plan should nevertheless 
endeavor to implement the Plan." 
 
Response: 
 
The purpose of the GMP is detailed in Section 1 of the GMP. 
 



Moving on, I now--with all due respect--disagree with recent statements by 
both Lance and Russell Poulsen: 
 
Lance has dismissed the water concerns as "bogus". I contend that the water 
contained in the Squaw Valley acquifer is a definitely finite, albeit 
dynamically changing (by year and by season), resource. I don't think that 
we yet have a firm grip on the sustainable yield of the acquifer, but there 
has to be a natural limit. 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Learning as much as we can about the resource should aid in determining how 
the acquifer's "sustainable yield" relates to the maximum appropriate 
development in the valley. 
 
I may be wrong, but from his statement, I surmise that Lance would prefer 
that we all ignore all water questions. 
 
Russell has questioned the Squaw Valley Public Service District's "mandate" 
and "expertise" in relation to the development of the Groundwater Management 
Plan.  
 
I understand that there is no mandate as such, but (as described some 
paragraphs above) I judge that the purpose of the plan should be to develop 
at least a general framework within which all of the "pumpers" can operate. 
As far as I can tell, there is no governmental or other entity that has a 
mandate to develop a groundwater management plan for our valley. In my 
opinion, the Public Service District (which pumps twice as much water as the 
next pumper) is the logical and appropriate group to support the development 
of the Groundwater Management Plan. 
 
Further, in my opinion, the Public Service District has done about as well 
as any group could do in contacting private firms and contracting with them 
for the study expertise that is beyond the district's in-house capabilities. 
Further, it has attempted to apply those studies as best it can to the 
acquifer and its environment. 
 
Again, I may be wrong, but from his statements, I surmise that Russell would 
prefer that there be no effort at all to develop a groundwater management 
plan for the valley and, like Lance, he considers all discussions of ground 
and surface water to be unnecessary. 
 
Obviously, each of us is free to make our own interpretations of the 
Poulsens' statements. 
 
Still moving on, I don't know of any of the other pumpers (other than the 
Resort and the Mutual) have contracted for studies that have been made 
available to the public.  Someone please correct me if I am wrong-- I'd 
especially be interested in knowing if the Squaw Valley Ski Corporation or 
the Poulsen family had commissioned any such studies. 
 
 
Dave Brew,  Ph.D., California Licensed Geologist No. 2715 06.09.18.1100 
 
Response: 



 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Email from Dave Brew. Received September 21, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
I think that you have put things into a good place to carry on--No adverse 
comments from me. 
 
The one thing that I see as coming back and biting us in the butt over and 
over again is the possible relation between groundwater pumping and the flow 
in the creek. 
 
This will continue to be a problem until we have a credible study of the 
possible relation of the two. So, perhaps one element is to urge the 
completion of the studies that are purported to address this item? 
 
Response: 
 
Element 2 supports a cooperative stream/aquifer interaction study. 
 
Good luck; see you on the 11th, I hope! 
 
Dave Brew 
06.09.21.1740 
 
 
Email from Dave Brew. Received October 16, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
You did a good job at the October 11 Squaw Valley Groundwater Management 
Plan stakeholders meeting. You, and we, are getting there--however slowly. 
 
I've been in e-mail never-neverland for the past couple weeks, so you didn't 
get any response from me to the material you sent before the meeting. 
Anyway, everything that I would have said got covered in the meeting. 
 
As you observed a couple times during the meeting, there's a tendency for 
some of us to confuse the wording with the concept. Let's hope the plan 
stays simple, clean, general, and easy to understand. 
 
There are, as you noted, some things still missing, namely figures, 
appendices, and discussion of implementation. The last of these is a toughy 
and I suggest that you try to keep it as general, vague, and light as 
possible to avoid disappearing in the myriad of details. But you might 
include something on Joint Powers Agreements. 
 
After all, this plan is to get us off the ground and not to deal with every 
outcome and contingency that will emerge. 



 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
At the meeting, Chris Bonds gave me a copy of California DWR Bulletin 
118-Update 2003. A lot of the first part deals directly and specifically 
with Groundwater management Plans. So, I quote below some words from that 
publication that may fit into the next draft of the plan. I suspect that you 
have already read most of these words and considered using them. 
 
"Groundwater management, as defined in this report, is the planned and 
coordinated monitoring, operation, and administration of a groundwater basin 
with the goal of long-term sustainability of the resource." (p. 32) 
 
"At a minimum, successful groundwater management should be defined as 
maintaining and maximizing long-term reliability of the groundwater 
resource, focused on preventing significant depletion of groundwater in 
storage over the long term and preventing significant degradation of 
groundwater quality." (p. 44) 
 
An aspect that we haven't discussed at all is: 
"Describe the area to be managed under the Plan: The plan should include a 
description of the physical setting and characteristics of the acquifer 
system underlying the plan area in the context of the overall basin. The 
summary should also include a description of historical data related to 
groundwater levels, groundwater quality, subsidence, and groundwater-surface 
water interaction: known issues of concern with respect tot he above 
data;and a general discussion of historical and projected water demands and 
supplies." (p. 56) 
 
Response: 
 
Section 3 of the GMP includes descriptions of the physical setting, aquifer characteristics, and 
historical data. The annual report required by the GMP will assess projected water demands. 
 
Thanks for your attention! Am I pushing the bar higher and faster than 
planned? 
 
Dave Brew 
06.10.16.1515 
 
 
Email from Dave Brew. Received October 20, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
I have been/am involved with a discussion with the Mutual Water Co. about 
the GWMP. Quite discouraging, but-- 
 
Right now I think that anything about implementation should be deferred as 
much as possible--save it for a next, very difficult step. 
 



If our plan is so general and non-threatening that all parties will sign on 
in the  spirit of the "greater good" and motherhood/fatherhood, then the 
basic requirements (as I understand them) will be covered. 
 
Implementation can be left to a group to be named and convened later. This 
is where the nitty-gritty and joint powers and stuff like that can be 
addressed. 
 
Dave Brew 
06.10.20.0920 
 
Response:  
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
Email from Tom Gavigan, Lahontan RWQCB.  Received November 22, 2006. 
 
Derrik, 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Elements section of the Olympic Basin 
GWMP.  
 
Page 5: Element 4; Detailed Description; 1st sentence: 
 
A little picky.... but the SVPSD, SVSC, SVMWC have bedrock wells so the Olympic 
Basin is not the "sole source of water" for these pumpers … perhaps "primary" source. 
 
I think the word, "sole" adds confusion to the physical location of the basin. 
 
Response:  
 
 The text has been modified from “sole source” to “primary source”. 
 
Page 6: Element 4; items 2, 3, and 4 
 
Please include the LRWQCB on these items 
 
Response:  
 
 The LRWQCB has been added to this section 
 
Page 6: Element 4; items 3 
 
I have concerns about the statement: 



 
"Groundwater management decisions that may significantly affect stream flows will 
be coordinated with these two agencies." 
 
This seems to contradict the top of page 7, "...manage pumping such that impacts to 
Squaw Creek are minimized, …"   
 
It is possible that the LRWQCB would find that significantly affected stream flow 
could cause an impairment or threatened impairment of beneficial uses. 
 
What types of decisions are you thinking about? 
 
Response: 
 
 Item 3 in Element 4 is effectively a due diligence item.  As stated in Element 5, it is the intent 
of this GMP to manage pumping such that impacts to Squaw Creek are minimized.  Should 
new wells or new pumping distributions be proposed that might impact Squaw Creek, 
however, the appropriate agencies will be consulted to minimize creek impacts. 
 
Element 5; Page 8; item 4 
 
I envisioned a more dynamic management of groundwater levels in the future. 
 
While pumping quantities and distributions could be analyzed annually, water levels 
and potentiometric surfaces should be reviewed more frequently during the summer. 
 
Response:  
 
 In non-drought years, adequate pumping distributions can probably be estimated previous 
years pumping data.  This may not be true for dry years.  The GMP has been modified to state 
,”During average or wet years, annual analysis of pumping distributions will likely suffice.  
During drought years, pumping distributions may have to be analyzed more frequently.” 
 
Element 5; Page 8; item 5; last sentence 
 
Again picky...this level of detail is not consistent with other parts of the plan ... (such 
as no details provided on the future coordinated monitoring plan).  I suggest you 
strike it. 
 
Response:   
 
The detail has been struck. 
 



Thanks again for your efforts!   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tom Gavigan, PG, CHg 
Engineering Geologist 
CA RWQCB-Lahontan 
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
(530) 542-5429 
(530) 544-2271 (fax) 
TGavigan@waterboards.ca.gov 
 
 
Email from Mr. Les Wilson. Received November 24, 2006. 
 
 
November 22, 2006 
 
Comments on Squaw Valley GMP Elements 
 
The following comments are submitted on the Squaw Valley GMP Elements in Derrick Williams letter of 
November 9, 2006. 
 
Although the request was for comments on the elements, I believe comments on the objectives are still appropriate 
as the objectives strongly influence the elements, and the failure to include certain objectives has resulted in a plan 
that does not strike an equitable balance between development interests and the interests of current stakeholders, 
as well as omission of certain elements that would be useful for implementation. 
 
Additional Objectives 
 
I suggest the following additional objectives: 
 
Objective 3.5: Correct past mistakes. 
 
For many years the focus of the community has been drying up the meadow and other reaches of the valley floor 
to accommodate the 1960 Olympics and various commercial developments. These efforts have been very 
effective, to an extent that the beauty of the meadow and water supply of the community are being affected. The 
focus of the community is now changing toward reversing this process, at least in part. It is essential that an 
objective of the GMP be consideration of efforts made to drain the meadow in the past, to what extent they can be 
reversed, especially in consideration of the development that has taken place. 
 
Response:  
 
As stated in our letter of November 9, 2006, “The purpose of this GMP is not to revisit past 
management decisions, and spend effort assigning blame.  Past decisions will likely be revisited 
and modified in the context of our future groundwater management decisions.  Revisiting past 
decisions in the context of new pumping strategies is entirely appropriate; in this way, past 
pumping decisions are covered in this GMP.”  



 
Objective 3.6: Assure a viable aquatic environment in Squaw Creek. 
 
Community concerns about draining the meadow in the past and intense pumping of the aquifer currently during 
the dry season center around water quantity, quality, and Squaw Creek. Concerns about water quantity and quality 
are addressed in goals 1 and 2. Concerns about Squaw Creek need to be addressed at least in an objective. 
 
Response:   
 
The GMP addresses the health of Squaw Creek in Objective 3.2 - Promote viable and healthy 
riparian and aquatic habitats by avoiding or minimizing future impacts from pumping on 
streamflows in the meadow, and Objective 3.4 - Support ongoing stream restoration efforts.  
These two objectives directly address the impact of groundwater on stream flows.  Assuring a 
viable aquatic environment involves more than groundwater management, and therefore is not 
an appropriate objective for a groundwater management plan. 
 
Objective 3.7: Assure an adequate water supply for current residences and businesses. 
 
Many of the current objectives are concerned with various ways of mitigating increased extraction. Somewhere 
there needs to be an objective of assuring the current stakeholders of an adequate water supply, and elements 
useful in quantifying and accomplishing that objective. 
 
Response:  
 
Assuring current residents of an adequate water supply is the responsibility of each individual 
water purveyor.  It is a consideration when addressing requests for will serve letters. Water 
purveyors that feel there are inadequate sources can reject will serve applications.  This GMP 
specifically does not limit the amount of water any pumper can extract for reasonable and 
beneficial purposes. 
 
Objective 3.8: Establish an adequate additional water supply before approving additional development. 
 
The groundwater management plan will necessarily be involved in the approval or disapproval of future 
developments. Somewhere there needs to be an objective requiring substantiation of adequate additional water 
before approval. 
 
Response:  
 
Assuring an adequate supply exists is each purveyor’s responsibility before approving will 
serve letters.  If new water supplies are required, they are analyzed in accordance with the 
CEQA process. 
 
Objective 3.9: Comply with CEQA before approving additional development. 
 
The intent of CEQA is to fully inform the public on the possible environmental impacts of future developments to 
enable the public to arrive at an informed opinion. Somewhere there needs to be an objective supporting this 
process. 
 
Response: 
 



The requirements for complying with CEQA are spelled out in the California Public Resources 
Code.   The GMP cannot, and is not intended to, modify the CEQA requirements.  A 
statement will be included in the GMP stating that all appropriate CEQA requirements will be 
followed prior to implementing any projects. 
 
Additional Elements 
 
Element 10: Redesign of the trapezoidal channel. 
Supports BMO 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 
 
The trapezoidal channel shortens flow east from the upper end of the valley into the meadow thereby increasing 
water velocity, increasing size and amount of alluvia transferred, increasing channel depth, and lowering the water 
table. Possible action elements would be redesign as a meandering stream, installation of pools and drops, or some 
other technology is needed to correct this effect. This element needs to be included in the GMP. 
 
Response:  
 
The trapezoidal channel is included in the list of key basin issues identified in Section 3.  The 
GMP specifically supports Squaw Creek restoration activities.  As a groundwater management 
plan, however, identifying and undertaking specific stream modifications is inappropriate. 
 
Element 11: Restore flood plain connectivity. 
Supports BMO 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 
 
This matter is discussed in the Phillips Williams Report. As the season progresses the level of water in the creek 
bed drops below the level of the water in the meadow, that is, the creek loses flood plain connectivity. This effect 
may be the result of the trenching to dry up the meadow for parking for the Olympics, or it may be the result of 
increased stream velocity and deeper incision resulting from the trapezoidal channel, or a combination with yet 
other effects. If the water level in the creek bed could be maintained longer, drainage of the flood plain into the 
creek could be delayed, and minimal flows in the creek could be maintained farther into the dry summer season. 
Possible action elements would be redesign as a meandering stream, installation of pools and drops, installation of 
channel blocks, or letting the beaver do the job for you. This element needs to be included in the GMP. 
 
Response: 
 
This plan is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  The plan is 
limited to managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. 
 
Element 12: Raise the level of the creek bed. 
Supports BMO 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 
 
This matter is also discussed in the Phillips Williams Report and is closely related to Element 11 restoring flood 
plain connectivity discussed above. Addition of larger size gravels and stones to the creek channel would reduce 
water velocity, slow incision, increase diversion onto the flood plain, and increase retention with the positive 
effects described above. This element needs to be included in the GMP. 
 
Response: 
 
This plan is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  The plan is 
limited to managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. 
 



Element 13: Increase retention. 
Supports BMO 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 
 
Large volumes of water leave Squaw Valley and flow down the Truckee River during the spring runoff. Retention 
of even a small fraction of this runoff would provide enough water for all the additional development currently 
envisioned. Delay of runoff would help maintain creek flow far into the summer dry season. Possible action items 
would include construction of ponds, covering of snow with needles to delay melt, treatment of soils to increase 
absorption. 
 
Response:   
 
Increasing runoff retention is a potential stream restoration option identified by PWA in their 
analysis of Squaw Creek.  As addressed in Basin Management Objective 3.4, the GMP already 
specifically supports such stream restoration activities. 
 
Element 14: Reduce irrigation. 
 
Irrigation requirements rise during the dry season, exactly when pumping is most likely to be a threat to creek 
flow. Golf course irrigation is the single biggest item. The latest irrigation technologies should be used. Other 
action items would include dry landscaping, night watering hours, drought resistant plants, etc.. 
 
Response:    
 
Water conservation measures are included in Element 7 of the GMP.  This element encourages 
all groundwater pumpers and major water users to adopt water conservation measures, of 
which implementing advanced irrigation technology is an important example.  During 
stakeholder meetings, the consensus of the community was to encourage, but not impose, 
conservation except during droughts..  
 
Element 15: Augment creek flow. 
Supports BMO 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8 
 
If implementation of elements 10 through 14 fail, water should be pumped directly into the creek as necessary to 
insure flow, or at least pools, adequate for survival of fish and other aquatic life. The previous procedures are 
preferable, but this element needs to be in the GMP in case of their failure. 
 
Response: 
 
This plan is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  The plan is 
limited to managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. 
 
Element 16: Define “sustainable supply” as it will be applied in Squaw Valley. 
Supports Goal 1 
 
There are many definitions of sustainable this that or the other. The words “sustainable supply” are used in Goal 
1, which will be part of the GMP for Squaw Valley. They need to be defined to the satisfaction of this community. 
A generous definition of “sustainable supply” is that amount of water that can be withdrawn from the aquifer in 
one year with assurance that the aquifer will be fully replenished in the next year. A more conservative definition 
of “sustainable supply” would be that amount of water that could be withdrawn from the aquifer in one year 
without serious environmental consequences such as drying up the creek. The definition should apply to the 
aquifer as a whole; it should not be phrased in terms of well drawdown or well interference or any criterion 
deriving from the infrastructure. 



 
Response:  
 
The following sentence has been added to Goal 1: For purposes of this GMP, sustainable 
supply is defined as the amount of water that can reliably be withdrawn from the Olympic 
Valley Aquifer without inducing permanent and detrimental ecological, health, or economic 
damage. 
 
Element 17: For each well determine impact of pumping rate and duration on water table and creek flow. 
Supports BMO 5.1, 5.2, 5.3. 
 
The computer model is not well designed for addressing creek flow directly, or the effect of streams on the 
mountain sides. It can determine the cones of depression of the various wells under various rates and durations of 
pumping. Cones of depression extending under the creek will affect flow in the creek, if any. 
These results can be used to try to minimize impact on creek flow of various pumping regimes during the dry 
summer season, especially in the few weeks before going dry. 
 
Response: 
 
The computer model currently does simulate the impact of pumping on stream flow. 
 
Additional Actions, Old Elements: 
 
Action 2.4: Place gauges up north and south forks to measure total flow, not just surface flow. 
 
Response:   
 
The existing stream gauges are located relatively far upstream, where underflow is minimal.  
We are unaware of stream gauges that measure underflow as well as surface flow. 
 
Implementation 
 
The Implementation Group, replacing the Aquifer Pumping Group, is to be described in Section 6. Section 6 is not 
provided. Action items 5.2 and 5.3 have moved into the “evaluate” and “identify” category. There never were any 
action items for specifically restricting pumping. Implementation, if any, appears to be inadequately addressed. 
 
Response:   
 
The implementation group does not replace the Aquifer Pumping Group. Members of the 
Aquifer Pumping Group are included in the Advisory Group.  Section 6 is now included in the 
GMP.  Other comments are noted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
If this plan does not strike an equitable balance between the interests of developers in obtaining more water for 
growth and current stakeholders in preserving their water supply and the beautiful mountain valley where they 
purchased property, it will not be representative of the interests of the community as a whole. There is risk that 
this plan will become an endorsement of a policy of providing water for development with questionable planning, 
with the possibility of damage to the aquifer and creek, and in opposition to a substantial segment of current 
residents and businesses. 
 



Response:  
 
The GMP takes no stand for or against development.  Any future development will need to 
comply with the goals and objectives of this plan. 
 
If the District board enacts this plan, it will have the powers of a Water Replenishment District, and may fix and 
collect fees and assessments for groundwater management (Water Code 10754). If this plan as finally drafted is 
devoid of protection for the current stakeholders, they might be reluctant to burden themselves with its cost. 
 
A well formulated and equitable groundwater management plan would be a benefit to all owners and businesses in 
Squaw Valley. I think this plan needs more development. 
 
A proposal for the drafting of Section 6 is critical. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Les Wilson 
 
 
Email from Mr. Ed Heneveld.  Received November 27, 2006. 
 
11-24-06 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on last meeting minutes on "Elements" 
and the ongoing GMP draft.   
 
In general, I agree with Derrik's minutes.  I disagree with not removing "future" 
from BMO 3.2 and 3.3.  Although I appreciate we want to stay positive and do not 
wish to assign blame, leaving out this word in the two objectives more accurately 
states the objective.   
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
We certainly will need to address past management decisions to remedy current 
adverse impacts.   
 
