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1.0  What Is Being Proposed?

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board), State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board), and U.S. Environmental Protection Ageng
(EPA) share responsibilities for the development and implementation of various
quality protection programs in the Los Angeles Region, including total maximum

loads (TMDLs), water quality standards (WQS), and NPDES discharge permitting.

will be key to any strategy to restore water quality within the region. In additiorf; =
consent decree requires USEPA to ensure that TMDLs are established for alm
these waters (which have been grouped into 92 TMDL analytical units in the dec
Regional Board and State Board staff (collectively referred to as the State), and EPA 4]
proposing a comprehensive strategy that clarifies when and how TMDLs will be
developed in the region during the next 10 years, and how TMDL work will be

coordinated with WQS and permitting actions.

Active stakeholder participation will be vital to the success of this strategy, bo
formulation and its implementation. The State and EPA plan to discuss the proposed

strategy in detail with interested stakeholders over the next 90 days, incorporate their

ideas to help fine tune and improve the strategy, and complete a final strategy that will
guide operation of these programs in the future. A final strategy will be presented to t
Regional Board for review and consideration of a resolution requesting that the State
Board incorporate the strategy into the State's Continuing Planning Process docume

2.0 What Does This Strategy Address?

revisions to water quality standards (WQS) will be developed over the next 10 yeary in
the Los Angeles Region. While outlining a strategy, the approach will not be so rigjd as
to prevent the State and EPA form addressing other WQS issues as they evolve duripg
the next 10 years. The strategy:

This strategy describes how total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and associated

e C(larifies ongoing and planned future schedules for developing TMDLs and
reviewing related WQSs =

e s organized at a watershed scale in order to increase the efficiency of TMDL

development and provide clearer understanding of implementation actiobf w
needed to address multiple pollutants,

e Explains the analytical methods (e.g. modeling approaches) that will be used to|
develop TMDLs and review WQSs,

e Describes the respective roles of the Regional Board and EPA in developing
TMDLs and WQSs,

e Identifies how stakeholders can become involved in development of TMDLszaﬁd—k-
associated reviews of WQSs, and
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e Clarifies how TMDLs will be implemented through NPDES permits and other
enforceable programs.

This strategy lays out a plan for developing TMDLs on a watershed basis. Table 1
summarizes the schedule for completing TMDLs in each watershed and identifies
standards issues that will be considered during or prior to TMDL development. A
sheet has been prepared for each watershed. The fact sheets list the Section 303(d
pollutants, the major point source dischargers and non-point sources, and the stan
issues that have been identified to date, which warrant review prior to or during
development, if any. In addition, the fact sheets summarize the technical appro
special studies that are underway in support of the TMDL, and the current status D

stakeholder involvement.

this document. However, it may not be feasible or appropriate to meet these
schedules if:

The State and EPA intend to carry out the strategy and meet the schedules presented in\

=\

e State or federal budgets, policies, program priorities, or statutory/regulatory
requirements prevent attainment of goals

e The Regional Board, State Board, or California Office of Administrative Law do
make timely decisions on TMDLs, WQS changes, or permits; or otherwise rema
decisions for further staff work;

e Forces beyond the control of the State or EPA make it impossible to meet sch

Other factors may eliminate the need to perform certain TMDLs as in the case < >
subsequent water quality data and reviews demonstrates that the water body is no longer
impaired. )

If the State ultimately incorporates the strategy as part of the Continuing Planning <|ﬁJ

Process documents, the State would periodically review this strategy and make revigions
if necessary.

3.0  Why is the Strategy Being Developed?

The Strategy is being developed to help clarify how TMDLs and WQS will be dgﬁeﬂﬂ
and implemented in the Los Angeles Region. Some interested agencies and stakeHolder

groups have expressed concern that the State and EPA have not clearly explained how

these programs will operate together in the future. Furthermore, the strategy
development process provides an opportunity to decide on a regional scale with
stakeholder involvement how these programs will be implemented and then to focus on|

completion of specific actions and decisions at a watershed scale.
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3.1 Why are TMDLs Addressed in the Strategy? |

pollutant-impaired waters. The litigation resulted in a consent decree signed on
22, 1999 (Heal the Bay, et al. v. Browner, Case No. 98-4825 SBA). The conse
establishes a schedule for completing TMDLs for all the polluted waters withi -
As a party to the consent decree, EPA must ensure that TMDLs for all impaired waters

and the pollutants of concern are either established by EPA or submitted by the State and
approved by EPA in accordance with a schedule included in the consent decree. EPA

and the Regional Board are working cooperatively to develop TMDLs, with EPA

providing substantial funding, staff support, and contract support services. Since [the

signing of the consent decree, the Regional Board has developed several TMD .
However, due to delays at the Regional Board and State Board, which prevented full
state-adoption in time to meet the consent decree deadline, EPA has had to formally
establish three TMDLs in the past and will probably have to establish at least two other

in the near future in order to meet the consent decree deadlines. | The State intends to !

increase the efficiency of its TMDL efforts, with the goal of fully adopting TMDLs
to the deadline for EPA establishment. The State, EPA, and some stakeholder grou
interested in clarifying TMDL development responsibilities and schedules. in ordef fo

uées. )

ensure timely completion of TMDLs as required to meet the consent decree sche
: : N
3.2 Why are Water Quality Standards Addressed in the Strategy? |

TMDLs and NPDES permits are both designed to identify actions and controls needed to
attain water quality standards under the Clean Water Act. The State has developed and
periodically updated water quality standards over the last 25 years, sometimes at a
statewide or regional scale and sometimes for individual water bodies. The Regiong

