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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Good Morning Chair Hoppin and Members of the Board.  My name is Nick Martorano, environmental scientist with the Division of Water Quality.  With me today is Steven Blum from the Office of Chief Council, to his left is Samuel Unger acting Executive Officer of the Los Angeles Water Board, and to his left Elizabeth Erickson AEG and lead staff on this project.  We are here today to present to you the proposed prohibition for on-site waste water disposal systems in the Malibu Civic Center Area.�



Comments

72 Comments

Responses

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Staff received 72 comment letters.

The Responses to those comments were distributed for your review and are available online and at the back of the room.
�



Change Sheet

Change sheet to State Board Resolution
Clarifies that the prohibition is implemented in two 
phases.  Phase One: identified properties by November 
9, 2015 and Phase Two: identified properties by 
November 5, 2019.

Allows for a reconsideration of the prohibition 
boundaries based on two conditions:

1)

 

Phase One is completed by November 5, 2015
2)

 

New independently peer reviewed scientific data 
supports the need for new prohibition boundaries

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Staff created a change sheet to the State Board Resolution which was posted online and circulated before the meeting.

Staff recognized that Finding #8 in the State Board Resolution needed to be clarified to illustrate the phased implementation of this prohibition.

In addition, in response to public comments staff created a new resolved clause to allow for the reconsideration of the prohibition boundaries if two conditions are met: First that the Phase One facilities are built and operated by the November 9, 2015 deadline.  Second, that new scientifically independently peer reviewed data are presented to the Los Angeles Water Board supporting the need for reconsideration.  In any event, the Los Angeles Water board has been directed to report back to the State Water Board by May 5, 2016, detailing their decision on the residential prohibition boundaries.�



Change Sheet

The State Water Board encourages the City 
of Malibu to design and build a waste water 
treatment plant that can be built in stages, 
with the first stage of sufficient capacity to 
handle the Phase One prohibition area.

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Finally, staff saw the need to add finding 9 encouraging the City of Malibu to construct a staged or modular wastewater treatment facility in the event the prohibition boundaries are or are not adjusted.

Staff wants to make it clear that the additions provided in the change sheet in no way will allow for the Responsible parties to stall beyond the implementation schedule adopted by the Los Angeles Water Board.�



Area Subject to Prohibition (‘Malibu Civic Center Area’)

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This is the Proposed prohibition boundary adopted by the Los Angeles Water Board.  As you can see the areas highlighted in yellow represent the properties subject to the Phase 1 deadline in 2015 of the prohibition and the areas shown in green represent the properties subject to the Phase 2 deadline in 2019.  The area in white currently have no identified discharge but are still subject to the prohibition.


The prohibition area covers 2.2 sq miles, delineated by this red line, designated as the ‘Malibu Civic Center area.’

 -- includes the flat Malibu valley and surrounding hillside
 -- Winter Canyon and its surrounding hillsides
-- and the adjacent coastal strips along the beach


�



UCLA Study
74 measures, 15 sites, 6 days duration between 
February and July 2009
7% of samples contained Bacteroides -

(a genetically identified organism from the human gut)
Author concluded Bacteroides is present in Lagoon 

waters in both dry and wet conditions but not 
present in ocean and does not correlate with Fecal 
Indicator Bacteria.
Malibu City Manager Concluded that 93% of the 
time there are no human markers in creek or lagoon.

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Several stakeholders in their comment letters have pointed to a new UCLA study showing that human fecal matter is not the source of contamination in Malibu Lagoon and the surrounding beaches.

The study is based on seventy four (74) measures taken at 15 locations in Malibu Creek, Lagoon and Surfrider beach.  The samples measured fecal indicator bacteria (FIB) ecoli and enterococcus and bacteroides (a bacteria genetically identified as from human gut).  Samples were taked 6 days between February and July in 2009. Among those samples 7% contained Bacteroides. The author's conclusions from the transcript and the presentation is that "Bacteroides is present in Lagoon waters in both dry and wet conditions, is not found in ocean water, and does not correlate with concentrations of FIB." The Malibu City Manager, Jim Thorsen, concludes that " For 93% of the time there was no human markers in the creek or lagoon.”
 �



UCLA Study Flaws
Limited duration – 1 week of data

The Study of Bacteroides not a valid measure of 
water quality

Methods not consistent with U.S.EPA guidelines

Contrary to 20 years of studies and data showing 
clear impairment and connectivity between the 
Malibu Lagoon and septics