Response: 
 
 As stated in our letter of November 9, 2006, “The purpose of this GMP is not to revisit past 
management decisions, and spend effort assigning blame.  Past decisions will likely be revisited 
and modified in the context of our future groundwater management decisions.  Revisiting past 



decisions in the context of new pumping strategies is entirely appropriate; in this way, past 
pumping decisions are covered in this GMP.”  
 
Just as CEQA requires comprehensive and cumulative analysis, so should this 
GMP. 
 
Response: 
 
This GMP does not present analyses, but provides a framework for future analyses.  Future 
analyses should be comprehensive and cumulative. 
 
Element 2 “surface water monitoring”  In addressing surface flow and water 
quality, shouldn’t sediment loads be included as an influencing condition?  The 
entire concept of TMDL for Squaw Creek should be at least mentioned as being 
important and contributing to water quality and quantity.  I know the PSD wishes 
to avoid stream bed conditions as beyond its scope and control; but, if the 
document is to be a community plan, it should acknowledge Lahontan’s concern (as 
to Squaw Creek being 303d listed as impaired) and their suggested solution 
(baseline conditions have been determined and new permits and projects will be 
required to improve those conditions). 
Element 2.1  “stream montoring”  - somewhere in here should be referenced 
Lahontan’s TMDL determination for the creek and their plan for remedy.  The 
GMP should acknowledge it, “support” it, collaborate or coordinate with it.  
 
Response: 
 
 The GMP now specifically sites Lahontan RWQCB’s plan to reduce sediment loads as 
described in resolution r6t-2006-0017 (RWQCB, 2006). 
 
Under Element 2:2. "support a cooperative stream/aquifer interaction study"   I 
question the first sentence which states:  "Understanding the relationship 
between shallow groundwater levels in the meadow, streamflows in the meadow, 
groundwater quality, and stream quality...."   Why is this interaction study limited 
to the meadow reach and water quality?  While I realize the “black hole” of 
understanding (per the Loy report) is the meadow reach, this element should be 
inclusive of the entire creek.  Also it should analyze not just quality but quantity 
as well.   
 
Response: 
 



The word streamflows implies quantity.  The GMP has been modified so that Element 2-2 now 
addresses the entire length of Squaw Creek, not just the section in the Meadow. 
 
Ken Loy made the observation that stream constituents change through the 
season and by late August stream and groundwater share similar chemistry.  As I 
understand it, current modeling considers the stream a lake, a constant water 
source, and must be amended to account for the quantitative seasonal reduction 
in flow to the point of no flow. 
 
Response:  
 
The model accounts for seasonal changes in streamflow. The stream in the model can dry out in 
response to changing hydrologic conditions. 
  
Element 4 should also include coordination with other agencies:   Department of 
Water Resources (water rights, grants, public trust, etc).  State Lands 
Commission (beds of navigable streams (Is Squaw Creek navigable?), public trust).  
State (as well as Lahontan) Water Resources Control Board (water rights 
permits, diversions affecting public trust resources with instream and non-flow 
conditions).  Placer County departments:  Planning including natural resources and 
land use; DPW as with flood plain determinations and water management; and 
Dept of Health and Human Services, Division of Environmental Health (which 
chairs the Technical Review Committee overseeing golf course CHAMP). 
Regarding Element 4.4: Army Corps of Engineers will need to be consulted on 
more than just wetlands, but any stream bed disturbance.  In an optimistic world, 
they will help “fix” the trapezoidal channel. 
 
Response: 
 
The list of interested agencies has been increased to include the agencies listed above.  Note this 
list in the GMP is not meant to be necessarily exhaustive. 
 
Element 5 Manage GW pumping. 5.5 investigating …horizontal wells.  (?) add 5.6 
Faults: Should we also acknowledge the need to investigate the 3 faults that run 
beneath the valley floor?  These “wild cards” could be sources of recharge or 
depletion or both.  They remain a variable that threatens any scientific modeling 
conclusions and thorough understanding of the valley’s hydrology. 
 
Response: 
 



A new action item has been added to Element 5 that investigates the impacts of faults on the 
Basin’s groundwater conditions.  
 
Element 7 Water Conservation   7.2 the word “excessive” is too subjective and 
relative.  I’m not sure what term or phrase should be used but (perhaps) this 
should be amended to a less prejudicial word. 
 
Response: 
 
The word excessive has been changed to disproportionate. 
 
I completely agree with the 11/22/06 comments by Les Wilson that this GMP 
should at least attempt to address more than just technical elements and be a 
plan representing “the interests of the community as a whole”.  The Groundwater 
Resources Association published the 2005 “California Groundwater Management” 
handbook which elaborates on additional elements worthy of discussion.  Our GMP 
group has readily acknowledged the technical aspects of basin hydrology as to 
water quality and quantity.  And the environment is acknowledged with the stream 
condition being recognized as important with “support” to restoration being 
offered.  Political decision making has been avoided but the divergent interests 
of those wishing to restore the creek to pre-1990 conditions and those wishing 
more development in the face of limited water supply is an appropriate element 
for this group.  Legal considerations continue to loom on the fringe:  Is CEQA 
environmental review required?  Is pumping depleting the creek?  If so, is it 
“significant”?  Is our groundwater “percolating” or is some of it channeling 
through “subterranean streams”?  Institutional governance is also a background 
element.  I suspect everyone wishes to avoid adjudication but to what extent can 
the pumpers agree to acknowledge problems and possibly reduce consumptive use 
in the face of divergent interests?  In an extreme condition of drought, for 
example, what “authority” will determine who gets to pump what?  The economic 
element certainly controls a lot of what can or will be done.  Can we “afford” the 
monitoring we are already planning?  As we move ahead with trying to understand 
well-aquifer-creek interactions, who will pay for the study?  As a valley wide 
issue, currently the PSD is interested in taking the lead.  How is the cost to be 
shared?  Although we all want to know the answer, what is fair?  This 
management handbook calls it “The Tragedy of the Commons” where we have 
“unlimited access to a natural resource, in which everybody can use the resource 
but no one is responsible for managing the resource.”  The more we can agree to 
making this a valley wide management plan, and not just fulfilling a PSD 



requirement for future funds, the better off we will be as a community in 
understanding where we are (ensure that we currently have a sustainable water 
supply for existing conditions) and where we want to go (in approving additional 
development).  This GMP effort is a prelude to revisiting our antiquated General 
Plan.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
I look forward to additional shared email comments and our next meeting. 
~Ed Heneveld   
 
 
Email from Dr. Margot W. Garcia, Ph.D., AICP.  Received November 27, 2006. 
 
Margot W. Garcia, Ph.D., AICP 
3100 E. Calle Portal 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
November 24, 2006 
 
 
Comments on Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) 
 
 
I support Les Wilson’s comments that the GMP needs some more objectives and elements in order to become a 
plan that will help manage the groundwater in Olympic Valley as well as preserve the creek. The creek is a 
fundamental part of the valley and is part of the charm of the area. To loose the creek from overpumping in order 
to add more development or allow individuals to extensively irrigate their property would be to diminish the 
beauty of the valley and potentially the value of an individual’s property. I see this plan as an opportunity to use 
our precious resource, water, wisely and efficiently. 
 
Response:   
 
Comments noted 
 
My specific comments are as follows. 
 
Element 2:  I would suggest rewording one of the sentences in #1 as follows. 
 
The SVPSD will furthermore support ongoing stream water quality collection efforts; for example Squaw Valley 
Ski Corporation’s monitoring of sediment in Squaw Creek water as part of the State of California’s effort under 
the Clean Water Act (TMDL program) to bring the creek into compliance with water quality standards. 
 
Response: 
 



The wording of Element 2 has been modified to explicitly acknowledge the Lahontan RWQCB’s 
plan to reduce sediment loading in Squaw Creek. 
 
Element 3, number 2.  Sentence rewrite 
 
The SVPSD will lead and coordinate stream/aquifer interaction studies in collaboration with State agencies or 
other groundwater users. The SVPSD will help identify potential grants or other funding mechanisms that could 
support such studies.  (Brings the second reference to “studies” into parallel usage with the first mention of 
“studies”). 
 
Response: 
 
This suggestion has been incorporated in Element 2 action item 2, with “SVPSD” changed to 
“GMP Implementation Group”. 
 
Element 3, number 3.  
 
 This is the first mention of a GMP implementation group. As such it needs to reference the “infamous” section 6 
that I have not seen yet, or give some other reference so the reader knows what and who this group is.  
 
Response: 
 
Section 6 is now included in the GMP. 
 
Element 4, number 1 
 
1. Continue to cooperatively manage groundwater under the auspices of the GMP implementation group.  
(This group needs to be referenced in a consistent manner. I will bring to the author’s attention other places that 
need to be changed so that consistency is observed. Such consistency helps the reader keep track of what is being 
proposed.) 
I would also request that a sentence from the original proposal be put back in. 
“This group will become the primary forum for estimating future demands on the groundwater basin.” 
 
Response: 
 
The GMP Implementation Group is now referenced in a consistent manner.  The following 
sentence has been added to the GMP to address the second part of this comment, “This group 
will be the primary forum for estimating future demands on the groundwater basin by 
accepting estimated demands from current groundwater extractors, and supplementing these 
demands with any additional pumping needed for known, planned development not included 
in the current extractor’s estimates.” 
 
Element 4, number 2 
 
Please follow the convention that when an acronym is used for the first time, the letters are spelled out. That 
would require that RWQCB be spelled out in this number. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted.  This convention has been followed in the GMP. 
 



Element 4, numbers 3 and 4. 
 
 I am glad to see these two elements added. I think it makes for a more accurate and complete picture of the 
amount of coordination needed in this complex issue of groundwater management. Why not add other pertinent 
agencies? 
 
Response: 
 
Additional agencies have been added to the list of interested agencies. 
 
Element 5, number 3 
 
I wonder why the author decided to change the wording from “develop a coordinated plan” to “identify and 
evaluation opportunities” for developing a coordinated pumping plan. This wording change weakens the action 
item tremendously and thus weakens the whole plan. 
 
Response: 
 
 This wording change was made at the suggestion of the Stakeholder’s group.  
 
“The aquifer pumping group” should be changed to the “GMP implementation group” unless the intent is to have 
two groups operating. 
 
Response: 
 
There are now two groups in the implementation plan, the GMP implementation group and 
the GMP Advisory group.  The aquifer pumping group is no longer referenced in the 
implementation plan. 
  
Element 5, number 4. 
 
A word-smithing suggestion follows to improve readability. 
Pumping quantities and pumping distributions should be analyzed and reported annually to the GMP 
implementation group. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Element 5, number 5 
 
This action item seems to capture the spirit of the suggestion made at the meeting. Would it not be clearer to 
say…in place in Squaw Creek and in the Upwelling…? 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Would it not also be important that the study of shutting off individual horizontal wells be carried out in different 
seasons? Or at least in the months of June, July, August, and September. I don’t think this study would give us 
much information if it is carried out in December, February, or April, or anytime the aquifer is full or filling up 



from snow melt. 
 
Response: 
 
Details of the horizontal well study have been removed from the GMP.  This brings the 
discussion of the horizontal well study in line with the discussions of other studies. 
 
Element 6, number 1 
 
The second sentence is very awkward. I suggest the following rephrasing. “The SVPSD will continue to monitor 
for unused or abandoned wells so that such wells can, as appropriate, be closed in order to remove potential 
pathways for contamination.” 
 
Response:   
 
A variation on the suggested change has been incorporated into the GMP. 
 
Element 6, number 3. 
 
The phrase “the implementation group described in Section 6” should be replaced with “the GMP implementation 
group”. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Element 7, number 2. 
 
The revised version of this action item begins with the word “offer.” I suggest we replace “offer” with 
“encourage.” 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Element 7, number 4 
 
Change number 4 to “Review annually production, and estimate future extractions. 
 
Response:   
 
A variation on the suggested change has been incorporated into the GMP. 
 
Change “Wells” in second sentence to “wells”. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
The implication of the second sentence is that SVPSD will, in their annual water use report, estimate pumping 
from all wells and that would include Mutual, Ski Corp, PlumpJack, RSC, and private wells. Assuming that the 



combined database gets built, this will not be very difficult. Without the combined database, this action will be a 
wild guess at best. 
 
Response:   
 
A single, coordinated groundwater monitoring system is included in Element 1, item 2, and a 
single database is proposed in Element 8, item #2. 
 
My request at the meeting was for this estimate of future water pumping to include estimated growth as 
determined by known development plans. I am concerned that the way it is phrased now, the projection could be 
done just based on current zoning, or the outdated General Plan. I suggest a rewording of the last sentence to be:   
“In addition, this report will include estimates of all future pumping from the basin , accounting for estimated 
growth and land use as contained in the General Plan and as determined by all known development plans. 
 
Response: 
 
The following sentence has been added to address this comment, and keep this element 
consistent with Item #1 in Element #4, “Future demands will be agreed to at the annual 
meeting of the Implementation Group or its Advisory Committee by accepting estimated 
demands from current groundwater extractors, and supplementing these demands with any 
additional pumping needed for known, planned development not included in the current 
extractor’s estimates.” 
 
Element 7, number 5. 
 
I was disappointed that hotels, resorts, inns, and restaurants were not mentioned as targets of water conservation 
education. I request that the last bullet – “public signs and postings” be changed to read “Public signs and postings 
in resorts, inns, hotels, and restaurants. 
 
Response:   
 
A variation on the suggested change has been incorporated into the GMP. 
 
Element 8, number 1. 
 
First paragraph, last sentence needs to be modified to include the concept of peer review of the model.  “In 
addition to incorporating new data, the underlying conceptual model should be modified as necessary in response 
to peer review.” 
 
Response: 
 
In item has been added to Element 8, allowing access to the groundwater model in the presence 
of the SVPSD’s hydrologist for the purpose of peer review. 
 
Suggest rewording first sentence, second paragraph: “Approaches to updating the groundwater model in order for 
it to more accurately reflect flows in Squaw Creek should be investigated.” 
 
Response: 
 



The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Element 8, number 2.  
I don’t think the author meant what he wrote …allows simplified analysis! I suggest the following rewrite of that 
sentence: “This single database simplifies the analysis of groundwater conditions.” 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
 
 
E-mail from Mr. Dave Brew.  Received December 4, 2006. 
 
Derrick: 
 
Sorry for the delay in responding. Among other things, I ended up having to 
get a hard copy of your letter from Jim Smith of the SVPSD. 
 
I¹ve read Les Wilson¹s, Tom Gavigan¹s, Margo Garcia¹s, and Ed Heneveld¹s 
responses to you, but no others. 
 
 I¹d have sent this to all SVGWMP email recipients but for the fact that 
this new computer is not yet totally compatible with the one that stores 
previous email distribution lists and messages, etc. 
 
I believe that we are moving ahead, I commend you for your efforts, and I 
hope that the January meeting will help even more. 
 
One very basic comment that pertains to Wilson¹s, Garcia¹s and possibly 
others¹ comments: I recommend keeping this first version of the Groundwater 
Management Plan as simple and straightforward as possible. The more 
complicated it gets, the more contentious points that might be included in 
it, and they could/would contribute to unnecessary delays. The first, 
simple, version of the GWMP can be amended as time goes on to include more 
goals (perhaps), objectives, and elements. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Obviously, I¹m a big proponent of the KISS principle. 
 
As I¹ve noted before, the aquifer-creek interaction will continue to be an 
important consideration and I think that you¹ve approached it at the right 
level for now.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Another factor that is emerging more strongly is the fear of control by an 
over-arching authority, as expressed both directly and indirectly by the 



representatives of the Poulsen family and of the Squaw Valley Mutual Water 
Company. Somehow more reassurance needs to be brought in, even at an almost-
subliminal level. Actually, outright reassurance to the SVMWC and to the 
Poulsens that there will be no control intended over their existing pumping 
rights might fit in at some stage. 
 
Response:  
 
The following sentence has been added to the GMP, “The Olympic Valley Groundwater 
Management Plan is not intended to restrict or otherwise limit the extraction of groundwater 
by any users, except by means of economic incentives and disincentives.” 
 
Onto my few specific comments: 
 
Element 2, paragraph 3: The reference to the implementation group described 
in section 6 is misleading. Either you mean Element 8, or something is 
missing. If it is a reference to Element 8, then that section needs some 
help‹and I¹m not sure of what kind! 
 
Response: 
 
The reference to Section 6 is correct.  Section 6 is now included in this document. 
 
Element 3, Paragraph 3: Regarding estimates of soil properties, you may wish 
to somehow acknowledge the soils map that is in the 1983 Squaw Valley 
General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (p. 10-18, plate 3) and the 
new (and I haven¹t seen it) soils map that is reported to be available at 
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov 
 
Response: 
 
The soil properties needed for use in conjunction with INSAR need to be determined from 
laboratory tests. 
 
Element 4, Detailed description: You should check the detailed info with 
Rick Lierman. As I recall, the Plumpjack well is now used for monitoring 
only and the Squaw Valley Ski Corporation is using Resort at Squaw Creek 
water‹at least for snow making. However, your basic statement is correct as 
no one is getting any water from anywhere but the acquifer. 
 
Response: 
 
All of the entities listed in Element 4 own wells that can be pumped, and are members of the 
pumpers group. 
 
Element 4, Paragraph 2: I suggest that you spell out the RWQCB before using 
the abbreviation the first time in the document/. 
 
Response: 
 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/�


The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Element 5, Detailed description: ³Manage² is a strong word that the control-
sensitive pumpers react to adversely. How about ³Šthis GMP to propose 
coordinating and managing pumpingŠ². 
 
Response:   
 
A variation on the suggested change has been incorporated into the GMP. 
 
Element 5, Paragraph 2: I suggest a change in wording as follows: ³Šnear 
Squaw Creek and minimizing interaction between pumping wells.² 
 
Response:   
 
A variation on the suggested change has been incorporated into the GMP. 
 
Element 5, Paragraph 5: I agree with Gavigan that the last sentence is too 
much detail for this document. 
 
Response:   
 
The detail has been removed. 
 
Element 7, Paragraph 3: I suggest these words ³Installing and reading 
individual water metersŠ², 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
Finally, and I¹m not yet sure how this should be incorporated and emphasized 
in the GWMP: the valley really has two groundwater systems (as Mike Liquori 
has pointed out): one is a shallow sponge or system that is directly related 
to the creek and the other is the deeper system or sponge that is actually 
being pumped by the pumpers. The relations between these two sponges or 
systems is not totally clear (at least to me) and probably needs more 
attention (or at least acknowledgement) early on in the introduction to the 
GWMP. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Dave Brew 
06.12.04.1845 
 
 
 
Comment posted by Ed Heneveld, December 24, 2006 
 



12-24-06 Merry Christmas 
I would like to better understand the effects of pumping from the horizontal wells and 
“fracture” or “bedrock” wells. I assume these are any wells drilled into the upper elevations of 
the watershed, above the groundwater aquifer (and hence above any currently model assessing 
impacts).  

Response: 
 
Fracture wells or Bedrock wells are wells that derive water from fractures in the bedrock, as 
opposed to deriving water from the sediments that fill the valley (the aquifer).  Most of these 
wells are above the aquifer, however one proposed Resort at Squaw Creek well would be 
beneath the aquifer.  All of the horizontal wells are bedrock wells.  The Resort’s planned 
bedrock well is a vertical bedrock well, not a horizontal bedrock well. 

When Derrik spoke at the 11/29/06 meeting for the Resorts plans, I heard for the first time this 
word “fracture” well. He acknowledged his current model does not account for water derived 
by the horizontal or fracture wells. Currently the PSD operates a horizontal well (pumping 30 
acre feet/year) from the south hillside. Concerns have been raised this this well may (along 
with 18-3) adversely impact the upwelling. The Mutual has wells (pumping 46 acre-
feet/year)on the north ridge of the valley. I have not seen any characterization of existing wells 
owned (but apparently not currently pumped) by Ski Corp. Someone reported to me a drilling 
operation above Tiger Tail on Poulsen Family Trust land. The Resort is proposing to move 
irrigation Wells 18-1&2 further from the creek to lessen impact to the creek. This proposed 
draw of 85 gpm demand from “fracture” wells is not simulated. Moving these wells out of the 
model does not mean pumping them does not have impact. As elements of this GMP are 
developed, the effects of this “free” water pumping needs to be taken into account. Current 
GMP draft language (Elements 5.5) acknowledges this short-coming and proposes to “study” 
the impact. 