Board regularly reviews its WQS through the Triennial Review process and activ@lg;kl

—_—

' EPA established the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek Trash TMDLs priof to State w
approval. However, EPA merely established TMDLs that had already been adopted by
the Regional Board, sans the implementation plans. EPA's TMDLs were subsequently
superceded when they approved the State's trash TMDLs in August of 2002. EPA
established the Calleguas Creek Chloride TMDL based upon the Technical Support
Document and Draft Staff report prepared by Regional Board Staff. EPA is expected tg
establish the Malibu Creek pathogen and nutrient TMDLs in March of 2003, in order to
meet the consent decree. Regional Board staff are working closely with USEPA in this
effort.
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solicits input from the public in identifying priorities for WQS reviews and revisions.
The most recent Triennial Review was conducted in 2001, and may of the high*
issues have already been addressed. Recently, the Regional Board has adopted or
considered adopting several revisions to water quality standards to reflect more req
scientific data. In addition, several groups have urged the Regional Board to cond
more comprehensive review of all the WQS contained in the Basin Plan along wit
associated implementation procedures.

The development of water quality standards identify the level of pollutant control
necessary to support beneficial uses. TMDLSs must be adopted for water bodies
impaired by pollutants and are unable to consistently attain WQS. In this sense,

protection of water quality can be costly, and stakeholders have expressed a rangg
views about how much pollutant reduction is needed and whether the associated
reasonable. This strategy addresses these concerns by identifying specific WQS

be reviewed and potentially revised for specific water bodies and pollutants, defini
TMDL development plans, and clarifying how TMDLs will be implemented through the
NPDES permitting, Waste Discharge Requirements and other enforceable programs.

3.3 Why Are NPDES Permits Addressed in the Strategy?

Since California received authorization to implement the NPDES discharge permit
program in the 1970’s, California has developed several generations of discharge
for wastewater treatment plants, industrial discharges, and a variety of stormwat
discharges as required by the federal Clean Water Act. The Regional Board is the

designated permitting agency responsible for issuing these permits in the Los Al’lg&l\Cb

Region.

Although permits are not a primary focus of this strategy, some dischargers have raised
questions about how TMDLs will be implemented through the permit process.
The State and EPA believe it is important to explain the relationship between TMDL
development and permit re-issuance in Los Angeles in light of these concerns.

=

3.4  Why are TMDLs as Single Permitting Actions Addressed in this Strategy

199
o,

In most cases, TMDLs have been developed as Basin Plan amendments and implement
through permits. The State is authorized to permit both point sources (through NPDES
permits) and most non-point source discharges (through Waste Discharge Requirements).
However, in some cases, TMDLs may be implemented directly through a single
permitting action, without a Basin Plan amendment.

N -
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4.0  What is the Overall Strategy?

The goals of the strategy are to increase the efficiency and to enlist the cooperation of
stakeholders during TMDL development and implementation. At the core of the strategy
is a 10-year master TMDL development schedule. The schedule was designed to develop
TMDLs on a watershed basis, to the extent possible. In addition, the development|of a
long-term TMDL schedule allows the agencies and stakeholders to better plan their
activities.

The strategy goals will be achieved by the following means: =~ —
e Meet the consent decree deadlines for completing TMDLs
e Address TMDLs simultaneously, on a watershed basis, to the extent possible

address them before completing the TMDL

e Consider permitting cycles when developing TMDLs implementation schedu!:es

e Explore other enforceable programs and implementation measures, where I
potential for increased efficiency.

L]
e Identify water quality standards issues that may impact TMDL numeric targets and\

4.1 Scheduling of TMDLs

The strategy schedules are designed to ensure that the consent decree deadlines are
In most cases, TMDLs will be adopted by the State in time to meet consent decree
schedules. The State and EPA believe it is preferable for the State to adopt, and
approve these TMDLs instead of having EPA establish TMDLs in order to me
decree schedules. The benefits of this approach are that (1) the State’s TMDLs will be

accompanied by detailed implementation provisions that will guide revision of NPRES w

permits and implementation of other actions needed to attain TMDLs, and (2) confugsing
and wasteful duplication of effort in developing TMDLs in consultation with the public i$
avoided. However, the schedule does provide for EPA establishment of a few TMDLs in
order to meet consent decree schedules. In these cases, EPA would establish TMDI|s for
a limited number of pollutants in accordance with the consent decree schedule, and the
State would later adopt these TMDLs and associated implementation provisions

In most cases, the TMDL and WQS work is framed at a watershed scale with thg-mtent

(where feasible) of completing most or all TMDLs simultaneously. This approeﬂgﬁ ed w
especially where the pollutants have common sources or where common implementatio

measures apply. Bundling will provide a more holistic approach to designing
implementation measures and will address the concern that it is difficult to effectively
plan controls when TMDL development is spread over many years. Many
implementation measures will likely serve to reduce multiple pollutants. Optimum
measures can be designed by considering the removal efficiency of all pollutants tha&‘gI
threaten water quality within the watershed. Bundling will also serve to reduce staff's
administrative workload and reduce the overall cost of developing and adopting TMDLs,

=
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WQS, and associated Basin Plan Amendments. Ideally, WQS work would be planned
and performed in advance of TMDLs. This may not be possible, however, for T
due in the near term.

4.2 Water Quality Standards Issues

Water quality standards are comprised of designated beneficial uses (e.g. fishing,
swimming, aquatic life habitat, and drinking water source), numeric and narrative
objectives that address specific pollutants and stressors, and antidegradation pofrct
WQS are often supplemented by detailed implementation procedures that explai
individual components of WQS will be interpreted and implemented through TMPLs,
permits, or other actions. The State reviews WQS every 3 years as part of the trignni
review process, and modifies or updates specific WQS components where needed as
resources allow.