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Bacteroides have not been related through an epidemiology study to human pathogens or illness, its fate and transport characteristics have not been studied, and it is not used as a water quality limit.  Recent work published by EPA emphasizes (1) the identification of specific pathogenic viruses, such as the rotovirus, as the preferential method to determine human health risk and (2) the use of microbiological markers to identify bacteria sources (ie. Bacteroides) only in conjunction with other methods such as traditional Fecal Indicator Bacteria studies or a sanitary survey quantifying possible sources. Viruses have been identified in Malibu Lagoon by Gold in his study and the FIB/sanitary survey approach is similar to that used in the Malibu Creek and Lagoon Bacteria TMDLs to identify sources which point to septics as having a clear connectivity to the Lagoon. The Lagoon when full causes septics to back up, then when it drains back into the ocean the septic effluent goes with it impairing the beaches and creating public health risks. 

In addition, the Los Angeles Water Board’s data and research is based on over 20 years of peer reviewed scientific information.  All three independent peer reviewers of staff’s technical documents stated that no further studies were needed and that a septic prohibition is warranted.


�



Recommendation

Approval of the TMDL as submitted

Questions

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Staff recommends approval of this amendment as adopted and submitted by Region 4.

I have a more detailed presentation prepared if you would like more information.  Otherwise this will conclude my presentation and we can field any questions and comments.    What is your preference?�



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The goal of this regulatory action is to remedy water pollution caused by septics, and to help restore water quality and beneficial uses:
At beaches
In Malibu Lagoon and creek
and in groundwater, which is the pathway from the septics to the lagoon and beaches.
____________________________________________
.



________________________
Surfrider Beaches, Malibu creek, Malibu lagoon – formally identified as impaired, on a CWA Section 303d list.

�



Estimated Current Flows

270,000 gallons per day (gpd)
About 400 residential properties
About 40 others

Four multi-family complexes (in Winter Canyon)
Businesses
Public facilities

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Staff has estimated that there’s about 270,000 gpd of sewage generated in this area.  The area is home to about 2,000 residents, including four high density multi-family complexes in Winter Canyon.
This area is the core of the city’s business and civic activities.
 -- supports a workforce
 -- and it’s a destination for visitors – local, regional – even international, who use the shops, restaurants – and also the famous Surfrider Beach.  As a result, the population fluctuates more than most communities, given peaks on hot summer days, on weekends, and during holidays.�



Who Would Be Affected?Who Would Be Affected?

Applies to all discharges in the Malibu Civic Applies to all discharges in the Malibu Civic 
Center area:Center area:

Commercial and industrial facilitiesCommercial and industrial facilities
Public facilities Public facilities 
Residential propertiesResidential properties

Applies to ALL discharge systems (passive Applies to ALL discharge systems (passive 
convention convention septicsseptics to advanced treatment to advanced treatment 
plants)plants)

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Review who is affected:
All existing and future dischargers would be subject to the prohibition, including:
- residents
 - commercial businesses
 - and public facilities (school, fire station, beach comfort station)

�



Types of SystemsTypes of Systems
 that would be Prohibitedthat would be Prohibited

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The prohibition applies to all types of discharge systems:

 - ranging from conventional septic systems, that passively treat raw sewage through a septic tank combined with a leachfield – very low cost systems,

 -- to more advanced systems, such as the small treatment plant recently installed at Malibu Lumber (reported costs of between $3 million and $4-1/2 million).
�



Justification for the ProhibitionJustification for the Prohibition

Compliance recordsCompliance records Tech Memo #1Tech Memo #1
Polluted groundwaterPolluted groundwater Tech Memo #2Tech Memo #2
Polluted beachesPolluted beaches Tech Memo #3Tech Memo #3
Polluted lagoonPolluted lagoon Tech Memo #4Tech Memo #4
Reliance on haulingReliance on hauling Tech Memo #5Tech Memo #5

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The Los Angeles Water Board staff compiled 5 technical memos that cover impairment to Malibu Lagoon, Creek, local beaches, and also pollution of groundwater (through which the ww from septics travels to the lagoon or to the beaches).