Response 
 
This is correct, the model does not account for water derived from bedrock wells.  As noted by 
Mr. Heneveld, it is important to realize that water pumped from bedrock wells may influence 
water levels in the aquifer. 
 
Out of curiosity, what is the quality of this water derived from the horizontal wells?  
 
Response: 
 
The horizontal wells used by both SVPSD and SVMWC produce water that meets all drinking 
water standards. 
 
Are we using the terms horizontal, fracture, and bedrock interchangeably? 
 
Response: 
 



The terms are not quite interchangeable.  Fracture and bedrock wells are interchangeable in 
this GMP.  All horizontal wells are fracture wells, but all fracture wells are not necessarily 
horizontal. 
 
 
 
Comment posted by Ed Heneveld, December 24, 2006. 
 
Les has made a wonderful summary of valley-wide concerns. Although I am sure his comments give Rick and 
Russell angst as to items out of the purview or control of the PSD, I hope we can find a way to incorporate these 
ideas into the GMP. Perhaps they could be included as “recognized concerns” or “issues warranting 
consideration”.  
 
Response:  
 
Although many of Mr. Wilson’s ideas are not strictly components of a groundwater 
management plan, his views do reflect community concerns.  Section 3 of the GMP includes 
background information on Olympic Valley, and includes a sub-section that identifies key 
issues in the basin. 
 
They are certainly elements of an ideal, valley encompassing GMP.  Regarding Les’ proposed Element 10, the 
trapezoidal channel is (as Russell has said) “the elephant in the room”. Not only does it “dewater the upper 
reaches of the creek and historic wetland under the parking lot, (I suspect) it sucks water from the top portions of 
the aquifer as its channel water level drops below the 5 foot depth. Although our options are limited by history, 
politics, and ownership, amending the channel to retain water as well as reduce its downstream hyddraulic is a 
consistent idea worth pursuing. Currently it is out of the scope of every study, but this “ditch” is a critical 
consideration as we look to the future of optimizing pumping-aquifer-creek interaction.  
 
Response:  
 
The focus on the meadow in relation to Squaw Creek has been removed from the GMP.  
 
Although the “current” SkiCorp restoration plan (with a dammed lake and two 7 foot diameter, 1500 foot long 
overflow culverts) has been dismissed as risky, unwise and unapprovable, other ideas exist, such as creating a 
small meander, widening the (vertical) upper portion to give it floodplain shoulders, constructing a series of step 
pools, or even developing a series of check dams (above, midspan, and below) that could be raised or lowered to 
optimize hydrologic effect. I find this latter idea most intriguing. These weirs could create upstream ponding 
which could settle out sediment (read SVSC TMDL), lessen the aquifer drawdown (read more water for 
PSD&Mutual) and store water for late season release (read fish loving stream flow all year). Although not 
“natural” stream functioning, this latter idea sounds like it could meet a lot of “our” needs. My point is the GMP 
needs to include this key problematic feature of the watershed. Food for thought for the new year. 
 
Response: 
 
This plan is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  The plan is 
limited to managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. 
 
Ed Heneveld 
 



 
Comment posted by Les Wilson, December 26, 2006. 
 
Rick is concerned about there being environmental objectives in the GMP that the District cannot enforce. Strong 
environmental objectives are important even though not fully attainable. They “can express the community 
preference for desired conditions.” as Ed Heneveld has said. Conflicting considerations can be resolved later. In 
this instance, a comprehensive and balanced groundwater management plan will necessarily cover the entire 
basin. Implementation will not be fully in control of the District, but will require the co-operation of other ground 
water users, and the community as a whole. Strong environmental objectives, even though there will be 
conflicting considerations, are needed to generate the necessary community support. 
 
Response:  
 
Implementation of the GMP is designed to promote cooperation of all groundwater users.  We 
believe it is more important for all Stakeholders to agree to a basic GMP rather than have 
conflicting opinions in the GMP.  In this way, the GMP becomes a guidance document that all 
Stakeholders can agree to and work from. 
 
 
Comment posted by Les Wilson, December 26, 2006. 
 

Derrik: 

Since the purpose of this website is to solicit public input, I suggest read access to anyone and 
message/comment access to anyone registering as a stakeholder with Jim Smith. With these 
modifications, this website may become a very interesting tool for community 
communications. 

As it is now, read access is not even available to all members of the District or Mutual boards 
of directors. 

Les 

Response: 
 
We appreciate input from anyone whether or not they are registered as a Stakeholder with Jim 
Smith.  The on-line program requires that one moderator invite all users to join the discussion.  
Please supply us with their names and email addresses of anyone that would like to join the 
discussion. We will gladly add their names to the group. 
 
 
Comment posted by Ed Heneveld, December 27, 2006. 
 
1) I would like to see the current draft = goals, objectives, and elements – available on this site so that we may 
refer to it, make suggestions or changes.  
 



Response: 
 
The requested documents have been posted for all to comment on. 
 
2) Although the PSD board will approve the final GMP, room for differences of opinion, minority or individual 
opinons, and dissenting thoughts should be somehow included in an addendum or other reference in the 
document.  
 
Response: 
 
Opinions and comments received during the GMP process are all included in this Appendix. 
 
 
3) It would also be appropriate to have a reference list that includes prior studies and documents relevant to 
groundwater issues in Squaw 
Ed H. 
 
Response: 
 
Section 3 highlights some of the important documents related to groundwater in Olympic 
Valley. 
 
 
Comment posted by Russel Poulson, January 11, 2007. 
 
I believe that Dave Brew has misunderstood my meaning when I spoke of the PSD not having a mandate or the 
expertise. This comment was in regard to the creek and not GMP. I believe that the PSD absolutely has a mandate 
and is seeking the expertise necessary to complete the GMP, but they do not have the mandate or expertise to 
become the guardian or remediator of the creek. Again their goal should be to avoid harming the environment 
while they accomplish their task of serving water, no more, no less. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
E-mail from Mr. Lance Poulson.  Received February 3, 2007. 
 

Hi Derrik- 

I just have to respond one more time. As I am sure you understand by now, Squaw Creek is not 
a perennial creek. Those, for the most part, that suggest it is, are simply pursuing a no growth 
agenda and water is the most recent, convenient vehicle by which they  attempt to achieve their 
goal.  

The creek acts the same now as it did before any development happened in Squaw Valley. 
When the snow melt ends, the creek stops flowing. First in the upper reaches of the valley ie. 



Shirley Canyon and the east fork and then progressively down the meadow. It happens every 
year. 

Nobody wants to see the creek harmed  but to perpetuate this lie is wrong. Hopefully you will 
consider the hard evidence and what has already been stated in the other studies, which the 
ratepayers of Squaw Valley have paid for and not succumb to the hysteria that we are 
destroying the creek with the present well pumping. 

Thank you, 

Lance Poulsen 

Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
E-mail from Mr. John Wilcox.  Received February 6, 2007. 
 
February 6, 2007 
 
TO:  Olympic Valley GMP Stakeholder Meeting Attendees 
 
FROM:  John Wilcox, Director, Squaw Valley Public Service District 
 
SUBJECT:  Input to February 8 Stakeholders Meeting 
 
I regret that I cannot attend the February 8 meeting because of a schedule conflict.  Unfortunately, I had a very 
important commitment for that time which was scheduled well before the GMP meeting date was set.   
 
This memo will summarize my input to the meeting.  I have reviewed all of the correspondence and attachments 
from Derrik Williams and from several of the members of the Stakeholders. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS: 
 
The GMP should not be a plan to correct past mistakes, or a plan to repair or enhance the creek or a development 
control plan. 
 
We have already received expert advice on what the plan can and cannot be and we have to be mindful to follow 
this advice. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
IMPLEMENTATION CHAPTER: 
 
I recommend the SVPSD Board of Directors be the Implementation Group, because the PSD is the almost 
certainly the only stakeholder that will be willing and able to secure funds for the GMP implementation, devote 
the required and substantial professional staff time to administering contracts with consultants and contractors, 



take and distribute minutes of meetings, organize meetings and facilitate communications with stakeholders and 
the Advisory Group. 
 
If any other stakeholder is suggested or desirous of being part of an Implementation Group, then that stakeholder 
needs to commit to share in the funding and tasks listed above. 
 
Response: 
 
The SVPSD Board of Directors is the GMP Implementation Group.   
 
 
ADVISORY GROUP: 
 
I recommend the Advisory Group be made up of balance of the present Stakeholders Meeting Attendees and any 
other individuals, agencies or organizations having valid interest in the GMP. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested approach has been implemented.  The GMP Advisory Group includes members 
of the basin pumpers and interested members of the Stakeholders Group. 
 
DERRICK WILLIAMS MEMO OF 11/9/06: 
 
I agree with all of the recommendations in this memo and its attachment, except for the following minor points. 
 
In Element 2.2 I suggest revising the wording of the second sentence to read:  “The SVPSD will help coordinate 
stream/aquifer interaction studies…”.  I removed the word “lead” because the SVPSD board has already 
considered leading and passed a resolution to help initiate and coordinate such an interaction study, but purposely 
chose not to “lead” the study so it would be more of a community study. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been incorporated into the text. 
 
In Element 4, I agree with Tom Gavigan’s suggestion to replace the word “sole” with the word “primary”. 
 
Response:  
 
The text has been modified from “sole source” to “primary source”. 
 
OTHER STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS: 
 
Except as noted below, I am in general agreement with comments from other stakeholders. 
 
On Element 2, I do not agree with Ed Heneveld’s suggestion to add TMDL discussion as it is unrelated to 
groundwater and outside the operations of groundwater pumpers. 
 
Response:  
 
Comment noted. 
 



On Element 5.4, I do not agree with Margot Garcia’s suggestion to change “aquifer pumping group” to “GMP 
Implementation Group”.  The aquifer pumping group is composed of all those who pump from the aquifer and is 
(or should be) separate and distinct from the Implementation Group. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
On Element 8.1, I do not agree with Margot Garcia’s suggestions concerning the groundwater model.  The 
expense and delay of a peer review should only be undertaken if there is good reason to believe the model may 
not be a reasonably accurate representation of reality.    
 
Response: 
 
In item has been added to Element 8, allowing access to the groundwater model in the presence 
of the SVPSD’s hydrologist for the purpose of peer review. 
 
The present model is not designed to handle creek flow, and is structurally probably not capable of doing so.  The 
suggested stream/aquifer interaction study that is tentatively part of the GMP will most likely require a 
groundwater flow model.  This is anticipated in the draft provided by  Derrik Williams with his 11/9 memo. 
 
Response:  
 
The present model is designed to account for streamflows on a monthly time scale, however the 
focus of the groundwater model is on groundwater conditions, not stream conditions. 
 
On Les Wilson’s suggestions to add several more Objectives, I do not agree with any of the ones he suggested.  
His items 3.5 and 3.6 are outside of a groundwater plan.  His item 3.7 is already covered in Goal 1, Objective 1.  I 
believe his items 3.8 and 3.9 are already required by state law and are definitely strictly practiced by SVPSD. 
 
Response:  
 
Comment noted.  
 
On Les Wilson’s suggested new elements, numbers 10 through 15, these are outside of groundwater management 
and outside the authority of any of the present groundwater pumpers. 
 
Response:  
 
Comment noted. 
 
On his suggested new Element 16 to define “sustainable”, perhaps that should be done, but if so, then it should be 
under (or part of) Goal One. 
On his suggested new Element 17, I question whether this is practical, useful or affordable, and think we would 
need more expert advice and/or time to make that decision.  Therefore, I suggest we not include it in the initial 
plan and it could be added if it becomes desirable and practical later on. 
 
Response:  
 
Comment noted. 



 
 
E-mail from Eric Poulsen.  Received February 7, 2007. 
 
    Thank you for forwarding John Wilcox's comments in regard to the Olympic Valley GMP.  It is 
unfortuante that John will not be able to attend the next GMP meeting. 
  
    In general, I agree with John Wilcox's comments. 
  
    I would concur with John that the SVPSD take the lead with the Implementation Group.  In addition to 
Director Wilcox's comments, I would add that the directors of the PSD are elected  through the public 
election process  and therefor have community support. 
  
    It is my hope that the GMP will be a plan that will  bring all pumpers together to share information and 
provide cooperation in managing our groundwater basin. 
  
    I would like to add one concern:  This plan should be what it says - a "Groundwater Management 
Plan" and not a "Surfacewater Manangement Plan". 
 
Response: 
 
Comments noted. 
  
    There seems to be alot of interest and comments about creek restoration.  While this is an 
important concern, I do not believe that this is something that this GMP should be responsible for.  This 
plan should be limited to Groundwater Management issues - not surface. 
 
Response: 
 
This is a groundwater management plan, not a stream restoration plan.  The plan is limited to 
managing groundwater to minimize impacts on the stream. 
 
    There has been concern and speculation that groundwater pumping may be drying up the creek, I do 
not believe this to be the case.  The creek still dries up in the same areas that it has in the past.   There 
are photos that are over 50 years old that show this and as a person who grew up in Squaw Valley, I 
can verify this.  Ken Loy in his report advised that creekflow is related to snowpack and when the 
snow is gone the water stops flowing into the basin and  the creek dries up.  It is the same as other 
similar Sierra waterways. 
    As such, Squaw Creek should actually be considered a seasonal stream.   Squaw Creek has dried 
up in the past, it still dries up and it will continue to dry up in the future.  Squaw Creek has definitely 
degraded over the years, however, I think that the degradation has to do with the channelization of the 
creek by the State of California for the 1960 Olympics and development practices in the upstream 
areas. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
    I,  and the SVPSD, support doing a study regarding relationships of Groundwater Pumping and 
Creek interaction to determine if there may be signifigant impacts to surface waters from groundwater 
pumping.  The SVPSD has taken the lead on this and has passed a resolution of support for this and is 



attempting to get other pumpers to join in.   If such a study were to show that there are any signifigant 
impacts, then, hopefully, through this GMP there would be  cooperation of pumpers to 
reduce signifigant impacts. 
 
Response: 
 
The GMP supports a cooperative stream/aquifer interaction study in Element 2, item 2. 
  
    Again, it is my hope that the GMP will bring pumpers together to share information and provide 
cooperation in managing our groundwater basin. 
  
Sincerely yours, 
  
Eric Poulsen 
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Margot W. Garcia, PhD, AICP 
3100 E. Calle Portal 

Tucson, AZ 85716 
520-327-3946 

mgarcia@hsc.vcu.edu 
 

April 22, 2007 
 
Derrick William 
HydroMetrics LLC 
1611 Telegraph Ave, Suite 404 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Derrick@HydroMetricsLLC.com 
 
Board of Directors 
Squaw Valley Public Service District 
P.O. Box 2026 
Olympic Valley, CA 96146 
Attn: Board Secretary     JSmith@svpsd.org 
 
 
Sent by Electronic Mail 
 
Greetings, 
 
I want to acknowledge the work and expertise that went into writing this document. In 
general it is a fine and fair description of the physical state of Olympic Valley’s aquifer. 
The consultant, Derrick Williams, did a good job facilitating the stakeholder meetings 
and attempting to find consensus among diverse views. In general he has captured the 
sentiments expressed in those meetings, especially regarding the interest in maintaining 
Squaw Creek as a healthy stream. Healthy streams mean healthy aquifers. 
 

However, I do have a number of concerns about the document, so I will go page-by-
page with my comments on and suggested edits of the document. 
 

Page ?  Abbreviations, symbols and acronyms 

 RWQCB appears twice – once after cfs (out of alphabetical order) and after 
PCWA. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Page 2 bottom 
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 “The Olympic Valley Groundwater Management Plan is not intended to restrict 
or otherwise limit the extraction of a groundwater by any users, except by means of 
economic incentives and disincentives.” 
 
What does this sentence mean? What economic incentives and disincentives? There is 
no mention in any part of this plan of the use of economic incentives or disincentives. 
What are the specific economic incentives and disincentives being cosidered? Who 
would design them? Who would invoke them? How would they be enforced? I request 
that this sentence have a period put after “users” and the rest of the sentence be 
omitted. 
 
Response: 
 
The point of this sentence is to emphasize and that the GMP does not propose any prescriptive 
measures on groundwater pumpers.  The suggestion to end the sentence after the word “users” 
has been implemented. 
 
This sentence also seems contradictory to the thrust of the plan since through out 
sections 4, 5 and 6, there are references to moving pumping from existing wells and 
pumping patterns to new wells and new patterns that would minimize the impact on 
Squaw Creek (e.g. BMO 1-2 on page 49). How do you reconcile these conflicting 
statements? 
 
Response: 
 
Because the sole purpose of the sentence is to emphasize that the GMP does not propose any 
prescriptive measures on groundwater pumpers, it does not contradict any of the goals, 
objectives, or elements of the GMP.  It is neither a goal, an objective, nor a plan for any pumper 
to restrict another pumper’s operation. 
 
Page 4  DWR suggested components. 
 
5. Describe integrated water management planning efforts. Section 5, element 1, 2, 3, 
Appendix A 
 
The cited elements are: 
 Element 1 Ground Water Monitoring 
 Element 2 Surface Water Monitoring 
 Element 3 Subsidence Monitoring 
 Appendix A 
 
To me, integrated water management planning concerns surface and groundwater use 
as well as wastewater and land use planning. While subsidence might be a component 
of land use planning, no where in this Olympic Valley Groundwater Management Plan 
is there any discussion of land use its usual meaning – the design and development of 
the built environment and the impact of that development on water sources, quality 



  Margot W. Garcia 
  

 3

and use. To say that the three elements (1, 2, and 3) are integrated water management 
planning is unreasonable. 
 
Response: 
 
Addressing this component is suggested by DWR to show, where possible, that groundwater 
production decisions are integrated with other water management issues.  This GMP is not 
intended to replace an integrated water management plan.  This component is not required, but 
is only included here to demonstrate that groundwater pumping decisions are integrated with 
stream management and subsidence management practices. 
 
Starting with California Water Code section references to BMOs are shown as BMO 2.4. 
In the text elsewhere the style is BMO 2-4. Let’s be consistent! 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested changes have been made. 
 
Page 5 
 
12.  Review of land use plans and coordination with land use planning agencies and 
assess activities that create reasonable risk of ground water contamination. 
 Section 4  BMO 2.4 [sic], Section 5 Element (no s on the end of element)  9  
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
The cited BMO and element are: 

BMO 2.4 [sic]   Identify and protect the recharge capacity of the groundwater recharge zone. 
Element 9    Wellhead Protection Measures 

 
I think citing BMO 2-2 Minimize the risk of groundwater contamination is probably a better 
BMO than 2-4 for this “goal” – if 2-2 were rewritten to include a discussion of the risks 
of groundwater contamination. There is no mention of coordination with land use 
planning agencies or land use plans in either BMO 2-2 or 2-4. In BMO 2-3 Improve 
groundwater quality where feasible, one of the elements (4) concerns interagency and 
ongoing stakeholder involvement, but the only verifiable action is to share data and 
support ongoing remedial efforts. There is no discussion of assessing risk of 
contamination. 
 
Response: 
 
BMO 2-2, Element 6, and Element 9 have been added to the items supporting this component.  
The description of BMO2-2 already addresses strategies for addressing groundwater 
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contamination threats, and does not require rewriting.  Element 9 now discusses coordination 
with Placer County Planning Department. The title of BMO 2-4 has been changed to “Identify 
and Protect the Recharge Water Quality and Recharge Capacity of Groundwater Recharge 
Zones”  
 
Element 9 is wellhead protection measures. There are three action items: 

1.  Update the DWSAP 
2. Support LRWQCB in remediation 
3. Map recharge areas 

 
In the DWSAP the text mentions the need to conduct an inventory of PCAs that might 
lead to contamination, but there is no mention of consulting the land use plan or 
coordinating with Placer County Planning Department to convey the recharge area 
maps or existing uses that might contaminant wells. The sentence in 3 – Map Recharge 
areas - says these maps can be used to assist with future land use plan decisions, which 
is very weak. Of course they can be used! I suggest the wording be changed that these 
recharge maps will be sent to Placer County Planning Department and request that they 
will be (mandatory) used in future land use decisions by Place County. Only if such 
revisions are made will the statements found on page 5, item 12 be true. 
 