The WQS are contained in the Regional Board’s Basin Plan, the California Toxics Ru
the Ocean Plan, and the Thermal Plan. Implementation procedures are described’i
Basin Plan, State Implementation Plan, and the EPA’s Technical Support Document.
The Regional Board’s WQS strategy is to systematically review and, where necessary,
update WQS elements of the Basin Plan to address the WQS issues most in need of
revision. The Regional Board works closely with interested stakeholders to review an
revise WQSs. A
This strategy identifies specific locations where designated use modifications will

evaluated. It is usually neither legally feasible nor necessary to remove currently’ ( )
designated uses if the concern is those uses only exist to a limited extent (e.g., a Iess

diverse aquatic ecosystem in channelized streams). In those cases it may be feas
subclassify the designated uses to more accurately characterize the potential designdted \
use. It is feasible to remove designated uses if the use does not exist at all and has njot
existed since November 1975. The Regional Board Staff is proposing to remove some
uses in this category for specific reaches of some rivers and streams; however, the
practical effect of these changes on water quality management decisions may be minor
because the designated uses and associated objectives in adjacent or downstream rivier
segments will not be changed. In cases where designated uses are modified or

subclassified, it may be necessary to recalculate the associated numeric objectives for
individual pollutants at levels sufficient to attain the revised uses. w

a1 4

The strategy also identifies some locations where the applicable numeric water quality
objectives® will be reviewed and potentially revised without revising the use designatiops.
Objectives may be modified in two circumstances:

N -

? The term water quality objective is used in California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality control act, and
generally, refers to that portion of WQS corresponding to the level of protection necessary for a particular
beneficial use.
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1. Site specific water quality objectives are recalculated based on standard criteria
methods, taking into account local chemical and physical conditions (e.g.,
recalculating ammonia through the site-specific water effect ratio method).

2. Site specific objectives are recalculated based on revised policy decisions cond
the level of protection to be provided designated uses under special circumstances
(e.g., high flow situations in channelized streams .

The Regional Board staff intends to seek policy direction from the Regional Boar
respect to WQS revisions priorities and the potential revision of use protection
thresholds. The Regional Board has the discretion to decide whether and to w
supports WQS revisions, and State and EPA staff believe it will be most efficient
policy direction prior to investing substantial resources in analytical work to supp|
WQS revisions.

TMDLs must be calculated to meet applicable existing water quality standards. T
it is important that standards be updated to reflect the most recent peer-reviewed,

scientific data before the TMDL is adopted. The Regional Board recently upd i
bacteria and ammonia water quality objectives prior to the Santa Monica Bay Pathogen

and Calleguas Creek Nutrient TMDLs for this reason. Other ongoing standards reviews

include the following

e Regional Board staff are currently reviewing studies being performed
behalf of the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County to support
based on local water effects ratios for ammonia toxicity. Should t

ze f
studies successfully support alternative site-specific ammonia objéctives,

staff will prepare a draft Basin Plan Amendment for the Regional Board'

S

consideration. =

e Competing beneficial uses must be balanced, as in the case when badteri

resulting from wildlife (WILD) causes an exceedance of contact recrgatio
standards (REC-1). To address this issue Regional Board staff propdse to

incorporate a “natural source exclusion” approach as part of the

implementation provisions for the recently adopted bacteria obj ectivg and

in the Santa Monica Bay Wet-Weather Pathogen TMDL and Basi
Amendment.

a

—

e Draft Ballona Creek REC-1 Beneficial Use De-designation. Staff‘@
release a draft UAA in January 2003 to consider de-designating the REC
Beneficial Use in portions of Ballona Creek, where access is restricted a
water depths average only a few inches. Depending on the success of thi
effort, staff may evaluate the REC-1 Beneficial Uses in other restricted

concrete-lined channels.

See the attached fact sheets for additional watershed specific information.

~
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4.3 Permitting and Implementation Plans

The Regional Board is responsible for developing and issuing NPDES permits for
discharges from many wastewater treatment plants, industrial facilities, stormwate]
collection systems, and other point source facilities. WQS and TMDL decisions wj
include guidelines describing how they are to be implemented through NPDES pe
TMDLs, in particular, will include specific numeric waste load allocations (WLA
discharges subject to NPDES permits. The level of detail in WLAs will vary d
upon the types of discharges and pollutants involved. For example, individual

stormwater outfalls most likely will be grouped under one or more general WLA
assigned to a specific stormwater permit holder.

permits will implement the WLAs established in applicable TMDLs. However,
TMDL can be achieved through a single permitting action, a Basin Plan amen
not be required. (See TMDLs as Single Permitting Actions). Specific changes in existing
or revised permits will be necessary in order to ensure that the permits are consistent with
applicable WLAs, as required by federal regulations at 40 CFR 122.44.

Ideally, TMDLs would be completed before NPDES permits were issued in a particu
watershed. But this is often not feasible due to conflicting work plan commitments 4

the early years of implementation, before actual reductions are required. In these
situations, it is not necessary for discharge permits and TMDL development to
However, the Regional Board will consider the permitting schedules when desig
TMDL implementation plans to ensure that delays in permitting do not cause

unscheduled delays in TMDL implementation. Depending on timing, permits may be re- <|

mcrde.

opened before expiration to incorporate TMDL allocations.