In addition to this evidence, they also characterized a long-term history of violations and compliance problems with the L.A. Water Board’s permittees.  Finally, they evaluated hauling practices at about a dozen sites, where there’s so much sewage being generated, that it can’t be transmitted to the ground – and, as a result, there’s an increasing trend of trucking the raw sewage to other communities.
�



Alternatives to the ProhibitionAlternatives to the Prohibition

Continued hauling Continued hauling –– not reasonablenot reasonable
Initiative by local entityInitiative by local entity –– not recommendednot recommended

CityCity
Existing or newly formed utilityExisting or newly formed utility
Existing or newly formed water authorityExisting or newly formed water authority
Public benefit (nonPublic benefit (non--profit) corporationprofit) corporation
PrivatelyPrivately--run organizations (forrun organizations (for--profit corporations, profit corporations, 
partnerships, proprietors)partnerships, proprietors)

No actionNo action –– not recommendednot recommended

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Los Angeles Water Board staff examined alternatives to the Prohibition.
1) continued practice of hauling part of the raw sewage by tanker trucks.  This was not seen as a practical alternative, as this practice has already had unacceptable impacts – to air quality, traffic, and aesthetics (given the odors and noise in pumping the sewage into the tanker trucks).

2) a ‘Program’ alternative that relies on a local initiative to find a fix for these water quality problems. We are not recommending this alternative – given:
the lack of progress made to date,
Concern that plans for a solution would not move along in a timely manner, on a voluntary basis.  (Although the Regional Water Board has the authority to prohibit septics, They have no authority to directly compel a local agency to provide adequate wastewater services.)

3) ‘No Action’ -- a scenario in which no one – neither the Los Angeles Water Board, city or malibu, or other entity, takes action to prohibit septics.  This is inconsistent with water quality policy – in particular, goals of restoring the lagoon, making the beaches safe for swimming, and protecting groundwater as a future source of drinking water.
�



Potential Methods of CompliancePotential Methods of Compliance

Conceptual projects to comply with 5Conceptual projects to comply with 5--year schedule in year schedule in 
prohibition by Nov 2014.prohibition by Nov 2014.

Centralized, integrated water resources facilitiesCentralized, integrated water resources facilities
Interceptor sewersInterceptor sewers

Export to Export to CastellemareCastellemare (Hyperion sewer)(Hyperion sewer)
Export to TapiaExport to Tapia

Decentralized facilitiesDecentralized facilities

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Los Angeles Water Board Staff considered several different method of compliance with the prohibition. These projects are only suggestions for possible means of compliance, and none of the projects have detailed designs that would allow for specific analysis of environmental impacts.  Therefore, staff evaluated the reasonably foreseeable impacts from the three projects and noted in the checklist and narrative the most severe potential impacts of the three projects for each technical area.
Centralized, integrated water resources facilities – looks at the wastewater as a resource, and would collect, treat, and recycle as much treated wastewater as possible.
Interceptor sewers that export the sewage from the community to either:
the edge of the Hyperion sewer system (tunneling 7-1/2 miles along Pacific Coast Highway, to Castlelemare) or
up Malibu Canyon to Tapia (tunneling 11 miles, with a vertical lift of 800 ft).
Decentralized facilities – to collect and treat wastewater at two small plants.
A key assumption that I should emphasize is that all projects were sized for existing wastewater flows from the community – that is, they are designed for a capacity of 300,000 gpd for each of these projects (approximates the 270,000 that we estimate is the current flow).
______________________________�



Estimated Capital CostsEstimated Capital Costs
 of Conceptual Projectsof Conceptual Projects

Component

Centralized, 
Integrated 
Facilities

Interceptor Sewer to a:

Decentralized 
FacilitiesHyperion 

Connection
Tapia 

Connection

Local Sewer System $7,800,000 $7,800,000 $7,800,000 $7,800,000 

Interceptor Sewer -- $49,000,000 $72,500,000 --

Treatment Plant(s) $5,900,000 -- -- $5,800,000

Recycled Distribution 
System $3,000,000 0 0 $3,000,000 

Total $16,700,000 $56,800,000 $80,300,000 $16,600,000 

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Los Angeles Water Board staff has projected capital costs for the three compliance projects, which range from $17 to $80 million respectively.

Projects are laid these out in the columns:

Rows:  Major components of each project – a local sewer collection system, the plant or interceptor sewer, and for the centralized, integrated facility, a recycled distribution system.

The cost analysis was limited to CONCEPTUAL projects, and have not undertaken feasibility studies, detailed design work.  Impacts at this level would be disclosed in an EIR for the specific project, by the lead agency. (Could by the City, utility, or some water authority.)












�



Conclusion

In the proposed prohibition area:

OWDSs impair:
Beaches
Malibu Lagoon
Groundwater

Dischargers under Los Angeles Water Board Orders 
have poor compliance records
‘Hauling’ – there is heavy reliance by many dischargers 
on hauling, in order to handle flows that cannot be 
discharged on their sites or nearby disposal fields.

Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Staff recommends approval of this amendment as adopted and submitted by Region 4.

Any questions or comments?�
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