Response: 
 
The text has been changed to reflect the concerns stated above.  This GMP cannot demand that 
the Placer County Planning Department incorporate recharge maps into planning decisions.  
The added text states that we will send the recharge zone map to the Placer County Planning 
Department, with a request that they incorporate the map into future planning decisions. 
  
Page 7  
 
2.2.3 Public Comment for the Draft GMP 
 
We were notified of the plan’s availability on April 10, could only access it on April 11,  
so we didn’t even get the full 13 days for comment as stated in the Draft GMP! 
 
The April 10 email from Jim Smith, Secretary of the SVPSD Board announced two 
public hearings on the GMP. “Public comment will be accepted at both hearings. 
Written input may be submitted, but it must be received by the District no later than  
conclusion of the second public hearing.” Which date is the real deadline? April 22 as 
stated in the Draft report? Or May 29th as stated in Jim Smith’s email to the stakeholders 
group? 
 
The statement in the Draft GMP was in error.  Comments on the GMP will be accepted through 
May 29th.  Comments received before May 16th will receive written responses.  Comments 
received after May 16th, but prior to May 29th will be included in the appendix of the final GMP, 
but will not receive written responses.  The text has been revised accordingly 
 



  Margot W. Garcia 
  

 5

Page 8  
 
The statement that the “draft GMP was distributed to entire stakeholders Group” is 
misleading. We were notified by email that we could access the document and print 
nearly 200 pages at our own expense! I hardly call that “distributed” to the group. 
SVPSD offered it for sale at $9 – either as a CD for those with computers or a paper 
copy. So much for encouraging the public of all economic abilities to participate! In 
addition ordering the document would take time cutting the comment period from 13 
days to about 7 days if one used the US postal service and took the weekend into 
account. 
 
The text has been modified to say the Draft GMP was made available to the entire Stakeholders 
Group. 
 
Page 9       
 
2.6 Consistency with CEQA, last bullet. 

• Adoption of the plan shall not cause any change in the environment of Olympic 
Valley or impose significant effects on the environment. 

 
I find this statement both quite amazing and amusing since I thought the whole 
purpose of the plan was to improve groundwater management so as to have it 
sustainable. I always thought groundwater was a part of the environment! In addition, 
since the GMP acknowledges (page 40) the aquifer-creek interaction, how extraction of 
groundwater is managed impacts stream flow and the Olympic Valley environment. I 
also call your attention to page 49 – “ Additionally groundwater has important 
environmental functions including supporting the health of the meadow and sustaining 
natural, ephemeral stream flows in the lower reaches of Squaw Creek.” This bullet 
appears to be bureaucratic double-talk to avoid writing an EIR to go along with this 
plan. 
 
The cited bullet is accurate and correct.  The GMP provides a framework for managing 
groundwater, but adopting the GMP does not implement any plan that changes the environment 
of Olympic Valley.  When such plans are implemented, appropriate CEQA documentation will 
be developed. 
 
Page 13  Figure 2 
 
I question the accuracy of this map. Does the SVPSD really cover the entire watershed 
including all the way up to granite Chief and along the Truckee River? If so, then why 
doesn’t the plan show the wells Ski Corp has up on the mountain to fill the swimming 
pool at High Camp? 
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Response: 
 
The map is accurate.  The SVPSD service area covers the watershed as shown on Figure 2 in the 
GMP.  These are the boundaries described in Squaw Valley County Water District Resolution 
No. 73-17 “Resolution Initiating Proceedings for the Squaw Valley Annexation to Squaw Valley 
County Water District and Setting Time and Place of Public Hearing”. 
 
The plan does not show the wells because they are not within the area managed under this GMP, 
described in section 3.2 as the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin. The Olympic Valley 
Groundwater Basin encompasses the glacial deposits and river alluvium within Olympic Valley. 
The extent of the area managed by the GMP shown in Figure 5 comprises a small portion of the 
Olympic Valley watershed. 
 
Page 14 
 
I am surprised that a plan of this caliber makes no mention of climate change or 
drought. There are projections for changes in precipitation in the Sierras due to climate 
change and I think they should be included. 
 
Response: 
 
Climate change is an important issue for water planning, and text has been added to 
acknowledge this.  Text has been added to Sections 3.1.3, 3.10 and 4.2 acknowledging the 
impacts of climate change and the importance of recognizing these impacts in groundwater 
management decisions.  
 
Also there is mention of drought in the objectives (page 47) and elements, but no 
documentation of the drought that has happened in the past (1976 is referenced on page 
49) and the current drought over the last few years. Please include in section 3.1.3 a 
paragraph on drought and another paragraph on the projected impacts of climate 
change. 
 
Response: 
 
The word drought has been removed from section 4.2 because planning decisions will be based on 
impacts from lower than normal rainfall, but not necessarily droughts.  As noted by DWR, 
“defining when a drought occurs is a function of the impacts of dry conditions on users…”  In 
other words, droughts are not simply a function of rainfall, but a function of the impact of that 
rainfall on water users.  The following sentence has been added to section 4.2, “Planning for 
water supply during low precipitation years is important because limited precipitation may 
result in low groundwater levels and limited water availability, as was observed in 1994 (Figure 
13 and Figure 14).”  Text regarding climate change is addressed above. 
 
Page 22  Missing label for a red dot in Figure 6 
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There is a red dot representing a SVPSD production well – on the black line SVPSD #3 
appears to be the label on 2 red dots – the most western red dot and the one next to it. 
This missing label exists in all the other maps (Figures 12, 15, 20) with labeled 
production wells. Please label the well. From Figure 7 one can infer that the red dot is 
SVPSD well #2, but the figures should be corrected. 
 
Response: 
 
The labels have been corrected. 
 
 
Page 30 Figure 12 
 
I am surprised that PlumpJack’s well is not noted. There is extensive monitoring data – 
see the FEIR of 2005  and the appendix Groundwater Monitoring Report July 2002 
PlumpJack Squaw Valley Inn and Ski Corporation Parking Lot on Behalf of CNCML 
Partners for submittal to CRWQCB, Lahontan Region prepared by Geocon Consultants, 
Zymax Forensics Corporation and Sausalito Financial Group.  
 
Also where are wells 18-3, 18-2, 18-1 and 18-3R? I know there are large amounts of 
monitoring data for 18-3R (see Installation and Testing of Well 18-3R Resort at Squaw 
Creek, Olympic Valley, California, August 22, 2005 prepared by AMEC Earth and 
Environmental Inc of Sparks Nevada.) 
 
Response: 
 
The text states, “Figure 12 shows the locations of the production and the monitoring wells that 
provide most of the groundwater data in Olympic Valley.” (emphasis added).  This figure does 
not show all wells in the basin from which data are available.  This would include all wells at 
groundwater remediation sites and abandoned wells.  Rather, this figure shows wells that have 
an extended history of water level or pumping data that can be used for groundwater 
management.  
 
Page 31and 32 
 
Why does the data stop with 2004? This is 2007. Where are the data for 2005 and 2006? 
 
Response: 
 
The graphs have been updated with the most recent available data provided to us. The SVPSD#2 
hydrograph has been updated through 2006. 
 
Page 34 
 



  Margot W. Garcia 

 8

There is information on annual pumping by PlumpJack in their FEIR on the request for 
enlarging the Inn. I would think a hydrologist could make an estimate of pumping by 
the Poulsen Family if one knows the number of people who live in their compound and 
the average per capita use in the valley. 
 
Response: 
 
We believe the pumping information in the EIR is an estimate of future pumping should the 
PlumpJack Inn be enlarged.  There is no estimate of current pumping. 
 
Page 36  
 
 Please bring Figures 16 and 17 up to date with data from 2005 and 2006. 
 
Response: 
 
These graphs have been updated with the most recent available data. 
 
Page 47  
 
I applaud the plan’s clear statement that “This GMP recognizes that groundwater 
impacts on Squaw Creek should be avoided or minimized.” 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
Page 48  
 
Table 2 Relationship between Basin Management Goals and the BMOs. 
 
I went over this table very carefully and I found a number of inconsistencies in the 
wording of what is on this table and what is in the document. I also think there is 
sufficient room in some of the cells so that the full BMO and Element titles could be 
included. I have studied the spacing since I know that can be an issue and I think all of 
my edits will fit in without changing the cell sizes. Remove extra line in the element list 
of BMO 3.1 found under Goal 3. 
 
Problems:  

BMO 1-1 an changed to AND, add “fire protection” which is found in the text. 
 

Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
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BMO 1-2 Watch capitalization and make it consistent through out the table – 
consistent with the text – Also note that there is an unnecessary space 
between two of the elements. 

 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 

 
BMO 1-4 Estimate and acknowledge likely future WATER demands… 
Element 8 should have the full statement: Enhance Groundwater Basin 

Management tools   One could shorten to Enhance GBM tools and make a 
footnote to define the acronym GBM. 

 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 

 
BMO 2-4 Identify and protect groundwater recharge capacity and groundwater 

recharge zones. Leaving out recharge capacity omits an important concept in 
the plan. 

 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 

 
Element 6 (by BMP 2-2) Develop and support ordinances for well construction 

and abandonment procedures. I think it is important to have the full phrase 
because in the current abbreviated version the word construction is omitted. 

 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 

 
BMO 3-2  At the end of the statement in the Table the words in the meadow have 

been added. They are not found on page 55 where the BMO is discussed. 
 

Response: 
 
The phrase,”in the meadow” has been removed from Table 2. 
 

Element 4  As listed in the table, the word ongoing in front of stakeholder has 
been omitted. 

 
Response: 
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The suggested change has been made. 
 

 
Page 49    third line 
 
There is a reference to “emergency supplies.” I think you should define “emergency 
supplies” since this is the first time this concept shows up and not everyone may know 
what it means. 
 
Response: 
 
The phrase, “emergency supplies” has been removed from the document. 
 
 Page 50  
 
BMO 1-3   

Description: ….The objective of the GMP is to promote conservation and wise 
water use in Olympic Valley in order to preserve and protect the water 
resource. 

 
Perhaps the wording of this objective would be clearer if the sentence read   “A goal of 
this plan…… The way it is now, the reader feels like a new objective has just been 
thrown in along with all of the other goals and objectives, since nowhere is an objective 
stated in quite this wording. 
 
Response: 
 
Both goals and objectives are clearly defined in this GMP.  The comment is correct; the sentence 
appears to add an objective that is not in the rest of the document.  The sentence has been 
changed to say, “The intent of the GMP is to promote …” 
 
In the section BMO Contribution to Reliability of Long Term Beneficial Uses the 
statement is made that “this BMO will contribute to a more reliable supply for long-
term beneficial uses of groundwater by relieving pumping stresses on the groundwater 
basin.” The previous statement appears to be based on the assumption that 
conservation is the main tool for protecting the water resource. And, while conservation 
is a very important tool for making efficient use of water, the big unmentioned issue is 
continued development in the valley. At some point there will be no more water  to 
allocate to new residents and still serve existing residents. I find it disappointing that 
nowhere in this plan is mentioned the role continuing to build new residences has on 
water supply in Squaw Valley. 
 
Response: 
 
The statement cited in this comment does not assume that conservation is the main tool for 
protecting water resources, only that it is an important tool.   It is true that new residences may 
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influence the water supply in Olympic Valley.  However, as stated in the GMP, “The Olympic 
Valley Groundwater Management Plan is not intended to restrict or otherwise limit the 
extraction of groundwater by any users…” It is the role of each groundwater pumper to assure 
that they can supply adequate water to new residences while meeting with the goals and 
objectives of this GMP. 
 
Page 51    
 
BMO 1-4 Estimate and Acknowledge Likely Future Demands in Management 
Decisions. 
I would suggest adding the word Water between Future and Demands to clarify this 
objective. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Verifiable actions and targets. 

• “Annually review likely future demands” 
 
These are fine words and I applaud them. However that is not what happened this year 
in the PSD’s 2006 Capacity and Reliability Study Update prepared by ECO:LOGIC 
Engineering LLC. In comments I sent to Rick Lierman on February 15 (copy attached) I 
pointed out a number of developments already on the Placer County list of projects that 
were not included in the estimated annual demand increase for 2007 and beyond. His 
reply was that they would not change the report because it was already over budget. I 
hope this GMP objective will be dealt with more honestly than PSD has done in past 
capacity and reliability studies and updates. 
 
Response: 
 
The purpose of the Capacity and Reliability study is to evaluate the District's existing water 
supply and our ability to meet our existing commitments.  We evaluate the supply from two 
perspectives.  First, the pumping capacity of the wells or how many gallons per minute can we 
produce to meet the peak demands and the capacity (total volume) potential of the existing well 
field.  This is an annual review to assure that we do not exceed either capacity.  To exceed the 
pumping capacity or well field capacity would lead to a water shortage. 
  
In doing this evaluation we include foreseeable future demands on our existing supply.  We do 
not include any and all demands that may come to us in the future, that estimation was 
completed in the original 2003 ground water study by West Yost and Associates.  The list you 
propose is not appropriate for this Capacity and Reliability study because those developments are 
not a commitment or demand on the existing water supply as it is configured today.  We 
anticipate these large projects to develop their own water source.    If that source of water is the 
aquifer in Olympic Valley the impact of utilizing that source will be evaluated in detail through 
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the CEQA process.  Specifically it will be analyzed in regards to the existing well field (Mutual 
and District wells), the aquifer, Squaw Creek and potentially wetlands. 
  
The Summary of the report clearly states the well field production and capacity in acre feet of 
water per year and the well pumping capacity in gallons per minute.  This seems clear enough to 
me.  Also, I should point out with the number of revisions this report has gone through it now 
exceeds the budget.  Further revision simply for the convenience of a few readers would not be 
fiscally responsible. 
 
The BMO description states that “Each extractor has a plan for how much water they 
will need in the future.” I wonder if that statement has been verified with all five 
pumpers in the valley. I suspect the statement is not true. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted.  The sentence has been replaced with, “Each extractor will provide an estimate 
of how much water they will need in the future. 
 
I applaud HydroMetrics for including the sentence 12 lines up from the bottom of this 
page: “Known demands that are not explicitly assigned to any extractor should still be 
accounted for in management decisions.” 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 52 
 
15 lines up from the bottom. I suspect that in the line …of groundwater by testing for an 
demonstrating…. an should be and. 
 
Page 54  - a picky note – capitalization is not consistent in the document. I suspect 
Element 9 should read Wellhead Protection Measure, not as it is printed. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Page 56 
 
I applaud HydroMetrics for the written BMO description found on the top of this page. 
In the last sentence, I am concerned that the BMO’s intent is to “…either avoid or 
minimize additional impact on stream flows in the meadow.”  It is the word additional 
that concerns me. There have already been substantial impacts (I wonder if impact in the 
quoted phrase should be impactS) on the meadow from pumping. I am not content to let 
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the impacts continue and think we should be focusing on minimizing the impacts, both 
current and future. Or, I suppose one could agree that the future starts tomorrow. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
BMO Contribution…. 
I would rewrite the sentence as follows: This BMO will contribute to a more reliable 
supply by directly addressing the most likely adverse environmental impact related to 
groundwater extraction and avoiding problems with regulatory agencies that oversee surface 
waters.  
 
Response: 
 
It is unclear that the proposed changes clarify the BMO’s contribution to providing a reliable 
supply.  The original wording has been retained. 
 
Page 57 
 
BMO Contribution to …. on the top of the page. 
I would suggest rewriting the sentence as follows: “This BMO will contribute to a more 
reliable supply by directly addressing an important adverse environmental impact 
related to groundwater extraction that could limit groundwater management due to 
regulatory issues that arise from drying up the meadow. 
 
Response: 
 
It is unclear that the proposed changes clarify the BMO’s contribution to providing a reliable 
supply.  Furthermore, the proposed wording restricts the BMO to concerns over discreet actions.  
The original wording has been retained. 
 
Page 61   
 
Figure 20. This map could be omitted. It is exactly the same as Figure 12. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 62 
 
3. Analyze data, and assess the adequacy of the monitoring well network annually. 
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This action statement starts out “Groundwater data are analyzed annually…”  Are they 
really being analyzed annually at this time? Would not the sentence be more accurate 
and stronger to say Groundwater data will be analyzed….. 
 
Response: 
 
Existing groundwater data are currently analyzed at least annually. 
 
Page 63 
 
1. Continue and expand existing stream monitoring programs, and participate in stream 
restoration projects as they relate to groundwater management by: 

• Sharing of data and information 
 
I suggest that this bullet be more explicit and say what data is expected to be shared.   
 
Response: 
 
The proposed wording restricts the type of data that might be shared.  To remain non-restrictive 
in the type of data that will be shared, the original wording has been retained. 
 
Page 64   first line, second paragraph. 
 
“The BMP Implementation and Advisory groups described in Section 6, will 
furthermore support ongoing stream flow and water quality data collection efforts. 
 
I am amused by the assumption that this group will do that! I think the sentence is more 
accurate if will is replaced by should. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted.  The original text has been retained. 
 
3. Analyze stream gauge data, precipitation data, and shallow groundwater monitoring 
data annually. 
 
“Data collected from the monitoring programs identified above will be analyzed and 
reported annually to the GMP Implementation Group and Advisory Group described in 
Section 6.” (Picky note: this time Group is capitalized. On the top of page 63 it is not 
capitalized. Make up your mind!) 
 
Response: 
 
The capitalization is now consistent. 
 
Who is going to do the analysis? 
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Response: 
 
The members of the Advisory Group will each have a chance to analyze all data.  The report to 
the Implementation Group will be presented by the Implementation Group’s consultant. 
 
Also the last bullet is an interesting one. 

• “Identify changes in the apparent stream-aquifer interaction” 
 
This is an interesting challenge since what is currently known is not quantified. Does 
this suggest that there will be a baseline study of the stream-aquifer interaction in order 
to know what change is happening? Change is only change when it is compared against 
a baseline. What is the baseline? 
 
Response: 
 
There is currently at general understanding of stream aquifer interactions, as outlined by West 
Yost & Associates (2005).  However the general understanding can be improved with additional 
data.  Additional studies are discussed in this GMP, and have been discussed extensively during 
the Stakeholder meetings.  These additional studies should provide baseline data and possibly 
ongoing data for the stream aquifer analysis. 
 
Page 65     
 
Figure 21. This is the same as Figure 18 (page 39) so it can be omitted. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 66    third line below BMO 3.1 
 
Please correct the sentence to read  “The following action items have been identified as 
part of the subsidence monitoring element:”    There are more than one action item 
mentioned! 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Page 68   Description. 
 
The Poulsen Family has been omitted from the list of pumpers. Please add it in. 
 
Response: 
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The suggested change has been made, identifying Gladys K Poulsen as the owner of the well. 
 
“Additionally, groundwater from the basin supports stream flows and concomitant 
ecological resources, provides water for irritation and [provides water for] seasonal 
snowmaking. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted.  The deletion has been made.  The addition of the phrase “and concomitant 
ecological resources” has not been included. 
 
Bottom of the page. 
“The group charged with implementing this GMP, along with the attendant Advisory 
Group, is described in Section 6 This group will meet…..” 
 
Which group are you talking about? The GMP Implementation Group or the Advisory 
Group? 
 
Response: 
 
“The group” has been changed to “The Implementation Group”. 
 
Page 69   
 
Action 2 Coordinate with Lahontan RWQCB to protect water resources by 
implementing effective storm water treatment. 
 
I find it curious that HydroMetrics does not encourage the other pumpers such as 
Mutual, Ski Corp, Poulsens, and PlumpJack to also work cooperatively with Lahontan 
to prevent groundwater contamination from non-point source pollution. 
 