The manner in which the Regional Board will ensure that the effluent limitations in
NPDES permits are consistent with WLAs will vary depending upon the characteristics
of the discharge and pollutants involved. For traditional point source discharges
wastewater plant effluent), numeric effluent limitations will be developed that are
consistent with applicable WLAs. For other point source discharges including M w
stormwater discharges, numeric effluent limitations or narrative effluent limitatighs based

on best management approaches will be used depending upon the specific situation. In
order to apply narrative effluent limitations to interpret WLAs, it will be necessary to
demonstrate how BMPs or other control actions or practices will be sufficient to result in
full attainment of the applicable WLAs. No point source discharge may cause or
contribute to violations of applicable WQS. % \

10
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The State and EPA intend to work closely with interested stakeholders to clarify how

specific permitting issues should be addressed in individual watersheds. The TMDL and
implementation plan development process in each watershed should provide a sufficie
opportunity to discuss issues about the relationship between TMDLs and permit

provisions. In some cases, the strategy provides that the State will expect permit Holdey
to assist in collecting monitoring data needed to complete TMDLs. Based on the

productive cooperative projects supporting several TMDLs that are currently being
developed, the State and EPA expect that most permittees will voluntarily agree tq
with monitoring; however, it may be necessary to order some monitoring pursu
Section 13267.

In general, the State and EPA believe a cooperative approach to monitoring and apaly4i
will assist in developing high quality WQS, TMDL, and permitting decisions that|address
discharger and other stakeholder interests. To help highlight the connection betwgen

WQS, TMDLs and permitting in individual watersheds, the watershed fact sheets|will

identify major permits.

=\

4.4  TMDLs as Single Permitting Actions

When a TMDL can be implemented through a single permitting action, a Basin Plan
amendment may not be required. The Draft McGrath Beach TMDL due to be release
public comment in the near future, is the region's first example of a single permitting
action, that will not require a Basin Plan amendment. See attached fact sheet for m
information. In addition, Regional Board staff recently released a Basin Plan amepdment

to allow compliance schedules in NPDES permits. The compliance schedule to \;ould )
manner. = —

enhance the single permit as a means of implementing TMDLs in a more efficient

N

11
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6.0 How Can Stakeholders Become Involved?

Some stakeholder groups have expressed interest in assuming responsibility for
completing substantial portions of the analytical work needed to support TMDL and
WQS decisions. The State and EPA believe that stakeholder-led projects may be aple tq
to support more sophisticated analytical work than the State and EPA in some
watersheds. This section describes the State's and EPA's expectations of these projects.
Our intention in describing these expectations is to ensure that work plans and schedule
for stakeholder-led TMDL and WQS projects are clearly decided in advance inorde
enhance the chances that the work is used productively to improve decisions a
misunderstandings later in the process.

The intensity of planned stakeholder involvement will vary from watershed to watersh
depending upon the complexity of the issues involved and level of stakeholder interestrt
WQS, TMDL, and permitting issues in each watershed. At a minimum, the State|and
EPA will provide stakeholders opportunities to review and comment on each WQS,
TMDL, and permit decision. In most cases, the State and EPA will host period:
meetings to inform interested stakeholders about WQS and TMDL development plans
and progress, then provide formal opportunities to review and comment on draft decisio
documents. In watersheds where there is a high level of local interest in WQS and
TMDL issues, more formal policy or technical advisory committees will be formed to i

-

provide opportunities for more intensive, structured discussion of WQS and/or TMD
development issues and approaches. The State and EPA’s ability to convene and
participate in highly intensive stakeholder processes may be limited due to staffin
constraints and the demands of multiple projects that are underway at the same tymg.
Finally, in some watersheds, local groups may take responsibility for completing studies

and plans necessary to adopt WQS and/or TMDLs. =

The individual watershed fact sheets in Appendix A describe the specific approaches to
stakeholder involvement planned for that watershed. Stakeholder involvement
approaches will generally include some combination of the following approaches, which
are listed below in order of least to most involved.

1. Notice and comment. Stakeholders review and comment on draft documentsq:éieaseei:'
during the public notice period prior to State or Regional approval of WQS or

TMDLs.

2. Periodic updates through watershed groups. Stakeholders are kept informed lof w
WQS/TMDL development issues through local watershed groups or meetings
convened by the State/EPA during the development process. In general, these
updates would occur from 2-4 times during the development process.

3. Policy coordination through advisory groups. Policy advisory groups are convened|to
discuss and offer advice on WQS/TMDL policy issues and options (e.g., load and_/ —,
waste load allocation strategies and/or potential implementation measures and related
costs.) In general, these advisory groups would convene from 3-6 times during the

14
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development process, and may be convened in association with standing watershed
groups if the existing groups are interested in serving this function.

4. Technical collaboration through advisory groups. Technical advisory groups 4
convened involving stakeholders with intense interests in the technical aspects|of
WQS or TMDL development. These groups would discuss and offer advice o}
technical approaches, collaborate in design and implementation of monitoring
programs, and potentially collaborate in completing certain analytical productd. In
general, technical advisory groups would convene from 5-10 times during the
development process. The State and EPA would generally convene these g
although participants in local watershed groups may participate if they are wth
focus on and contribute to the resolution of technical issues

5. Stakeholder-led WQS and TMDL Studies. Local stakeholder groups take fo

=}

completion of products consistent with the schedules identified in this strategy. A
interested stakeholder would be afforded the opportunity to participate in th
from the outset.

Stakeholders involved in Levels 1 and 2 will have the opportunity to review draft
documents and enter their comments into the administrative record. This level is the |
resource intensive and is subject only to meeting deadlines for submitting comments,
Depending on the issues, Levels 3 and 4 may be equally resource intensive, but prglfably
attract different skill sets. It is important that persons who represent organizationg Keep

the decision-makers informed and are authorized to make decisions and commitments on
behalf of the organization. Technical Advisory Groups should include recognized\

t

scientific experts that can make informed decisions regarding study designs, quality
assurance/quality controls, etc. These experts need not include stakeholders, but should
represent local expertise.