Response: 
 
The text has been modified to, ” All groundwater users including the SVPSD, SVMWC, Resort 
at Squaw Creek, Poulsens, and PlumpJack will work with LRWQCB to prevent groundwater 
contamination from non-point source pollution.” 
 
3. Identify and evaluate opportunities for developing a coordinated pumping plan 
between all groundwater users. 
 
“The GMP Implementation Group in coordination with the Advisory Groups should 
investigate…” 
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I wonder why the authors chose the word should and the not the stronger will or even 
weaker may.  If this plan is to have any success, I would think the word will would be 
preferred.  The sentence concerns investigating developing not implementation. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
4, Analyze groundwater pumping data at least annually, and recommend changes to 
the groundwater pumping distribution as necessary. 
 
Again, the plan is silent on who will do the analysis. 
 
Response: 
 
The members of the Advisory Group will each have a chance to analyze all data.  The report to 
the Implementation Group will be presented by the Implementation Group’s consultant. 
 
5. Investigate the impact of horizontal wells on the Basin’s groundwater conditions. 
 
The action item states that such a study will take place (emphasis added). But curiously, 
it will only happen when stream gauging stations are in place in Squaw Creek and in 
the Upwelling. I thought there were stream gauges already in place on Squaw Creek. 
Does this requirement mean to imply that additional stream gauging stations will be 
put in the creek? If so, then say so. 
 
Response: 
 
We currently believe that an effective study will require additional stream gauging stations in 
Squaw Creek. 
  
Page 73  
 
 Action item 6 
 
I note that a study will be implemented to identify any impacts by the faults on 
groundwater flow (emphasis added). I wonder why the word will is used, and not 
should or may. Is it so important as to be in the imperative? 
 
Response: 
 
As noted by Ms Garcia in her comments on Page 69, the word will is stronger than the words 
should or may.  We have opted for the stronger statement of intent. 
 
Page 76 
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BMO 1-1, 1-3, and 1-4 as they  appear in the text are not the complete titles. Did the 
typist get tired? Please put in the full statements. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Page 77 
 
3. Meter water use at all service connections 
 
It is true that the SVMWC could meter connections to identify water use patterns 
(emphasis added).  It is not very hard to do. I suspect that what the author had in mind 
was that SVMWC should meter connections to identify water use patterns.  The last 
sentence in that paragraph makes the more general statement that all service 
connections should be metered. Does this mean PlumpJack and the RSC too? 
 
Response: 
 
The statement that all service connections should be metered is correct.  The suggested change 
that SVMWC should meter connections has been made. 
  
4. Annually review production and estimate future extractions. 
 
This is an important and appropriate action item to be in the plan. However the text is a 
bit confused. How do the elements account for all the water use in the basin? Is it not the 
data collected from the actions undertaken in support of the elements that should 
account for all the water use in the plan?  
 
Response: 
 
The text has been changed to state, “The projects and policies resulting from this GMP should 
account for all groundwater used …” 
 
I think it is dangerous – an invitation to a fight – to say that future demands will be 
agreed to at the annual meeting of the Implementation Group OR its Advisory Group.   
Pick one group or the other to do this – or program the Advisory Group to make a 
recommendation to the Implementation Group on what is the estimated demand in the 
valley from current groundwater extractors and known planned developments not 
included in the current extractor’s estimates. 
 
Response: 
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The text has been changed to state, “A reasonable estimate of future demands will be adopted by 
the Implementation Group.  This estimate of future demands will be based on recommendations 
from the Advisory Group, who will develop the estimate by accepting …” 
 
I am amused by the use of the term “accurate estimates.” Who would prepare 
inaccurate estimates? Why even have estimates with all the data that is being collected. 
Perhaps this paragraph is really about projections based on current pumping data and 
projected demand resulting from known, planned developments. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 80 
 
Top of the page; “Approaches should be investigated to updating the groundwater model 
in order for it to more accurately reflect flows in Squaw Creek [should be investigated]. 
 
Response: 
 
The text has been changed to, “Approaches to updating the groundwater model should be 
investigated in order for it to more accurately reflect flows in Squaw Creek.” 
 
2. Provide access to the groundwater model for peer review 
I would omit everything after the first sentence. The following two sentences only 
demonstrate a lack of understanding of what peer review consists of. It does not consist 
of changing the model, only investigating it to see what assumptions have been 
necessarily programmed into it. 
 
Response: 
 
There is no mention in the GMP of changing the model as a part of peer review.  The comment 
appears unrelated to the text of the GMP.  The two sentences after the first sentence simply 
clarify conditions for peer review.  The conditions will be imposed whether they are listed in the 
GMP or not.  To ensure clarity, we have retained the conditions in the GMP. 
 
3. Develop a single database of groundwater data. 
Who will be responsible for combining of the various databases mentioned as an 
activity in the second sentence? 
 
Response: 
 
As with all plans implemented as part of the GMP, the Implementation Group will likely 
contract a group to develop the database.  If another entity in the Valley develops a database, the 
Implementation Group may decide to simply accept the independently developed database. 
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Page 81 
 
Element 9 has a period at the end of the title. None of the other elements have the 
period at the end. Remove the period. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Nine lines up from the bottom there is reference to a plan Watershed Investigation, Source 
Water Assessment, and Groundwater Protection Plan. This document is not mentioned in 
the references and it should be so that the reader would know where to find it if he or 
she were so inclined. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Page 82 
 
2. Support the RWQCB in their remediation efforts. 
…. Local groundwater users will periodically obtain updated information regarding… 
 
This is interesting. Where will the local groundwater users obtain this information? 
 
Response: 
 
These data are maintained by the RWQCB.  Therefore, data will be obtained from the RWQCB. 
 
3. Map recharge areas 
 …Natural recharge areas will be mapped using a combination of soil data, land use 
data …. 
 
Good idea. Who is responsible for mapping the recharge areas? 
 
Response: 
 
As with all plans implemented as part of the GMP, the Implementation Group will likely 
contract a consultant to map recharge areas.  If another entity in the Valley develops recharge 
area maps, the Implementation Group may decide to simply accept the independently developed 
maps. 
 
Page 83   6.1 Structure and Role of Implementation Group 
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This plan states, “the SVPSD is the only local agency eligible to develop the GMP. The 
portion of the groundwater basin managed under this GMP lies wholly within the 
SVPSD service area (Figure 2).“ However it is also true that part of the groundwater 
basin managed under this GMP lies wholly within the service area of the SVMWC.  The 
complicating factor that this GMP never mentions is that the wells for both the District 
and the Mutual Water Company draw from the same aquifer, are so very close to each 
other that a contiguous line cannot be drawn that only includes the District and 
excludes the Mutual and its customers. This presents a problem that the GMP does not 
recognize and the GMP should be revised to so recognize. The GMP is written as 
though the Mutual is not present. The Mutual has water rights in the aquifer, serves a 
number of residences and is delivering water its customers. It cannot be ignored, 
though this GMP continually tries to do so. Without buy-in from the Mutual, the GMP 
is only a paper exercise and nothing will change. 
 
Response: 
 
The comment is incorrect.  The part of the groundwater basin managed under this GMP does not 
lie within the service area of the SVMWC.  The SVMWC pumps from the basin, but does not 
serve water to the managed part of the basin. 
 
The SVMWC has not been ignored in this GMP.  To the contrary, the SVWMC was an integral 
part of the Stakeholders group that helped develop this plan.  Additionally, the Advisory Group 
was developed to specifically address the concerns of groundwater pumpers and residents that 
are not part of the implementation group. 
 
The Mutual does not agree to the implementation plan as it is currently written. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 84  second paragraph on the structure and role of advisory group. 
 
“The Advisory group will include, at a minimum, one representative from each of the 
entities that pump water from the basin.” 
Question. Do members of the advisory group have to agree to the GMP?  Will there be 
pumpers as members who do not agree with the plan?  
 
Response: 
 
Agreeing with the all of the GMP is not a prerequisite for inclusion in the Advisory Group.  It is 
doubtful that any member of the Advisory Group will agree with all parts of the GMP.  It is the 
nature of cooperative efforts that everyone will have some disagreement with parts of the results. 
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“The Advisory Group [editorial note – this time Group is capitalized, in the previous 
sentence group was not capitalized. Which is it going to be?] may include other member 
of the public or interested groups, as agreed to by the permanent members.” 
Question: Who are the permanent members? 
 
Response: 
 
The capitalization is now consistent.  The permanent members are the groundwater pumpers 
discussed above. 
 
“3. Acting as liaison between GMP implementation activities and agencies, individuals, 
and entities represented by the group members.” I suggest adding the word Advisory 
before group to make it clear which group you are talking about. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
Page 85  first bullet 
 

• Status of the Olympic Valley Basin;  
Question: do the authors really mean the basin as a geographic entity? Or do they mean 
the Olympic Valley aquifer? 
 
Response: 
 
The bullet has been changed to: Status of the groundwater conditions within the GMP 
management area. 
 
Page 86  
 
 6.7 Conflict Resolution 
 
I commend HydroMetrics for including a section on conflict resolution and laying out a 
process for resolving disputes. However, it is the implementation group that makes the 
decision. So one is probably appealing a decision of the implementation group or of the 
PSD to the same group that made the decision. Rarely do groups overturn their own 
decisions, so the process seems like an empty gesture. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
2. D. last line, I think the authors meant cite when they wrote site. 
 
Response: 
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The suggested change has been made. 
 
Protest 
I am submitting these comments under protest because of the short time allowed for 
review, less than two weeks. I think that is unacceptable given that the consultant and 
his reviewers have had a lot of time (since February 8, 2007) to write and review the 
plan. They work full time on developing this plan. As citizen volunteers, we do not 
have that luxury. These comments have taken more than 10 hours to prepare. 
 

I also protest that the promised drafting committee never saw the draft plan before it 
was released to the public.  We were told that the pumpers group would be a drafting 
committee. As the official representative of the Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company, 
a pumper with a major interest in the Squaw Valley aquifer and its management, to the 
pumpers group and also to the Groundwater Management Planning (GMP) process, I 
was not included in a review process. Maybe the document review process was 
abandoned, but it would have been nice to be so informed. It is too bad there was not 
such a review to improve the quality of the document.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
As always, I will be glad to answer any questions regarding these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Signed/  
Margot W. Garcia 
1700 Paiute Place 
Squaw Valley, CA 
 
Attached:  February 15 Memo to Rick Lierman on 2006 Capacity and Reliability Study Update 
February 15, 2007 
 
Dear Rick, 
I said at the meeting the other night that I wanted to bring to your attention some 
inadequacies that I found in reading the Final Draft of the  Squaw Valley Public Service 
District 2006 Capacity and Reliability Study Update of January 2007. 
 
I am pleased that you have hired ECO:LOGIC Engineering to do this study. This is one 
of the items we have discussed in the Groundwater Management Plan Stakeholders 
meetings. However, when I have talked about adding in all of the known proposed 
developments, I was looking at a larger list than this report has addressed. It seems to 
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me to be legitimate to use the Placer County list of projects for our valley and the 
November 2006 list includes Senna, PlumpJack, and Olympic Estates which are not 
included in the report. I have taken the liberty of doing those calculations, using the 
numbers in the Capacity and Reliability Study and other documents as noted. The table 
I come up with is  
 

Demands 
Customer Category Average Day Demand factor 

Gpd/unit or total actual use 
in acre feet (AF) 

Estimated annual demand 
increase for 2007 and 
beyond in AF 

District’s actual average 
annual use 

398.6 AF 398.6 

Mutual’s actual average 
annual use 

95.8 AF 95.8 

92 vacant lots 750 84.64 
Remodels (105) 350 41.2 
Irrigation (250) 250 70 
Red Lodge and Blythe Arena 1.62 AF 1.62 
Intrawest 56.8 AF (18.5 million gal) 56.8 
Resort at Squaw Creek 
(condos, Phase I and II)* 

43.3AF 43.3 

     Irrigation 186 AF 186 
      Snowmaking 43 AF 43 
Olympic Estates (16 sfr) 750 (.92 AF/year) 14.72 
Senna (200 condos) ** 180 40.3 
PlumpJack expansion*** 10 gpm 16.1  
Total  1092.08 
* data taken from application for a will serve letter of July 14, 2006 
** Number of condos from Placer County list of projects Nov 2006 
***Taken from PlumpJack EIR and calculated 
 
 
I hope you will study this table and point out any errors I have made in my 
calculations. I look forward to discussing with you why this table, or its expanded 
equivalent should not replace Table 4. 
 
I also believe it is easier for the citizen to understand these reports if the amounts being 
discussed are all in the same units. Most of us do not facilely convert from gallons to 
acre-feet, gpd/unit to acre-feet etc. Please put the Final Report’s bottom line all in the 
same units. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Margot Garcia 



Derrick William         
HydroMetrics LLC 
1611 Telegraph Ave, Suite 404  
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Board of Directors 
Squaw Valley Public Service District  
P.O. Box 2026 
Olympic Valley, CA 96146 
Attn: Board Secretary 
 
Comments on Draft Groundwater Management Plan, Olympic Valley 
Groundwater Basin, Placer County 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject plan. My comments are 
organized by page number. Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) text is in 
italics; my comments are in plain text. 
 
Page 1 
 
Section 1 Introduction and Purpose — This section contains general information 
about the SVPSD and the purpose of the GMP Update. 
 
What is being updated? I suggest striking "Update."  
 
Response: 
 
The word “Update” has been deleted. 
 
Page 2 
 
"The Olympic Valley Groundwater Management Plan is not intended to restrict or 
otherwise limit the extraction of a groundwater by any users, except by means of 
economic incentives and disincentives.” 
 
These incentives and disincentives are not described in the GMP. Additionally, 
Goal 1 of the GMP is to sustainably manage the groundwater basin. To 
accomplish this goal during a drought period, the restriction of groundwater 
pumping seems likely. The statement cited above seems to be in conflict with a 
stated goal of the GMP. Therefore, I suggest: 
 
"The Olympic Valley Groundwater Management Plan cannot restrict or otherwise 
limit the extraction of groundwater by any users. However, the GMP includes an 
element (Element 5) to manage groundwater pumping by all users such that 
impacts to Squaw Creek are minimized, groundwater storage is maximized, and 
local pumping depressions are widely distributed." 



Response: 
 
A modified version of the suggested change has been made.  The text now reads, 
“The Olympic Valley GMP does not allow any entity to restrict or otherwise limit the 
extraction of groundwater by other users.  Groundwater management activities, such as 
minimizing impacts on Squaw Creek and distributing pumping depressions, are 
accomplished through cooperative management by all groundwater users.” 
 
Page 5 
 
Replenishment of groundwater extracted by producers. Not Applicable. 
 
It is unclear why this voluntary component of a groundwater management plan is 
not applicable. 
 
Response: 
 
This voluntary component promotes active and deliberate aquifer recharge.  Replenishing 
groundwater through spreading or injection, however, requires a source of surface water.  
No such source is available in Olympic Valley as all surface water and sewage are 
controlled by the Truckee River Operating Agreement.  Therefore this component is not 
applicable to this GMP. 
 
Page 9 
 
Section 2.5: The GMP should be consistent with the 'Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Lahontan Region" in addition to Resolution R6T-2006-0017. 
 
Response: 
 
This has been added to the list. 
 
Section 2.6: You should identify the specific categorical exemption(s). 
 
Response: 
 
This GMP is exempt under California Code of Regulations § 15306, information collection.  
As stated in the notice of exemption, “The adoption of the OV GMP is to collect 
information only at this time in order to build on and formalize existing groundwater 
management activities; develop a framework for implementing future groundwater 
management activities; and identify programs, projects and policies for near-term and 
long-term implementation to achieve management goals and objectives, subject to CEQA 
applicable at that time to specific identified projects.”  Text has been added to the GMP to 
this effect. 
 



Page 12 
 
Figure 2 is very difficult to read in black and white print. 
 
Response: 
 
The figure has been modified to make it easier to read. 
 
Pages 16 
 
Page, 16, first paragraph: I have incorporated a few changes (in plain text) that I 
think clarify the paragraph: 
 
The area managed under this GMP constitutes a portion of the Olympic Valley 
Groundwater Basin as defined by DWR Bulletin 118. The boundaries of the 
groundwater basin considered in this GMP are defined by geologic and hydrologic 
features that limit the movement of groundwater. The differences between the 
DWR defined groundwater basin and the groundwater basin defined in this GMP 
are discussed below. 
 
Response: 
 
The managed area referred to on page 16, first paragraph, is a portion of both the basin 
defined in DWR Bulletin 118 and the hydrologic basin boundary shown in Figure 4.  
The text in section 3.2 has been edited to clarify the relationships between the basin 
definitions. 
 
Pages 16 and 18: 
 

Page 16, last paragraph: "...permeable moraine deposits and alluvium 
extend continuously from Squaw Valley to the Truckee River. A projection 
of bedrock elevations encountered in various wells also suggests that a 
substantial thickness of permeable materials extends east to the River.” 
 
Page 18, last paragraph: "Test wells and domestic wells drilled in the 
terminal moraine that covers the eastern portion of the Olympic Valley 
Basin have yielded insignificant amounts of water." 

 
The quote on page 16 suggests that the moraine is a significant source of 
groundwater. The quote on page 18 clearly states that the moraine is not a 
significant source of groundwater. Please clarify.  
 
Response: 
 
The text has been modified to clarify that the moraine and alluvial deposits at the eastern 
end of the groundwater basin are considerably less permeable than sediments to the west 



of the moraine deposits.  The moraine is not considered a significant source of 
groundwater. 
 
Also, please clarify if there are significant alluvial deposits between the terminal 
moraine and the Truckee River.  
 
Response: 
 
The text has been modified to clarify that the relatively lower permeability moraine and 
alluvial deposits extend to the Truckee River. 
 
A cross section would be helpful; none of the cross sections in the 2005 West 
Yost report extend to the moraine, let alone through the moraine to the Truckee 
River. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 20 
 
Second paragraph: "This moraine currently serves as a barrier to groundwater 
flow and forms the eastern boundary of the area managed under this GMP, as 
discussed in Section 3.2." 
 
This is not clearly discussed in Section 3.2. Furthermore, this conceptual model 
of the moraine as a boundary to groundwater flow suggests that the eastern edge 
of the groundwater basin should be the moraine. 
 
Response: 
 
The text now states that the moraine is a barrier to groundwater flow. The GMP defines 
both a hydrologic groundwater basin boundary (A revised version of the DWR boundary) 
and a GMP management area boundary (bounded by the moraine on the east). Both of 
these areas define different conceptual groundwater basins.  
 
Page 24 
 
Paragraph 2: Identify that Valley Fault 3 has evidence of recent movement per the 
NBMG (West Yost, 2005). 
 
Response: 
 
The text now states that Valley Fault 3 has been identified as having evidence of recent 
movement. 



 
Paragraph 3, comment 1: What data are used to identify sharp drops in 
groundwater levels across Valley Fault 2? 1 have not seen a well-developed 
potentiometric surface map for either shallow or deep zones. The cross section 
shown as Figure 7 does not include groundwater levels. It seems that a 
combination of vertical gradients and different screen levels could produce an 
apparent sharp drop in groundwater levels. 
 
Response: 
 
The data used to identify the sharp drop in groundwater levels across Valley Fault 2 is 
shown on Figure 2 in Appendix E of the West Yost & Associates 2004 Groundwater 
Management Support Activities Final Report.  This citation has been added to the GMP. 
 
Paragraph 3, comment 2: Iron and manganese concentrations seem to be 
quite variable throughout Olympic Valley, and I don't think the data available 
preclude that the Upwelling results from discharge of topographically driven 
shallow groundwater. While certainly possible, the involvement of Valley Fault 3 
is not obvious to me. The thickness of the sediments at nearby well 18-3R is 
about 100 feet. We know from pump testing that Well 18-3R is hydraulically 
connected to the Upwelling. What mechanism can concentrate fault-derived 
groundwater through 100 feet of sediment yet be in direct communication with 
local groundwater? I believe it is not a "prominent example" but a "potential 
occurrence" of fault controlled groundwater discharge. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted.  The phrase “prominent example” has been replaced with “potential 
occurrence”. 
 