Policy Advisory Groups will need to include balanced participation. It is important {o
have representation from all affected parties including the environmental community and
key users of the water (e.g., agriculture). This is especially important when impoﬁ'&{q{—k'
decisions are being made regarding the division of load allocations and waste load
allocations and/or implementation measures. w

6.1 How Will Stakeholder-Led Projects Be Arranged?

The State and EPA will support and participate in stakeholder-led WQS and/or TMDL
work if specific, formal agreements are made between the group and the State. These
agreements must articulate technical approaches, quality assurance procedures, peer _/ —,
review procedures, stakeholder involvement approaches, and project management details
sufficient to ensure timely completion of high quality products. This formal approach to

15
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endorsing WQS and/or TMDL work by stakeholder groups is necessary in order to
ensure that (1) the work of stakeholder groups is useful in the final State/EPA dez
(2) the groups have greater certainty that their work will be used by the State and
and (3) TMDL consent decree schedules will be met.

Because it is important that the strategy provide accurate information about how
will be completed (particularly in the next few years), the State and EPA request that
interested stakeholder organizations articulate their proposed plans to develop WQS
and/or TMDLs during the comment period on this strategy. All interested orga I
should submit a formal statement of intent to the Regional Board Executive O
specifically describes the WQS and/or TMDLs to be addressed and identifies the
proposed lead and participating entities that will take responsibility for the work. | Wi
6 months after the statement of intent is submitted, the State and the stakeholder
organization will need to enter into a memorandum of agreement that specificall
articulates the scope of the work to be completed and methods to be used. The following
section discusses the specific expectations of stakeholder-led WQS and TMDL efforts|in
greater detail.

If local stakeholder groups do not identify their interests in taking responsibility for all o
part of WQS or TMDL work in a particular watershed during the comment period, the
State and EPA will retain the lead for WQS and TMDL development. Following
adoption of this strategy, stakeholder groups may propose to take lead on WQS and/
TMDL work by submitting a formal statement of intent to the Regional Board Exe
Officer. The State and EPA expect that any future proposals to assume a lead role,
submitted at least 6 months after the Regional Board adopts this strategy or 30
prior to the scheduled TMDL completion date contained in the Summary Table (for

planning purposes assume that the TMDL will be completed at the Regional Boardgevet

in January of the specified year.) prior to the date identified in this strategy to initiatg
TMDL development in a particular watershed. This lead time is needed to ensure that an|
MOA can be negotiated between the stakeholder group and the State in time to allow
timely development and completion of the WQS and/or TMDLs.

6.2 How Should Stakeholder-Led Projects Be Organized?

R -

Stakeholder-led WQS and/or TMDL projects represent the most resource intensive
stakeholder effort. In order for the State and EPA to endorse and rely upon thes w
to support timely completion of WQS and/or TMDL decisions, the State expectslio entgr

formal agreements with the stakeholder group that confirm the specific project approac
schedules, and commitments. The following characteristics must be present in the project
agreement:

1. Methods are Demonstrated to be Scientifically Rigorous and Objective:

e Contractor Selection.
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2. Work Meets Legal Requirements

3. Involves All Interested Parties

4. Involves Regional Board Participation

— Contractors to be selected by competitive bidding process;

— Contractors must be technically qualified and approved by the Statea

Work plan is approved by both USEPA and the Regional Board in advancg
plan must include:

— Study Objectives

— Study Methodology

— Analytical Methods (e.g., sampling protocol, analytical methods, chain
custody, statistical methods, modeling methods, etc.)

. The
of

— Provision for peer review of analytical methods prior to completion of final

workplan

— A Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan is developed and approved by th

Regional Board and USEPA
— Final work products subject to State Board Peer Review process.

/

5
N

-

Complies with applicable federal TMDL development guidance and protocols

Complies with applicable state TMDL development and protocols
Consistent with other legal requirements (e.g., water rights, California
Environmental Quality Act, California Coastal Act, Department of Fish and
Game, Department of Fish and Wildlife, Army Corps of Engineers, local lan
plans, etc.)

Consistent with Consent Decree requirements and schedules.

A

L)

Convenes broad-based stakeholder group, representing all viewpoints B
Conducts public outreach throughout project to inform public about project {
and milestones

Provides facilitated process with clear ground rules for discussion and decisipn

making
Includes regularly scheduled reporting to stakeholder community.

tatus| ‘J

R -

Availability of Regional Board staff to participate is a pre-condition
Specific mechanisms and time lines for Regional Board staff review of work
products and key decisions, findings and conclusions

5. Commitments are Documented and Binding

Formal written agreement with the Regional Board Executive Officer details
commitments, milestones, schedules, funding and default clauses

17
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e Agreement documents parties responsible for project management, stakeholder

facilitation, technical review QA/QC management, analytical work, and
and resources committed to completion of each task.

e Letters from participating organizations authorizing persons to represent th

views and interests of the organization.
e Dispute resolution procedures are identified in advance.

6. Assurance that Schedules will be Met

e Consequences for failure to meet schedules
e Mechanisms for schedule correction to meet final timelines
e Conditions that will result in overall default and revision to Regional Boat

pOTtl

[¢)
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Appendix A

Watershed Fact Sheets

S

=)
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Introduction

This appendix contains fact sheets for watersheds that will be addressed prior to 2
The fact sheets list the Section 303(d) listed pollutants, the major point source disgharggers
and non-point sources, and the standards issues that have been identified to date fg
which the Regional Board Staff is proposing to review prior to or during TDML

development, if any. In addition, the fact sheets summarize the technical approach
special studies that are underway in support of the TMDL, and the current status o
stakeholder involvement.

—

Additionally, Regional Board staff has identified WQS issues that have been rais
stakeholders, but that there are no plans, at this time, to review.
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DRAFT Malibu Creek TMDL Fact Sheet
Watershed Year 2003

Pollutants:  Nutrients, Bacteria, Metals, Legacy Pesticides

Point Sources: Tapia Wastewater Reclamation Plant (NPDES No. CA0056014),
Caltrans Stormwater permit (NPDES No. CAS000003), Los Angeles County MS-
Stormwater permit (NPDES No. CAS004001)

Non-Point Sources: Septics, livestock, effluent spray irrigation, golf courses,
other wildlife.

oy

Technical Approach:

e Under contract to USEPA, Tetra Tech performed modeling using HSPF for the creeks
and Bathtub for the lakes and the Malibu Lagoon

e Under contract to the Regional Board, Southern California Coastal Water Resgarc
Project (SCCWRP) in conjunction with Heal the Bay performed diurnal Dissplve
Oxygen Survey

e Under contract to the Regional Board, SCCWRP in conjunction with UC Santa
Barbara performed algal surveys and is in the process of completing studies to
determine limiting factors to excess algal growth within the watershed. Final repo
due June 2003.

e Under contract to the Regional Board, SCCWRP performing studies of nutrient
in Malibu Lagoon sediments.

Potential Standards Issues: < )

e Numeric objectives to control algal impairment.

e Natural sources exclusion for bacteria resulting from birds and other wildlife. = w

Stakeholder Coordination:
e The Malibu Creek Watershed Council has been provided regular updates of TMDL
development findings. State and EPA will continue to provide Regular updates to thg
Watershed Council.
e A joint State-EPA work shop will be conducted in early 2003, prior to EPA's : \

establishment.
TMDLs to be completed out of cycle: \_ﬁ w
Pollutant Reason
Nutrients To be established by USEPA to meet 3/22/03
consent decree due date. |
Bacteria To be established by USEPA to meet 3/22/03
consent decree due date i, E
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DRAFT Marina del Rey TMDL Fact Sheet

Watershed Year 2003
Pollutants:  Bacteria, Metals, Toxics (legacies organics), TBT
Point Sources: Los Angeles County MS-4 Stormwater Permit (NPDES No.
CAS004001)
Non-Point Sources: Birds, pets, atmospheric deposition

Technical Approach:
Used a GIS-based pollutant loading model (PLOAD) to estimate storm-water loading
metals (zinc, copper, and lead) to the Marinas ’ back basins.

None

| D
Potential Standards Issues:
D \

-

Stakeholder Coordination:

e Sampling conducted in coordination with the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works and the Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors for
the metals and organics (toxics) TMDL.

e Development of a water quality improvement project by the Los Angeles County,
Department of Beaches and Harbors, the Los Angeles County Department of P
Works, and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, to reduce bggteria

(Zg the )

concentrations at Marina Beach. This project will assist in the implementati
e Will conduct at least one workshop for interested parties prior to release of fifral drattw

bacteria TMDL.
TMDLs.

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle:

Pollutant Reason
Bacteria May complete Bacteria prior to completing gther
pollutants. 'A:

N
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DRAFT Los Angeles River
Watershed Year 2004

Pollutants:  Bacteria, Metals, Organics, Oil, Nutrients, and Trash

Point Sources: City of Los Angeles Tillman Wastewater Reclamation Plant (NP
No. CA0056227), City of Los Angeles-Glendale Wastewater Reclamation Plant (INPDES
No. CA0053953), City of Burbank Wastewater Reclamation Plant (NPDES No.
CA0055531), Tapia Wastewater Reclamation Plant (NPDES No. CA0064271),
Dominguez Hills Fuel Oil Facility (NPDES No. CA0052949), Rocketdyne Divisi
Santa Susana (NPDES No. CA0001309), Los Angeles County MS-4 Stormwater
(NPDES No. CAS004001), City of Long Beach Stormwater Permit (NPDES No.
CAS004003), City of Los Angeles Zoo Griftith Park (NPDES No. CA0056545), Santz
Anita Park (NPDES No. CA0064203)

Non-Point Sources: Griffith Park Equestrian Center, private horse keeping facilities,
cemeteries, golf courses, nurseries, atmospheric deposition L‘

Technical Approach: Use a dynamic one-dimensional flow model (EFDC) coupled wit
a water quality model (HSPF) .Modeling performed by Tetra Tech under USEPA

contract. Dry weather sampling conducted in two comprehensive snapshot sampling
events. Wet Weather source analysis conducted using land use runoff sampling that 1
used to model the watershed.

Potential Standards Issues:
e The Regional Board will evaluate the potential for providing a variance to the
bacteria objectives for REC-1 Beneficial uses in engineered channels during Rﬂiﬁ
water storm events on a region wide basis.
e The Regional Board will evaluate the appropriateness of REC-1 bacteria objectiyes i
concrete lined channels that have little dry weather flow and that have no potentjal fo
body emersion.
e The Regional Board is working with the stakeholders to develop a water effects fatio
for ammonia toxicity.
e Stakeholders have discussed the potential for conducting a Water Effects Rati
metals in the watershed. At this time the Regional Board Staff has no plans to

conduct this study. \_ﬁ w

Stakeholder Coordination:

e A Technical Advisory Group has been formed for the watershed and helped to
develop the nutrient TMDL. This group is expected to continue to provide input info
the future TMDLs for the watershed.

e Periodic updates have been given to the Los Angeles/San Gabriel Rivers Watershed
Council and the Los Angeles County Stormwater Permit Executive Advisory
Committee.
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e City representatives from the Executive Advisory Committee have shown an interest

in developing a Policy Advisory Group, but to date has not taken the initiativeyto fo
the group. Without further action by stakeholders the State plans to proceed as

outlined in the previous two bullets.