Page 28 
 
Please identify the horizontal wells and Hidden Lake on Figure 11. 
 
Response: 
 
The Figure has been modified to include the well at Hidden Lake and other horizontal wells. 
 
Page 31 and 32 
 
Figure 13 suggests a slow decline in peak water level over time. 
 
Response: 
 
Although water levels generally rise to a relatively consistent level, levels in well 
SVPSD#2 remained low in response to the low precipitation in 2001.  Water levels have 



been recovering since then.  This suggests that there is a threshold precipitation value for 
which water levels do not recover.  Text has been added to the GMP to this effect. 
 
Both figures 13 and 14 show significantly higher water levels in Spring/Summer 
1995 than at any other time between 1992 and 2005. If the aquifer is filled "to a 
maximum level" during most years (GMP, pg 33) and further recharge is rejected, 
please explain why the water in 1995 was not rejected. It seems that the aquifer 
may not be filled to the brim each year but to a level that is consistent with winter 
groundwater extractions. 
 
Response: 
 
The high water levels that occurred during Spring 1995 are notable. Previous attempts to 
find the cause of these high water levels have been unsuccessful.   Winter groundwater 
extractions during the previous year were no higher than other years.   
 
Page 33 
 
Section 3.4.3.1: Please include appropriate potentiometric maps to show 
groundwater flow direction. If these maps cannot be prepared, please identify the 
data needed to prepare these figures. 
 
Response: 
 
Sufficient water level data from the Meadow for preparing for preparing potentiometric 
maps have only been collected once in 1986 and once in 1992.  As part of Element 1 
(groundwater monitoring), we hope to modify the sampling schedule in the Meadow to 
provide adequate data for preparing potentiometric maps. 
 
Section 3.4.3.2: In general, I did not find much recent data to adequately 
evaluate vertical gradients. Most of these data were from 1986 shortly after the 
golf course monitoring wells were installed. That said, most of the well pairs 
showed upward vertical gradients. Only two of 16 well pairs had predominately 
downward vertical gradients: 304/305 (5 of 9 paired measurements) and 323/324 
(1 of 10 paired measurements). My evaluation of well pair 327/328 showed 
upward vertical gradients in 7 of the 8 paired water level measurements. The 
information I have indicates that well 328 is the shallow well (Kleinfelder, 
2/15/2000). It appears that most of the area covered by the well pairs is largely a 
discharge regime with potential for recharge from the southern side of the basin. 
 
Response: 
 
The reference to well pair 327/328 was incorrect.  The reference has been replaced with well 
pair 307/308 as an example of predominately downward gradients.  The text has been 
changed to acknowledge that most data show upward vertical gradients throughout the 



Meadow. 
 
Page 34 
 
Section 3.5, paragraph 1: I understand Squaw Valley Ski Corporation has 
production wells in the groundwater basin. These should be identified in the text 
and shown on Figure 15. If these wells are not intended for water production, 
they should be properly destroyed. 
 
Response: 
 
According to Squaw Valley Ski Corporation they have four wells in the basin which are 
used for irrigation. These wells have been added to the text and Figure 15.  Inactive wells 
are not discussed in the GMP because they are not relevant to groundwater management 
in the basin. 
 
Section 3.5, paragraph 3: Page 12 of the GMP says that the SVPSD pumps 141 
MG per year while this page says 128 MG per year, please clarify. 
 
Response: 
 
As stated in the text the 128 MG per year is the amount of water pumped from the 
groundwater basin by SVPSD. The 141 MG per year is the total water delivered to 
SVPSD customers. The difference comes from the wells that pump water from the bedrock 
fractures outside the groundwater basin. 
 
Section 3.5, paragraph 4: Estimated annual pumping by Plumpjack Squaw Valley 
Inn is about 5.3 MG (FEIR, Appendix G). I concur that the Poulsen's water 
demand is relatively insignificant. 
 
Response: 
 
We could not find the referenced pumping estimate in the cited reference. The GMP still 
states that pumping is unknown. 
 
Page 49 
 
Paragraph 1, suggested modification: "Additionally, groundwater has important 
environmental functions including supporting the health of the meadow and 
sustaining natural (ephemeral and perennial) stream flows in the lower reaches 
of Squaw Creek." 
 
Response: 
 
The word ephemeral has been removed from the sentence. 



 
Page 56 
 
Paragraph 1: This would be an appropriate place to state the need for additional 
data on groundwater — streamflow interaction. A last sentence to this paragraph 
could be: To meet this BMO, additional studies on the interaction of groundwater 
and surface waters in Squaw Creek should be performed. 
 
Response: 
 
BMO 3-2 is linked to the proposed stream-aquifer interaction study by siting Element 2 as 
an associated element.  We have not included specific activities actions in the BMO 
description to maintain consistency with other BMO descriptions.  
 
Page 57 
 
BMO 3-4: 'Although stream restoration is not an endeavor that explicitly assists 
with groundwater management, Squaw Creek plays a significant role in the water 
resources of Olympic Valley." I suggest changing this sentence to: 
 
Stream restoration has the potential to raise shallow groundwater levels and 
provide additional shallow groundwater storage for dry season release. 
 
Response:  
 
The first sentence of the BMO 3-4 description has been changed to, “Some stream 
restoration activities may provide groundwater storage benefits by raising shallow 
groundwater levels and providing additional shallow groundwater storage.” 
 
Page 61 
 
Coordinating and expanding the existing groundwater monitoring programs may 
involve modifying Lahontan Water Board orders. Water Board staff support 
this effort to provide comprehensive groundwater level, groundwater flow 
direction, and groundwater quality data for the Olympic Valley groundwater basin. 
 
Response:  
 
Comment noted. 
 
Page 73 
 
"One fault is known to impede groundwater flow..." 
Please see my comment for page 24, paragraph 3, comment 1. 
 
Response: 



 
The data used to identify the sharp drop in groundwater levels across Valley Fault 2 is 
shown on Figure 2 in Appendix E of the West Yost & Associates 2004 Groundwater 
Management Support Activities Final Report.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Olympic Valley Groundwater 
Management Plan. I appreciate the efforts of Derrick Williams and the SVPSD in 
leading this endeavor. The interested parties, most of whom have direct ties to 
the Olympic Valley area, provided thoughtful and insightful comments throughout 
this process. 
 
If you have questions, you can reach me at 530-542-5429 or you can contact 
Chuck Curtis, Supervising Engineer, at 530-542-5460. 
 
 



Derrik and Rick, 
  
  
I have reviewed the Draft Olympic Valley GMP - March 2007 (dated 4/10/07) and am providing 
the following comments or suggestions: 
  
  
General Comments: 
  
Overall, I believe the plan is well written and touches on the majority of the topics of stakeholder 
concern addressed during the planning meetings over the last year or so. 
  
Derrik has done an excellent job of facilitating the meetings, and incorporating GMP requirements 
and stakeholder concerns into the plan. 
  
  
Specific comments or suggested edits are addressed below: 
  
1)  Page 10, Section 3 Existing Groundwater Conditions.  You refer to the Olympic Valley as both 
the Valley and the valley.  I suggest all references to the "Valley" be capitalized. 
  
        All number references of 1,000 or more need commas where appropriate. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested changes have been made. 
  
2)  Page 11, Figure 1.  The resolution of this figure is low and it is difficult to see the details.  I 
suggest either improving the resolution of the figure background or simplifying it. 
 
Response: 
 
The figure has been replaced with a higher resolution one. 
  
3)  Page 12, Abbreviate Squaw Valley Public Service District (SVPSD) and Squaw Valley Mutual 
Water Company (SVMWC) when they are subsequently used. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested changes have been made. 
  
4)  Page 13, Figure 2.  This figure is also difficult to read.  The two SVPSD boundaries are 
shades of purple and hard to differentiate.  I suggest making the smaller SVPSD fire boundary 
red. 
 
Response: 
 
The SVPSD fire boundary has been replaced with a lighter color to as requested. 
 



  
5)  Page 14, Last sentence should read "rain showers" instead of just showers. 
 
Response: 
 
The word “showers” has been replaced with rain. 
 
  
6)  Page 20, Section 3.3.  First sentence.  I suggest changing unconsolidated valley sediments to 
unconsolidated glacio-fluvial sediments. 
 
Response: 
 
The term “unconsolidated” has been retained because in addition to glaciofluvial 
sediments, the sediments also consist of glaciolacustrine, colluvial, and modern fluvial 
deposits. 
  
    Last sentence in the first paragraph.  North, West, and South should not be capitalized. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested changes have been made. 
  
    Section 3.3.1.1.  Second sentence.  I suggest changing ten to twenty feet to 10-20 feet. 
 
Response: 
 
We are following the Chicago Manual of Style which specifies in this circumstance that 
the numbers be spelled out. 
  
7)  Page 22, Figure 6.  I suggest adding more cross section lines and cross sections to more 
completely show the basins subsurface nature and extent. 
 
Response: 
 
It is not the purpose of this document to describe the groundwater basin in detail. The 
hydrogeologic description is intended as an overview that provides sufficient background 
for the subsequent groundwater management discussions. Additional cross-sections can 
be found in the West Yost & Associates 2005 Groundwater Characterization Report.  A 
statement has been added to the GMP directing readers to the West Yost report for 
additional cross-sections. 
  
8)  Page 23, Figure 7.  This figure is also hard to read.  I suggest it be increased to 11" x 17" 
format.  Also, additional cross sections should be included as figures. 
 
Response: 
 



The figure has been increased in size to 11x17”. 
  
9)  Page 28,  Section 3.4.2.  First paragraph.  Last sentence.  Olympic Squaw Valley should be 
changed to just Olympic Valley. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
10)  Page 31, Figure 13.  Visually, there appears to be a decreasing trend in this data; however, 
your data analysis on page 28 states water levels are fairly consistent with no long term rise 
or fall. 
 
Response: 
 
Although water levels generally rise to a relatively consistent level, levels in well 
SVPSD#2 remained low in response to the low precipitation in 2001.  Water levels have 
been recovering since then.  This suggests that there is a threshold precipitation value for 
which water levels do not recover.  Text has been added to the GMP to this effect. 
 
11)  Page 33, Section 3.4.2.  Second paragraph.  You mention that water levels respond to 
rainfall in the valley.  I believe you mean precipitation in the form of snow which turns into 
snowmelt runoff into the valley during the late spring, summer, and fall. 
 
Response: 
 
Both rainfall and snowmelt influence groundwater levels.  To acknowledge this, 
“rainfall” has been changed to “precipitation”. 
  
    Section 3.4.3.2.  You refer to the Squaw Valley basin.  Any physical reference to Squaw Valley 
in this GMP should be changed to Olympic Valley.  Be consistent. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
    You mention that upward vertical hydraulic gradients have been observed in the well pair (MW-
317 and MW-318).  Including the hydrographs which show this observation would be useful for 
the reader. 
 
Response: 
 
Although there are limited data, a figure showing hydrographs for wells 317/ 318 and 
307/308 have been added to the GMP. 
  
12)  Page 34.  Section 3.5.  Referring to Figure 15, it would be helpful to indicate in the text the 
number of known extraction wells in Olympic Valley.  I count nine (9) wells on the map. 
 



Response: 
 
The number of wells has been noted in the text.  Inactive wells are not shown on this 
figure, as they do not influence groundwater management decisions.  This is now stated 
in the text. 
 
    In the last paragraph, you write Plump Jack as two words.  In the first paragraph on this 
page and elsewhere in the document, it is one word.  Be consistent. 
 
Response: 
 
PlumpJack is now written as one word consistently. 
  
13)  Page 38.  Section 3.6.1.  Third paragraph.  Last sentence.  I believe Squaw Creek flows 
through an incised channel cut into the terminal moraine. 
 
Response: 
 
The comment is correct.  The text has been modified to state that Squaw Creek flows 
through an incised channel in the terminal moraine. 
  
14)  Page 41.  3.7.1.  First paragraph.  Spell out ug/l when first used and then abbreviate after 
that. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
    Last sentence.  Add a comma between ug/l and respectively. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted.  The text has been retained as per the original. 
  
    Section 3.7.3.  Fourth sentence.  The s in significant should be capitalized. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
    Regarding the Federal arsenic standard of 10 ug/l, indicate the date of this standard. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  



15)  Page 42.  Section 3.8.  Multiple sites are listed as having confirmed leaking underground fuel 
tanks.  It would be helpful to identify either in the bulleted list or in Figure 19 what specific 
petroleum products leaked. 
 
Response: 
 
The contaminant at all sites is diesel fuel oil and additives. This has been noted in the 
text. 
 
16)  Page 44.  Section 3.9.  First paragraph.  Last sentence.  Remove one period at the end of 
the sentence. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
17)  Page 45.  Section 3.9.3.  First paragraph.  groundwater basin after Olympic Valley should be 
capitalized.  Be consistent. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
18)  Page 47.  Section 4.2.  BMO 1-1.  Add a space between USES and DURING. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
19)  Page 49.  Insert a hyphen between Long Term here and elsewhere in the GMP. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
20)  Page 51.  BMO 1-4.  BMO Description.  Add the word to after the comma and before 
account. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
21)  Page 52.  BMO 2-1.  BMO Contribution...  Change an to and between for - demonstrating. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  



22)  Page 54.  BMO 2-4.  BMO Description.  Change Olympic Valley aquifers to Olympic Valley 
Groundwater Basin. 
 
Response: 
 
Olympic Valley aquifers has been changed to the groundwater basin. 
  
23)  Page 56.  BMO 3-3.  BMO Description.  First Sentence.  Be consistent about the use of 
capitals for meadow. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
24)  Page 62.  2.  Coordinate and expand...  Be consistent about the use of Olympic Valley 
Basin.  I suggest this reference be changed document wide to Olympic Valley Groundwater 
Basin. 
 
Response: 
 
Olympic Valley Basin has been changed to “GMP management area” or “the 
groundwater basin” depending on the context. 
  
    3.  Analyze data...   Groundwater Management Plan should be abbreviated GMP after its first 
use. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made in most instances. Groundwater management plan 
was not abbreviated in Table 1 where the wording was taken directly from the California 
Water Code. 
  
25)  Page 67.  3.  Review other means...   Spell out INSAR. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
26)  Page 73.  6.  Investigate the impact...   upwelling is mentioned in many locations.  Is is 
upwelling or Upwelling? 
 
Response: 
 
We have chosen to capitalize the Upwelling because it is an informal location name.  The 
capitalization of Upwelling is now consistent throughout the document. 
  
27)  Page 74.  BMO 2.2.  1.  change and/or to , and. 
  



    Delete the first mention of West Yost & Associates as it is referenced at the end of the 
sentence in (...). 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
28)  Page 75.  Change well abandonment "procedures" to standards. 
  
    Remove the word support after technical as it is covered by the support after the word political. 
  
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
29)  Page 77.  2.  Encourage residential...  substitute "individuals" with "that people". 
  
    Bulleted list.  Remove "and drips" as leaks covers it. 
  
    "low flow" should be hyphenated. 
  
    Add "and" between the comma and toilet. 
  
    The heading 5. Encourage... shows up at the bottom of the page with no text below it.  I 
suggest moving it to the next page. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested changes have been made. 
  
30)  Page 81.  Element 9.  Description.  Add a comma after reliability. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
31)  Page 83.  Section 6.1.  Change "eligible" to "authorized by CWC". 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
32)  Page 85.  Section 6.3.  Remove "are" after ARR. 
  
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 



33)  Page 86.  Section 6.5.  Last sentence.  Remove the word monitoring after groundwater as it 
is covered by its second mention after subsidence. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
34)  Page 87.  Section 6.8.  Second paragraph.  Last sentence.  Add "a" between as and current 
and remove the "a" before viable. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
  
35)  Page 88.  Section 7. References.  Insert a space between Gasch&. 
  
    Double check references listed versus what is cited in text.  Example - on Page 74 you refer to 
a West Yost report dated 2004 but it is not listed in this section. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested West Yost 2004 report has been added to the references. 
  
If you have any questions about any of my comments or suggestions, please feel free to contact 
me. 
  
It has been a pleasure attending your GMP meetings and working with SVPSD and stakeholders 
on this project. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Chris... 
  
Christopher L. Bonds, P.G., C.HG. 
Chief, Geology and Groundwater Investigations Section 
Dept. of Water Resources - Central District 
901 "P" Street, Room 313B  
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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Leslie D. Wilson 
570 Woodmont Avenue 

Berkeley CA 94708 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
May 15, 2007 
 
Derrik Williams 
HydroMetrics LLC 
1611 Telegraph Avenue 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
Board of Directors 
Squaw Valley Public Service District 
305 Squaw Valley Road 
P. O. Box 2026 
Olympic Valley, CA  96146-2026 
 

Re: Comments on Draft Report for Groundwater Management Plan  
for Squaw Valley Public Service District 

 
 

Gentlemen: 

 

As a stakeholder in the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin, I submit the following 

comments on the Draft Report for the Squaw Valley Public Service District’s 

Groundwater Management Plan (Plan). The Plan, as presently drafted, is deficient in a 

number of respects, as discussed below and as discussed in Margot Garcia’s comments 

submitted on April 22, 2007. This is a disappointment, as a comprehensive, well-drafted 

plan striking an equitable balance between the interests of current and future 

stakeholders, private and commercial, would be beneficial to all. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. 
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A. Scope 

 

The Plan’s first priority should be the protection of the aquifer from overdraft, the second 

priority should be the protection of the environment, the third should be protection of the 

water supply of current stakeholders, and the fourth should be the development of 

additional water resources for future developments. 

 

Response: 

Aquifer protection is embodied in Goal 1 and the associated BMOs and elements.  

Protection of the environment is embodied in Goal 3 and the associated BMOs and 

elements   

 

This GMP does not enforce how water supplies for future developments should be treated 

in relation to current stakeholder’s water supplies.  Assuring current residents of an 

adequate water supply is the responsibility of each individual water purveyor.  It is a 

consideration when addressing requests for will serve letters. Water purveyors that feel 

there are inadequate sources can reject will serve applications.  This GMP specifically 

does not limit the amount of water any pumper can extract for reasonable and beneficial 

purposes. 

 

Unfortunately, the Plan fails to adequately address any of the above objectives. In each 

case there are a number of actions that could help, but in every case the only action 

certain to be successful is limiting extraction. Nowhere does the Plan address the need for 

limiting extractions. As currently drafted, the Plan functions largely as a formal 

endorsement of the District’s current policy of unlimited extraction. 

 

Response: 

Limiting extractions to sustainable amounts is specifically addressed in BMO 1-1. 
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B. Authority 

 

If any of the above goals of the Plan are to be served, the Plan must have the authority to 

limit extractions in certain circumstances. Even the last goal, development of additional 

water resources for future projects, implies the need for limiting extractions in certain 

circumstances. If additional water resource for future projects is a goal, then extractions 

approaching safe yield must be considered. Since safe yield varies from year to year, in 

some years planned demands will exceed safe extractions.  This will entail pumping 

restrictions. The circumstances and manner of limitation are properly the subject of a 

joint powers agreement. Each pumping entity will need to delegate some authority. 

Presumably an agreement could be reached, as the alternative is adjudication of the 

aquifer, a long and expensive process that will result in control of the basin being 

delegated to a court appointed water master. 

 

Response: 

A GMP does not confer on any of one agency the right to limit the pumping of another 

stakeholder; therefore this plan cannot be written to have the authority to limit 

extractions.  Extractions can only be limited through unilateral actions or cooperative 

agreements.  Cooperative pumping plans are specifically identified as an action item in 

Element 5.  Nothing in this GMP prevents the stakeholders from entering into a joint 

powers authority.  A joint powers authority can be developed as the need arises.    

 

The authority proposed in the current draft of the Plan is embodied in the actions listed 

under the various elements. A list of these actions and comments thereon is attached. 

Most of these actions are of the monitor, collect data, or study variety. These have little 

utility unless accompanied by an indication of purpose with criteria for attainment and 

thresholds for remediation if the purpose is not attained. 