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle:

Pollutant Reason ) |
Trash Completed =
Nutrients

Analytical work completed; will be ser\L%uih_\
public by January 2003.

)

24
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DRAFT San Gabriel River Fact Sheets
Watershed Year 2004

Pollutants:  Bacteria, Metals, Nutrients, Chloride, abnormal fish histology

Point Sources: Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Long Beach WWRP
(NPDES No. CA0054119), Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Whittier Narrows
WWRP (NPDES No. CA0053716), Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Los
Coyotes WWRP (NPDES No. CA0054011), Sanitation Districts of Los Angele

San Jose Creek WWRP (NPDES No. CA0053911), Sanitation Districts of Los
County Pomona WWRP (NPDES No. CA0053619), Los Angles Department of
and Power Haynes Generating Station (NPDES No. CA0000353), Santa Fe Sprinigs
Refinery (NPDES No. CA0057177), Alamitos Generating Station (NPDES No.
CA0001139), Los Angeles County MS-4 Stormwater Permit (NPDES No. CAS00400
City of Long Beach Stormwater Permit (NPDES No. CAS004003)

Non-point Sources: Equestrian facilities, nurseries, golf courses _/ L,

Technical Approach: Use a dynamic one-dimensional flow model (EFDC) coupled wit
a water quality model (HSPF). Modeling performed by Tetra Tech under USEPA
contract. Dry-weather sampling conducted in a comprehensive snapshot sampling evenft,
an additional sampling event likely to occur during the next dry season. Wet-weather
source analysis is expected to be conducted using land use runoff sampling which w
used to model the watershed.
Potential Standards Issues:
e The Regional Board will evaluate the potential for providing a variance to bathing
standards in engineered channels during storm events on a region wide basis.
r

e The Regional Board will evaluate the appropriateness of bathing standards in
concrete lined channels that have little dry weather flow and that have no potentjal fo
body emersion.

e The Regional Board is working with stakeholders to develop a water effects ratip for
ammonia toxicity.

e Stakeholders have discussed the potential for conducting a Water Effects Ratio %or
metals in the watershed. At this time the Regional Board Staff has no plans t
conduct this study.

e The Regional Board plans to evaluation of the cause of impairment and deteI?’lﬁ i w
other TMDLs will address the abnormal fish histology listing.

e Stakeholders have discussed the potential for conducting studies to evaluate the
chloride standard in Coyote Creek. At this time the Regional Board Staff has no
plans to conduct this study.

Stakeholder Coordination: A
e A Technical Advisory Group has been formed for the watershed and helped to
develop the nutrient TMDL. Sampling events and modeling are being facilitated by
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the Southern California Coastal Water Research Project. Organizations particpating in
this stakeholder organization include the Sanitation Districts of Los Angele
the Los Angeles/San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council, Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, Friends of the San Gabriel River, and others. This
group is expected to continue to provide input into the future TMDLs for the
watershed.

e Periodic updates have been given to the Los Angeles/San Gabriel Rivers Wate
council and the Stormwater Permit Executive Advisory Committee.

e Initial meetings with Stakeholders on the development of a Policy Advisory Group
have occurred.

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle:
Pollutant Reason
Abnormal Fish Histology Evaluation of the cause of impairment and
determine if other TMDLs will address.
Nutrients Analytical work in progress will be complgted if
2003. J
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Draft Santa Clara River TMDL Fact Sheet
Watershed Year 2005

Pollutants:  Bacteria, Nutrients, Chloride, Salts, Legacy Pesticides

Point Sources: Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Valencia WWRP (NPD
No. CA0054216), Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Saugus WWRP (NP
No. CA0054313), City of Fillmore WWTP (NPDES No. CA0059021), City of Sa
Paula WWRP (NPDES No. CA0054224), Ventura WWRP (NPDES No. CA5363
Angeles County MS-4 Stormwater permit (NPDES No. CAS004001)

Non-point Sources: Agriculture, atmospheric deposition

Use the WARMF model with existing data for Nutrients. No additional sampling

conducted for TMDL development.

Potential Standards Issues: /

e Nitrogen standard based on existing WQS which changed from an average to
instantaneous maximum in 1994. May not be protective with respect to algal blooms

e The Regional Board is working with stakeholders to develop a water effects ratio fo
ammonia toxicity.

e Evaluation of the chloride standard in included in recently adopted TMDL as par
implementation plan.

Technical Approach: D
&

Stakeholder Coordination:
e A Technical Advisory/Policy Advisory Group has been formed for the watershed and

helped to develop the nutrient TMDL. The group is facilitated by Arturo Kel
UC Santa Barbara. Organizations participating in the group include the Sanitatipn

Districts of Los Angeles County, the Friends of the Santa Clara River, Newhall <|

Ranch and Farming, and others).

e [t is unclear if this group will continue to provide input into the future TMDLs fpr the
watershed. If not, the state will periodically convene stakeholder meetings to update
stakeholders on the progress of TMDL development.