 

Response: 

The comment is correct.  Many actions are studies, data collection, and data analysis.  

These actions form the foundation of any groundwater management activities.  These 
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studies and data analyses are linked to BMOs, and meeting the BMOs is clearly the 

purpose of these activities. 

 

An important action is Element 2 Action 1 that provides for “redistributing pumping to 

minimize impacts on stream flow”. This action implies limiting pumping at some wells. 

However, the Plan as currently drafted does not have this authority. This authority would 

be part of a joint powers agreement, as discussed above. 

 

Response: 

Extractions can only be limited through unilateral actions or cooperative agreements.  

Cooperative pumping plans are specifically identified as an action item in Element 5.  

Nothing in this GMP prevents the stakeholders from entering into a joint powers 

authority.   

 

Other important actions are Element 7 Action 1 “Implementing increasing tiered water 

pricing that encourages efficient water use” and Element 7 Action 3 “Meter water use at 

all service connections.” In combination these actions are contrary to the SVMWC 

articles of incorporation and bylaws. The articles and bylaws could be changed by vote of 

the SVMWC membership. However, this action is beyond the authority of the Plan, and 

would have to be implemented along with a joint powers agreement. 

 

Response: 

This GMP does not confer on any agency the right to demand the SVMWC implement 

tiered water pricing or water metering.  These actions are identified as practices that 

should be implemented by all parties interested in protecting and managing groundwater 

resources.  Each stakeholder should implement these actions as they see fit.  

 

Of interest is Element 7 Action 1C that provides for “Developing drought response plans 

with various stages, each having objective criteria and a list of response actions.” These 

criteria and response actions should not be deferred and must be included in this plan 

prior to its completion. A “plan to make a plan” is not sufficient. 
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Response: 

As noted in Element 7, a drought response plan currently exists as part of the SVPSD 

Irrigation and Water Conservation ordinance.  This element simply urges other 

stakeholders to develop similar drought response plans. 

 

C. Conflict Resolution 

 

The proposed conflict resolution process is flawed. The Implementation Group will hear 

objections to any aspect of the implementation, will hold a public hearing, and will 

decide by majority vote. Thus the Implementation Group makes itself responsible for 

review of its own decisions. 

 

Response: 

Comment noted. 

 

D. Financing 

 

A number of actions in the current Plan would entail major expense for the SVMWC, in 

particular the installation of water meters. In addition, the District board of directors as 

Implementation Group for the Plan would have the powers of a groundwater 

replenishment group, which include the ability to assess fees based on volume of water 

extracted for expenses of administration of the Plan and for construction of additional 

infrastructure needed by the Plan. There is no indication in the current draft that the 

District intends to use this authority to assess fees.  However, the authority remains 

unless specifically withdrawn. The details must be spelled out, presumably as part of a 

joint powers agreement. 

 

Response: 
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The GMP is intended to be a document that fosters cooperative management among 

stakeholders.  To that end, the comment is correct that there is no intent to assess fees 

based on water extraction. 

 

E. Conclusion 

 

As a stakeholder I support the concept of a groundwater management plan as a possible 

alternative to adjudication. However, I do not consider this plan adequate for reasons 

stated above. As drafted it cannot accomplish its purpose. As a director of the SVMWC, I 

can see no reason the SVMWC would want to support this plan and expose itself to 

significant expense, loss of control of its pumping schedules, without any hope of 

concomitant resolution of valley water issues. 

 

Response: 

The GMP neither commits the SVMWC to expend any financial resources, nor does the 

GMP appropriate SVMWC’s control of its pumping schedule. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

/Signed/ 

Les Wilson 



_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

SQUAW VALLEY PUBLIC SERVICE DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 

MAY 16, 2007, 6:00 P.M. 
 
  
 
 
Comments from Pam Rocca  
 
Pam Rocca said she was disappointed with the whole process and she felt it was a joke. She 
said that she felt the Board thought it was a joke also. She felt that staff treated this very 
frivolously in that 90% of the work was already done, past studies were done and all that was 
needed was public comment, and that politicians like to throw money at Tahoe so it shouldn't be 
a problem. She said at the second meeting she got the impression that the Board was really 
serious about doing a groundwater management plan. But because it is required by the State 
Legislature the only reason the District is pursuing it is to obtain future state grants. She felt that 
there was no requirement to implement the plan; you just have to have one in place. She said a 
lot of people have spent a lot of time reading the drafts and commenting, and she is afraid it 
won't be implemented. She felt it is worthless if it is not implemented.  
 
She said the Board hasn't done anything about the creek, and that the language has been 
softened to such a point that it only supports further studies on the creek, and there is nothing in 
the plan that really protects the creek. Who is going to decide what is significant? She said the 
creek is already impaired, it's already degraded, and we'll try not to impact it too much more.  
What level of acceptable is acceptable? She said her acceptability level of the creek condition 
was 12-14 years ago. 
 
Response: 
 
Comments noted. 
 
Comments from John Wilcox 
 
Director Wilcox completely disagreed with Ms. Rocca's characterization that the first meeting 
was a joke. He felt the Board has taken this project very seriously and he resented her 
comments.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Comments from Eric Poulsen 
 
Director Poulsen said the intent of the plan is to build cooperation between pumpers in the basin 
and to work together. He felt Derrik Williams has done a terrific job and this is an important tool 
for the management of our basin. He felt there might be some creek impacts from pumping, but 
creek degradation has come about mostly from development practices. He said most of it came 
about from the state channelizing the upper end of the creek while preparing for the 1960 
Olympics. He said the plan is to study further interaction between the groundwater basin and 
surface waters in the meadow area. That is a good and positive item. 



_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Comments from Russell Poulsen 
 
Russell Poulsen disagreed with Ms. Rocca's comments. He felt they were outrageous and very 
disrespectful to a very hardworking Board that has spent a great deal of time developing a very 
well thought-out plan. He felt the public has had more than ample time to comment on the plan. 
He thanked Derrik Williams for taking those comments and responding to them, and changing 
the plan when it was necessary. Mr. Poulsen felt there is a real disconnect in the community 
where people are looking for a surface water/groundwater interaction plan, which this is not. 
This is a groundwater management plan for the management of groundwater, not surface water. 
He felt this group has been working for selfish reasons, outside the scope of this plan, to add a 
surface water element to the plan. He felt it is disrespectful to the Board when Ms. Rocca 
classified this as some sort of sham. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Comments from Tom Murphy 
 
Tom Murphy concurred with Russell Poulsen's comments. He felt the Board has done a great 
job in managing everyone's interests and comments.  
 
The fact that Ski Corp is not included in the pumpers group has been disappointing because Ski 
Corp has five wells on the valley floor.  
 
Response: 
 
Ski Corp has now been included as a pumper in the GMP. 
 
He asked if the District could clarify why the GMP boundary goes up to Granite Chief Peak, 
which he felt was outside the District's jurisdiction.   
 
Response: 
 
The area referred to by Mr. Murphy, shown on Figure 2 of the GMP, is the correct SVPSD service 
area. The service area is not the same as the area managed under the GMP.  A map showing the 
service area of the agency subject to the plan is a required component of a groundwater management 
plan.  These are the boundaries described in Squaw Valley County Water District Resolution 
No. 73-17 “Resolution Initiating Proceedings for the Squaw Valley Annexation to Squaw 
Valley County Water District and Setting Time and Place of Public Hearing” 
 
He felt the boundary should be revised. He believed that the watershed goes all the way to the 
Truckee River and he felt it should be included. He felt pumping is going to siphon or affect 



_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

groundwater. It is his interest that the boundaries should be extended to the east end of the 
valley.  
 
Response: 
 
As described in Section 3.2, the eastern boundary of the GMP management area was chosen because 
low permeability moraine deposits in the east end of the Valley form a barrier to groundwater flow. 
In addition, pumping in the Olympic Valley Groundwater Basin east of the GMP management area 
is insignificant compared pumping within the GMP management area. 
 
Commennts from Carl Gustafson 
 
Carl Gustafson said the general plan should include all the water purveyors, especially the 
Mutual. He said a Mutual well and a PSD well are about a hundred feet from each other with 
overlapping cones of depression. He hoped the plan would have included more teeth on creek 
interaction studies. He was displeased with the lack of activity on a creek interaction study and 
he felt it was getting to be amusing.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
He read from the State Water Resources Control Board Resolution 2007-0008, "that the State 
Water Board (item 2) directs the Lahontan Water Board to continue to support the efforts of 
entities pumping groundwater, as well as other stakeholders in Squaw Valley, to minimize the 
effects on the creek and to develop a ground-water management plan that recognizes potential 
effects of pumping on the creek and seeks to minimize or eliminate adverse effects on the 
creek, and to conduct a study of potential interaction between groundwater pumping and the 
flows in Squaw Creek." Mr. Gustafson felt the Board has been avoiding that issue for many 
years and he asked what the District was going to do about it. He continued reading, "And 
furthermore the State Board further directs the Lahontan Water Board to report on the progress 
of these efforts at a future State Water Board meeting in March 2008." 2008 wasn't good 
enough because he felt the creek was going to dry up this summer.  He hoped for a solution to 
add water to the creek like it was before 1992 conditions. He doesn't understand why you can't 
make it better with all the money around this valley.  He feels there are too many developers 
who want to separate surface water from groundwater and he feels they are breaking the law. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Additional Comments from John Wilcox 
 
Director Wilcox expressed concern that some people feel that the Mutual Water Co. is being 
excluded from consideration in this plan. He disagreed saying that the Mutual has been invited to 
the table from day one, they have had representatives at all the meetings, and they have submitted 
written questions, information and suggestions. The effect of their well pumping is part of the data to 
be shared and analyzed that can be used to help manage the groundwater in the valley. Mr. 
Williams said the Mutual's water pumping data is being considered in this plan. 



_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Additional Comments from Eric Poulsen  
 
Director Poulsen felt that the GMP has defined the water basin based on geologic factors and that 
is how the plan boundaries came about. Perhaps some people are looking for a political boundary 
that includes homes, etc., but this is a groundwater management plan that has to do with the 
aquifer basin. It does include District wells, Mutual wells, PlumpJack wells and Ski Corp wells on 
the valley floor.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Director Poulsen said there is an interaction study going on but it takes time to develop a plan. He 
believes the GMP includes installation of more monitoring devices which is part of the cooperation 
aspect of the plan. He referred to the creek drying up and he reiterated his understanding that the 
creek dries up most of the time. It is a common occurrence, a natural, historical event not just 
Squaw Creek but most Sierra streams. However, he felt that creek interaction studies are good 
because they can show, hopefully, what kind of impacts pumping may have. He stressed the need 
to continue working together to try to determine if there are significant impacts. He believes it is a 
positive plan to move forward. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Comments from Dale Cox 
 
President Cox thanked everyone for participating in the development of the GMP over the past 
many months. He stressed the need to develop cooperation throughout the community. He feels 
the plan will have a positive impact on the community. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Additional Comments from Pam Rocca 
 
Pam Rocca stated that an ongoing creek interaction study hasn't been started and that a recent set 
of minutes indicated that the District was considering convening a committee, but there is nothing 
ongoing at this time.  
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 



_________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

 
Additional Comments by Russell Poulsen 
 
Russell Poulsen hoped the comments going into the plan would be quantified as to what is factual 
and what is not. The comments by Mr. Gustafson, while knowing full well, that pre '92, pre '82, pre 
'42 and so on, that every single year this creek used to run is just not factual. He felt the comments 
were a red herring for an anti-development group and if they want to come out and state things, Mr. 
Poulsen said they should stick to the facts. 
 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 
  



SQUAW VALLEY SKI CORP 

May 9, 2007 

Derrick Williams 
HydroMetrics, LLC 

Re: Draft Olympic Valley GMP 

Mr. Williams, 

In reviewing your Draft Ground Water Management Plan prepared for the Squaw Valley 
Public Service District (SVPSD), I find it disconcerting that Squaw Valley Ski Corp. is 
not listed as one of the ground water pumpers in the plan, nor are we represented in the 
committee comprised of aquifer pumpers. As a significant stakeholder in Olympic 
Valley, with 5 wells on the valley floor within the stipulated GMP plan area, could you 
please correct this omission and update the GMP accordingly. 
 
We are one of the major landowners overlaying the groundwater aquifer, SVSC has at 
least 5 wells in the base area, one near Lake Cushing, 3 by Squaw Kids, one in the 
parking lot (well 4R) and one at Papoose. Moreover, we are of the understanding that 
Intrawest drilled 2 additional test wells in the OVI area. 
 
Response: 
 
Although the pumping is unverified, Ski Corp has been listed as one of the pumpers in the 
GMP.  
 
In addition, could you please clarify and further address how and why the Draft GMP 
includes a denoted area extending up to Granite Chief Peak outside of The SVSPD 
jurisdiction area; particularly when the pertinent subject area of the GMP is purportedly 
only relative to the basin aquifer. 
 
Response: 
 
The area in Figure 2 is the correct SVPSD service area. The service area is not the same as 
the area managed under the GMP.  A map showing the service area of the agency subject to 
the plan is a required component of a groundwater management plan. 



 
May 9, 2007 
Mr. Derrick Williams  
HydroMetrics, LLC. 

Re: GMP Comments  

Mr. Williams, 
 
Please find enclosed a list of comments, concerns, and suggestions, relative to the final 
draft of the Ground Water Management Plan; for your convenience they area denoted by 
page and section of the Draft GMP: 
 
1. P. 2, bottom paragraph, last sentence, removing "except by means of economic 

incentives and disincentives.", and adding a period after users, would better reflect the 
intent expressed by stakeholders. I think this needs to be clear an unambiguous. 

 
Response: 
 
“except by economic incentives and disincentives” has been removed from the text. 
 
2. P.12 Sec 3, "Existing Conditions" should address Squaw Valley Ski Corp.'s 5 wells in 

subject area, 4 of which are actively pumping. 
 
Response: 
 
Although the pumping is unverified, the list of pumpers  on this page now includes Squaw 
Valley Ski Corporation. 
 
3. P. 13, Fig. 2, should explain the difference in the in GMP area and SVPSD service 

area, and revise the SVPSD boundry not to include the area of the Ski Resort. 
 
Response: 
 
The area managed by the GMP is outlined in Figure 5 and is described in section 3.2. The 
SVPSD service area covers the watershed as shown on Figure 2 in the GMP.  These are 
the boundaries described in Squaw Valley County Water District Resolution No. 73-17 
“Resolution Initiating Proceedings for the Squaw Valley Annexation to Squaw Valley 
County Water District and Setting Time and Place of Public Hearing”. 
 
4. P. 14, Sec. 3, 3.1.3, "Climate and Rainfall", changing to Climate and Precipitation 

would seem to be more accurate. 
 
Response: 
 



The suggested change has been made. 
 
5. P.22, Fig. 6, does the well location directly correlate with West Yost Study Cross 

section line? It is difficult at first glance to interpret what the cross section line is, a 
more contrasting line would aid in interpretation. 

 
Response: 
 
The well locations are directly on the West Yost cross-section line.  
 
6. P.24 Sec. 3.3.2, Bedrock Structure, do you mean "east to northeast" or do you mean 

"of” — verbiage is not clear? 
 
Response: 
 
East of northeast here means the compass bearing or direction east north east. This is the 
direction between the east and northeast directions on a compass. 
 
7. P.30 Fig. 12, it appears that the figure does not show or delineate SVPSD Well 2. 
 
Response: 
 
This has been corrected. 
 
8. P.34, Sec. 3.5, is incorrect; Squaw Valley Ski Corp. has 5 operational wells in the 

basin. Currently used for ground source heating and irrigational purposes. Or, verbiage 
should say "currently there are no other "known" ground water extractors in the basin. 

 
Response: 
 
The Squaw Valley Ski Corporation has now been included in the list of pumpers, and 
“known” has been inserted before groundwater extractors. 

9. P.35, Fig. 15 is incorrect; I am of the understanding that Poulsen Family/ Commercial 
has more than one well. 

 
Response:  
 
We know of only one currently active well. 
 
10. P. 40, Sec. 3.6.2, Surface Water Groundwater Interaction should include the fact that 

historically Squaw Creek has intermittent flows during the same time frames; per 
testimony of long time residents and I witness accounts. 

 
Response: 



 
Because this remains an issue of debate, we are not currently including it as a fact. 
 
11. P. 43. Fig. 19 and P. 42 denotes Olympic Village Loading Dock, the correct name                   
is Olympic House Loading Dock. 
 
Response: 
 
The suggested change has been made. 
 
12. P.44, last paragraph on RSC limiting water usage, this has not yet occurred, thus 

should not be referred to in the GMP at this time. 
 
Response: 
 
It is a planned conservation effort and will be left in the GMP. 
 
13. P. 45, Sec 3.9.3, is incorrect, the "Olympic Valley Pumpers Group" does not include 

"all" entities that extract water from Olympic Valley. Squaw Valley Ski Corp. and 
Hidden Lakes have not been included in these efforts. Squaw Valley Ski Corp. should 
be included in the pumpers group. 

 
Response: 
 
 The Squaw Valley Ski Corporation’s pumping was previously unknown, and therefore they 
were not included in the previously convened pumpers group meetings.  Hidden Lakes is 
not in the GMP management area. 
 
14. P.45, Sec 3.9.4, should elaborated on import option, or options; (ie., what are 

they?) 
 
Response: 
 
Securing supplemental supply options are in the preliminary planning stages. Further 
discussion is not warranted in this GMP. 
 
15. P.45, Sec. 3. 10, what is stream baseflow depletion, (I believe baseflow should be two 

words) and is it different from the creek historically drying up? 
 
Response: 
 
Baseflow is the portion of flow in a stream derived from groundwater flowing into the 
stream. 
 
16. P.46 Sec, 4.1, GMP Goals, the word detrimental is to open end and subjective and 



should be removed from definition. A suggested option for the definition of 
sustainable supply would be to state the term "safe yield" and "the amount of water 
that can reliably be withdrawn from the Olympic Valley Aquifer without inducing 
permanent ecological , health, or economic damage." The fact that the creek dies up 
annually, historically, can be deemed "detrimental"; however, it is naturally occurring 
and not "permanent", thus, it appears the term should be stricken from the definition 
in the GMP. 

 
Response: 
 
This definition of sustainable supply was agreed to over the course of many stakeholder 
meetings.  It will be retained in the GMP as currently written. 
 
17. P. 49, Sec, 4.2, BMO 1-1, BMO Description, last sentence states "(T)he aquifer must 

be managed so that all of these groundwater uses can be met." Given that this is a 
"goal and objective" that is in a document that is by nature and description an 
optional management plan, the word "must" should be stricken and substituted for a 
word such as "should". 

 
Response: 
 
This BMO description was agreed to over the course of many stakeholder meetings.    It will 
be retained in the GMP as currently written. 
 
18. P. 50, Sec. 4.2, BMO 1-2, BMO Description, last sentence states "(D)rawdown near 

Squaw Creek should be minimized, particularly in the meadow, where shallow 
groundwater sustains flows in Creek." Given this statement is not empirically and 
unequivocally proven, as it is, the snow pack is primarily what sustains Creek 
flows, this statement should be revised to reflect this, such as, “…may sustain 
flows in the Creek." 

 
Response: 
 
“sustains”  has been replaced with contributes to. 
 
19. P.57, Sec. 4, BMO 3-4, objective title should be more specific to goal and thus 

changed to "Support Ongoing Stream Restoration Efforts Related to Ground Water 
Management". 

 
Response: 
 
A modified version of the suggested change has been made.  
 
20. The GMP should address the goal AB 3030 in regards to managing safe yields 

should be more strongly addressed, particularly in terms of conservation and 
leakages in the system. 



 
Response: 
 
Comment noted. 

Thank you for your time, consideration, and attention to these issues,... 

 
Director of Resource Development 
Squaw Valley Ski Corp. 
 
 
 
 



May 16, 2007 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND FASCIMILE 

Derrik Williams 
HydroMetrics LLC 
1611 Telegraph Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Board of Directors 
Squaw Valley Public Service District 
305 Squaw Valley Road 
P. O. Box 2026 
Olympic Valley, CA 96146-2026 

Re: Comments on Draft Report for Groundwater Management Plan  
       for Squaw Valley Public Service District 

Gentlemen: 

 The Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company (SVMWC) submits the following 
comments on the Draft Report for the Squaw Valley Public Service District's 
Groundwater Management Plan ("Plan"). These comments are made in addition to the 
comments submitted on April 22, 2007 by Margot Garcia. 

 
Water Code section 10752(b) specifically defines "groundwater basin" to mean 

any basin identified in the Department of Water Resources' ("DWR") Bulletin 118, as           
amended. Despite the Water Code's definition of groundwater basin, the GMP redefines 
the "groundwater basin" in such a manner as to exclude the SVMWC's service area, but to 
include the SVMWC's ground water extraction wells. (GMP, pp. 16-19.) It appears that 
the GMP's exclusion of the SVMWC's service area constitutes an effort to avoid the 
requirements of Water Code section 10750.7(a) which prohibits a local agency from 
managing groundwater within the service area of a mutual water company without first 
obtaining an agreement from the mutual water company. By excluding the SVMWC's 
service area from the GMP, the SVPSD provides itself a legal argument that it need not 
obtain an agreement from the SVMWC prior to adopting the GMP. The GMP should be 
modified to be consistent with the Olympic Valley groundwater basin as identified in DWR 
Bulletin 118. 

 
Response: 
 
As discussed in Section 3.2 of the GMP, the basin boundaries were refined “… based on 
field mapping of bedrock outcrops and principles of glaciofluvial deposition and 
groundwater flow”.   The SVMWC serves areas on the hillslopes surrounding the 
alluvial deposits of Squaw Valley.  As noted in the GMP, “the hillslope areas that have 



limited or no alluvial and colluvial deposits” and therefore are not part of the alluvial 
basin. 

 
While Water Code section 10753 authorizes the adoption and implementation of a 

GMP within a portion of a local agency's service area, the GMP should not exclude the 
entire service area of another entity that is within the groundwater basin. The GMP seeks 
to encourage SVMWC, and others, to implement various Basin Management Objectives 
("BMO"), including water conservation measures (Element 7, GMP p. 76), yet it 
excludes the SVMWC's service area from the GMP. Such water conservation measures 
include the installation of water meters as funds become available. (GMP at p. 77.) Would 
funds generated for the GMP be expended for projects outside the GMP but within the 
SVPSD's boundaries? As the GMP excludes the SVMWC's service area, does the GMP's 
various Elements and action items identified in Section 5 apply to service areas outside the 
boundaries of the GMP? Or just to areas within the boundaries of the GMP? 

 
Response: 
 
Funds obtained for implementing specific elements of the GMP will be expended for said 
elements.  In the course of implementing the GMP elements, the Advisory Group and 
GMP Implementation Group may consider future projects that are outside of the GMP 
Management Area, but within SVPSD boundaries.  As noted by the comment, the 
elements in the GMP encourage, but do not require, water conservation measures. The 
GMP attempts to obtain cooperation by all pumpers to manage groundwater resources.  
It does not attempt to create mandates over SVMWC customers.  There is no provision in 
the plan by which the SVPSD plans to impose specific mandates on SVMWC customers. 
 

Section 6.4 of the GMP identifies possible funding mechanisms. (GMP at pp. 85-
86.) The GMP does not identify levying assessments and/or the collection of fees pursuant 
to Water Code sections 10754, 10754.2, and 10754.3 as a possible financing mechanism. 
Does the GMP's failure to discuss the levying of assessments and/or the collection of fees 
mean that the SVPSD will not utilize these provisions to levy assessments and collect fees 
to finance the GMP? If not, the GMP needs to state upfront whether levying assessments 
and/or collection of fees is one of the methods the SVPSD will utilize to implement the 
various Elements and action items in the GMP. 

 
Response: 
 
The GMP does not mention assessments, and currently there is no plan to levy 
assessments pursuant to Water Code sections 10754, 10754.2, and 10754.3.  This does not 
preclude assessments from being levied in the future.  Future assessment, if any, would be 
submitted to the Advisory Group, the GMP Implementation Group, and be implemented 
through a public process in accordance with law. 
 

If the GMP's financing includes levying assessments and collection of fees, then 
the exclusion of the SVMWC's service area from the GMP appears to be an effort to 
influence the outcome of any elections under Water Code section 10754.3. Section 



10754.3 indicates that elections to levy a water management assessment or to fix and 
collect fees for the extraction of groundwater shall be conducted only within the portion of 
the jurisdiction of the local agency subject to groundwater management. Would any such 
election include the SVMWC service area, or just the area within the GMP that includes 
the SVMWC's extraction wells? 

 
Response: 
 
As discussed in the previous comment, no levying of assessments or collection of fees is 
proposed in the GMP.  There is no intent to collect assessments or fees from SVWMC 
customers, except as allowed by law.  The SVPSD reserves the right to impose fees on its 
customers.  Similarly, in the spirit of cooperative management, the SVMWC may choose 
to levy assessments or fees on its own customers to achieve the goals of the GMP.   
 
There is no intent to influence future elections, if any, or disenfranchise voters. 

 
If the election area does not include the SVMWC's service area, then the SVPSD 

would be seeking to levy assessments and/or collect fees from individuals (members of the 
SVMWC) without providing them the opportunity to participate in the election process. 
Thus, by redefining the groundwater basin from that described in DWR Bulletin 118, the 
SVPSD, through the GMP, may disenfranchised the residents of the SVMWC's service 
area. Additionally, SVPSD's service customers will be empowered to determine whether 
the service customers of SVMWC will be assessed a levy or fees regarding the amount of 
groundwater extracted from the basin. The GMP should state whether the SVPSD intends 
to levy assessments and/or collect fees pursuant to Water Code sections 10754, 10754.2 
and 10754.3. If so, the GMP should be amended to ensure that all those impacted by such 
assessment and/or fees will have the opportunity to participate in the election required by 
Water Code section 10754.3. 

 
Response: 
 
Comments noted.  See responses above. 
 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 

cc: Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company  
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M|NAS|AN, SPRUANCE, !4,'ht#*n:L+il'*' Ebi?ifll1,
MEtrH, SOARES & ffi#ir"iliEii5$s rRCS'MILE:
SEXTON, LLP 30Xi?^'":lT5F!:o' (530)533-01e7
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
A Pann€ahrp hdudl^o Prorossronarco'poratons 

YitLflJ 
SPRUANCE,

1661 EIRO STREET
P.O. Box 1079
ORovur-E, CALTFoRNTA e5s6s-1670

Wriler's email: pminasian@minasianlaw.corn

May 25,2007

Squaw Valley Public Services Disnict
P OBox2026
Olympic Valley, Califomia 96146

Re: Groundwater Management Plan
Olympic Valley, California

Ladics & Gcntlcmcn.

Squaw Valley Ski Corporation, Squaw Valley Development Corporation and Squaw

Valley Prcserve, Inc ("Ski Corporation") respectfully submit the following comments to the Draft

Groundwater Management Plan dated March 2007, inaddition to our previous comments:

1.0 The Plan sidcs_tgps thc tough issucs and should not do so. The Squaw Valley

Public Services District is the proper body to prepare and implement a groundrvater management

plan. However, the Draft PIan avoids the tough issues and choices and is more in the nature of

an effon to show that "something is being done" in order to be eligible for State and Federal

grants. The District should instead tackle those tough issues in the PIan of (i) reserving sufficient

groundwater yield for use by the ovcdying groundwatcr right holdcrs for dcvclopmcnt upon thoir

lands, (ii) implementing financing plans for development of treatment of known poor-quality

groundwater resoulces, and (iii) oxtending the Gloundwater Management Plan to areas between

the East of the Meadow and the Truckee River, to mention just several of the tough issues.
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2.0 Ski Corporation is a holder of substantial inteiests in groundwater and storage

gquifem and must be ino We are pleased that the District has

acknowledged Ski Corporation aslarger user of groundrvater from wells which are owncd by that

Coqporation and from groundwater sources administered through the District, and that have been

formally included within the Stakeholder Group that will be active in later stages of the planning

effort. We ai-e pleased that when this omission was called to the Districts' afiention you

immediateiy took action to include Ski coqporation in the Stakeholder Group.

3.0 The Plan cannot be based on the conceJrt that groundwater and its storage capacity

mav be used bv the District for service to non-overlyinq lands. The Plan assumes that

groundwater is usable and available to all that might be served by the District system and ignores

a fundamental precept of California water larv: Groundwater is owned by the lands that ovellie

the groundwater lesoutte to the extent of rcasonable and beneficial use upon those overlying

lands. Land that overlies poor-quality or lorv-production quantity areas ofan aquifer do not have

a right to a share of better quality water or better producing aquifers found in other areas simply

because the District offers service or includes in its boundaries those lands. The right to

underground water is limited to a fair and equitable share of the aquifel that undeilies the

padicular parcels of land.

3.1 Percolating groundwter is a part and parcel of the overging land rights.

Burrv. MaclayRanchoWater Co. (1908) 154 Cal. 428;Cityof Pasadenav. CttyofAlhambra
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(1949) 33 Cal.2d 908, The rights of ovellying users are not lost by nonuse. Hudson v. Dailey

(1909) t56Cal.617.

3,2 Pcrcolating gloundwatel'cannot be exported out of the area of ovcrlying

lands to non-overlying lands without satisfaction of the steps required of an appropriator. City of

San Bernadino v. Ctty of Riverside (1921) I 87 Cal. 7. The appropriator rvho wishes to use

percolating gloundwater on non-overlying lands rnay do so only to thc cxtcnt of water surplus to

the needs of the overlying lands. City of Barstoto v. Iulojave lloter Agency (2000) 23 Cal.4th

1224. Although prescription may be claimed against overlying users, the claim of taking of the

overlying usel's' tights must be open, maintained and hostile use and notico is required that an

ovcrdrafting and exceeding of the safe annual yield rvill occur.

4.0 The PIan is simply legally incorect to the exlent that it is based upon an

assumption thgt rvells in more productive areas of the valley mav be utilized for_the benefit of

areas overlying poorer aquifers, There is no perpetual surplus to be exported in this manner^ yet

the Plan assumes that condition. On page l8 of the Plan, it is pointed out that wells in the

Eastern portion of the valley within the terminal moraine have yielded insignificant quantities of

water. Appendix A to the G'oundwater Development and Utilization Feasibility Study

commissioned by the District some yea$ ago pointed out that ueatment through green sand

treatment for iron, manganese and possibly arsenic would be required if wells in certain areas of

the Valley wete utilized fbr urban water supplics and that blending of better qualrty water with

qua$tities of poorer quality water produced in othel areas was the only then-curent means of
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avoiding treatment. Pages 40 and 41 of the Plan again emphasizes the chemical constituents in

well water within vailous areas that require treatment. The Plan then assumes that treatrnent can

be avoided by blending of good-quality watet available because development of lands overlying

those productive aquifers has been slow, and that this practice can be legally relied upon into the

future. This is simply not lawful.

5.0 Ttrp PIan area rnust include the Easterly end of the vallev extendine to the Truckee

River, This Groundwater Management Plan lirst attempts to exclude the terminal moraine arca

to the East of the valley meadow and to the Truckee River from the C:rounclwater Management

Plan on the basis that the amounts of water and quality of water within that area are minimal. As

an exarnplg if the area at the Eastem End of the Valley is not to be included within the

Groundwater Managemcnt Plan area (as proposed on page 16) and does not overlie substantial

groundlvater and therefore cannot contribute on a sustained basis groundwater to the District

system, there can be no right to watel'service on these lands which have no groundwater

resources, nor any right to borrow from the water undalying undevelopcd arcas of thc Valley

who do enjoy those groundwater resources on a long term basis. Yet, this area is the one in

which the District continues to make nelv connections and has failed to develop wells with the

treatment costs of the poor qualities of the water borne by those users. The District propose to

serve the area with groundwater from other areas, but there is no surplus when these areas are

fully developed. An element of the GMP must be to curtail and end this "borrowing" of

groundwater from other overlying lands unless there is a specific plan to provide for treatment of

poorer quality groundrvater available in the underlying deposits available to these lands.

To:
Re:
Date;
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6.0 The r0le of the Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company in the A83030 PIan is not

exPlained. The A83030 PIan may be legallv invalid unless the Plan inoludes that entity and

ateas' use of groundwater. On page 16, the Draft Plan conectly identifies that land lying to the

North of Squaw Valley Road generally does not overlie groundwater aquifcrs, yet the Plan does

not explain how continued connections and expansions ofgroundwater use using sources fiom

the meadow areas of the Basin may be permitted. This area is largely served by the Squarv

Valley Mutual Water Company which has wells in the meadow and utilizes the upwellin g area,

yet no legal mechanism for transfer of groundwater from lands ovellying percolating

groundwater within the Ivleadow to these upslope areas of use rvithout overlfng r.ights to

groundwater is identified, and no plan to study and determine if there is in fact a sustainable

surplus safe yield of the groundwater sources utilized to serve these areas is proposed, The Plan

docs not cxplain the statutory rcquirement that unless it is determined that a clitical overdraft

exists that the Public Service District cannot include the area of the Mutual within the Public

Service District without the Mutual's consent. water Code Section 10750.?,

A Crr:oundwater Management Plan under AB 3030 and SB 1938 cannot dodge this

critical issuc. Has the Squaw Valley Mutual Water Company consented to the Public Service

District being the A83030 Planning Agency within the whole of the area, or.is the area of use of

goundwater North of Squaw Valley Road excluded because the Mutual has not consented to the

Public Service Area 483030 plan including that area? How thsn can the source area for the

Mutual be included rvithin the 3030 Plan? The Plan does not meet the requirements of defining

To;
Ro:
Date:
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the "basin" subjeot to the Plan unless the Mutual source arcas are either declared to bc part ofthe

plan arca rvith the consent of the Mutual or carved out of the Plan area because the Mutual

rcfuses to join in the Plan and agee that the Public Service District as the planning agency in the

A83030 process. See Pagc l5 for Discussion of limiting area of use of groundwater from Plan

North of Squaw Valley Road; Water Codc Section10753.7 ; Water Code Section 10750.7.

If the Squarv Valley Mutual Water Company refuses to consent to inclusion of its

extraction areas and service arca within the 3030 PIan area, with the perspective of the laqe

amounts of water used (Figures l5), the large effect upon valley groundwater levels (Figu'e 14)

and the lack of conservation measures (page 3a). how could this Plan be in conformance with

the law or even uscful? We respectfllly suggest that if the Mutual will not join and consent to

the Service District being the AB 3030 planning authority or to establishment of a joint eff0ft,

that the Plan be adopted with the directive to formally incorporate thcm into the plan, to insure

that it will pass legal and sciontific sclutiny,

7.0 The Plan attempts to avoid the fact that ovei{ving lands bgyg the rjght to rel.v-upon

rvater storage in the underlying stratas. The District to provide reliable storage through a drought

cycle mwplan.llgrage in othermanners. The final area of the G'oundwater Management Plan

that aftempts to dodge reality is the desoription of tho storage meohanism within the aquifers

underlying the Valley, If the primary storage of usable gmundwater occtus within the stratas

draining into Squaw Creek over the spring, summer and fall, and the Plan Ooal of BMO l-2 is to

minimizc drawdown and maximize the use of the Basin (page 49)" then the Plan must explain
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how water can be rctained within these stratas over the two year planning cyclc. In fact it is

obviously impossible.

In successive dry years, these stlata will be dewatered by overlying pumping,

surrounding pumping, and the fact that Squaw Creek has cut to bedrock and serves as a drain of

the most reliable strata in which goundwater can be stored. How then in a shortage condition is

the Public Service District able to orda overlying users to not usc their equitable share of

percolating groundwater tluough the Plan? This is not explained as it is a "tough question.".

Obviously, drilling into areas lying below Squaw Creek and accepting a treatment burden for

poor-quality of these "fi'aoture waters" is the ansler to developing reliable storage of

groundwater for a long dry cyclo, but the Plan does not include this element or alternative in any

meaningful fashion. Nor does the Plan indicate how it can continue to connect residencgs ancl

developments which do not overlie an aquifer or storage area with adequate storage, relying upon

overlying users not developing their uses. A better goal and Plan element would be to provide

for the collection of sufficient money to drill test wells into areas of known srorage capability

despite the fact that treatment is likcly to be required of the waters developed.

Conclusion

We respectfully suggest that thc Draft Plan be changcd, to develop a ,4.83030 plan which

will in fact with carefirl scrutiny meet the Act requilements and address the tough issues occurf
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and that we, as a community, not constantly move forward with the mantra "we're snrdying the

issue" while sentencing the long time residents and landowncrs to a lack true direction for the

transitory goal ofnot raising controversy"

Very truly yours,

MINASIAN, SPRUANCE,
MEITH, SOARES & SEXTON, LLP

By:
PAUL R. MINASIAN

PRM:df
S:\Denise\SQUAVVlSquaw Va{{ey Public Services District.l.wpd



Sent: Monday, May 28, 2007 10:20 AM 
To: jsmith@svpsd.or 
Cc: Derrik@hydrometricsllc.com 
Subject: Comments on the draft report on the Grondwater management Plan for Olympic Valley, 
California, dated March 2007  

Dear Jim (for the SVPSD) and Derrick:: 
 
Sorry for the delay; I’ve been away a lot. And better late than never— 
 
First, I judge that the Plan as it stands should do the job it’s intended to do; I commend 
you, Derrik, for all of your efforts. The report is comprehensive, focused, and well 
organized. 
 
Next, I have one objection to a part of the Plan, one suggestion as to a clarification, two 
suggestions for added sections, and one suggestion for an addition to help with 
terminology. 
 
The objection is to the use of the term “Olympic Valley” for the recognized and 
established geographic feature known as Squaw Valley. There is no geographic “Olympic 
Valley”, only a post office with that name and only those who use the post office will 
recognize what the title actually means. I recommend that you convert all those “Olympic 
Valleys” back to “Squaw Valleys”. 
 
The clarification concerns two somewhat conflicting and confusing statements on page 
18; in the first paragraph the movement of groundwater through the moraine is noted, and 
the second paragraph states that the yield of wells in the moraine are low. Both 
statements are OK, but someone might infer from the first statement that water moves in 
the moraine in the same way that it does in the aquifer; and this is not the case. I’d simply 
bring the two statements together, with a “but” in between. 
 
One additional section suggestion is to put together a map and history of the abandoned 
wells in the valley. 
 
A second additional section suggestion is to add (on page 80) a paragraph calling for 
theCompilation of a single database of the aquifer and adjacent bedrock material 
characteristics. 
 
The terminology suggestion follows from what I think is in some places inconsistent use 
of some geologic and hydrologic terms. This may not be a big deal, but a list of 
definitions might help, and herewith a suggestion (excuse the cumbersome formatting—
it’s the only way to make the hierarchy survive the email): 
 
1.0 Watershed: All of the area that drains into and through Squaw Creek; it includes all of 
the following features 
1.1 Bedrock 
1.1.1 Fractured, both intense along faults and less intense elsewhere where it varies with 



the rock unit 
1.2 Colluvium: The unconsolidated disaggregated rock and soil that locally covers the 
bedrock on the moutain sides 
1.3 Glacial till: The unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt, and clay deposits emplaced along 
the valley sides and bottom by glaciers 
1.3.1 Lateral and other moraines along the valley sides 
1.3.2 Terminal moraine consisting of glacial till deposited in front of the glaciers 
terminus or snout 
1.4 Groundwater basin: The space between the underlying bedrock and the present 
ground surface that was formed (in Squaw Valley) by the glaciers’ excavation of bedrock 
1.4.1 Alluvial and lacustrine unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt and clay sediments filling 
the basin 
1.4.1.1 Aquifer; Unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt and clay sediments filling the basin that 
contain groundwater 
1.4.2 Terminal moraine extension to the east of the alluvial, etc. materials in Squaw 
Valley  
 
Dave Brew 
07.05.28.1030 
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