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle:

Pollutant Reason U w

Chloride TMDL was adopted by the Regional Board in
October 2002..
Nutrients Analytical work in progress will be completed in

2003. Implementation work is already in progress.

N -
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DRAFT Ballona Creek TMDL Fact Sheets
Watershed Year 2005

Pollutants:  Bacteria, Organics, Metals, and Exotic Vegetation

Point Sources: Los Angeles County MS-4 Stormwater permit (NPDES No. CAS(040(1)

Non-Point Sources: Birds, atmospheric deposition, pets

Technical Approach: Use EFDC and HSPF to model the creek.
Wet-weather source analysis is expected to be conducted using land use runoff sa
which will be used to model the watershed.

D
Potential Standards Issues:

ing

\_

mplis

e The Regional Board will evaluate the potential for providing a variance to the|bath
standards in engineered channels during storm events on a region wide basis./

e The Regional Board is in the process of evaluating the appropriateness of bathing
standards in concrete lined channels that have little dry weather flow and that have n
potential for body emersion. .

e Stakeholders have discussed the potential for conducting a Water Effects Ratio for ,\

metals in the watershed. At this time the Regional Board Staff has no plans to
conduct this study.

Stakeholder Coordination:

e The Ballona Creek Watershed Task Force was recently formed, and one of it
objectives is to facilitate the development of future TMDLs. |

e The state is periodically updating and receiving input from the watershed growp—Tht
level of coordination is expected to continue. :
e Regional Board staff are working with the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Projedt, thej
County of Los Angeles, the City of Los Angeles, the City of Beverly Hills, and
Culver City in a Clean Beaches Initiative Project to evaluate urban runoff BMP

treatment train efficacy.
e A minimum of four updates will be provided to the Watershed Task Force during

TMDL development. =

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle: \_ﬁ w
Pollutant Reason
Bacteria Substantial work has been completed on the TMI)L
had will be completed in 2003.
Exotic Vegetation Further evaluation on the impairment needs to be
conducted.
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DRAFT Calleguas Creek TMDL Fact Sheet
Watershed Year 2006

Pollutants:  OP Pesticides, Nutrients, Chloride, Salts, Legacy Pesticides, and Meetals

—

Point Sources: Simi Valley WWRP (NPDES No. CA0055221), City of Moorpar
WWTP (NPDES No. CA0063274), City of Thousand Oaks Hill Canyon WWRP
(NPDES No. CA0056294), City of Thousand Oaks Olsen Road WWRP (NPDES |
CA0056359), Camarillo Sanitation District WWRP (NPDES No. CA0053597
WWRP (NPDES No. CA0050501)

Nonpoint Sources: Agriculture, septics, horsekeeping facilities, birds.

Technical Approach:
Chloride and nutrients completed with mass balance model using data from waterfshed
characterization study.

Technical approach has not been proposed to date for other pollutants. =

Potential Standards Issues:

e The stakeholders have talked about the need for water effects ratio for ammonia, b
to date, no study has been conducted.

e Evaluation of the chloride standard in included in recently adopted TMDL as par
implementation plan.

e Stakeholders have discussed the potential for conducting a Water Effects Rati
metals in the watershed. At this time the Regional Board Staff has no plans

conduct this study.

Stakeholder Coordination:

e The Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Committee is proposing to condu¢
stakeholder led WQS and TMDL studies.

b

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle:

Pollutant Reason B
Chloride Established by USEPA March 2002
Nutrients Adopted by Regional Board October 2000,/

/
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DRAFT McGrath Beach TMDL Fact Sheet
Watershed Year 2003

Pollutants:  Bacteria, beach closures.

Point Sources: McGrath Lake discharge, Reliant Energy Mandalay Generating S
Discharge NPDES Permit No. CA0001180, CI No. 2093

Non-Point Sources: Santa Clara River Estuary, birds and other wildlife.

Technical Approach:

e Under a grant from the Regional Board, the McGrath State Beach Area Trustge
Council (Trustee Council) will study data gaps for the McGrath Lake Watershed.

e Use a vertically integrated 2-D model (WQM).

Potential Standards Issues:

/

tation

N

-

None

Stakeholder Coordination:

e The McGrath Lake Watershed Action Committee (McGrath WAC) has been p
regular updates of TMDL development findings.

e The Trustee Council are frequent attendees of the McGrath WAC meetings.

e Three general meetings have been held with the public on the McGrath Beach
Pathogen TMDL.

rovj

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle: ™ w

Pollutant Reason

Bacteria, beach closures Technical work on TMDL complete
be released for public review in Dec

d| Wil
ember.

R -

N
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DRAFT Dominguez Channel, Los Angeles Harbor Watershed
Watershed Year 2007

Pollutants:

Bacteria, metals, nutrients, pesticides, PAHs, toxicity, and trash

Point Sources:

Several oil refineries, NPDES permittees, Los Angeles County MS-4 Stormwater Perm|

(NPDES No. CAS004001)

Other permit numbers:

Company Name NPDES No. CI No.
Atlantic Richfield Company CA0000680 68-006
Equilon Enterprises, LLC CA0000809 85-019
Equilon Enterprises, LLC CA0003778 68-010
LA City Bureau of Sanitation CA0053856 58-025
Long Beach, City of CAS004003 _
Long Beach Generation, LLC CA0001171

Los Angeles City of DWP CA0000361 58-081
Mobil Oil Corp. CA0055387 85-007
Tosco Corp. CA0063185

Tosco Corp. CA0000035 57-184
Tutor-Saliba Team CA0064351

Non-Point Sources:

California State University, Dominguez Hills, birds and other wildlife, domesti

atmospheric deposition

Technical Approach:

contract.

Potential Standards Issues:

R -

e The Regional Board will evaluate the potential for providing a variance to the

bacteria objectives for REC-1 Beneficial uses in engineered channels during[sw

water storm events on a region wide basis.

‘—\
A two dimensional water quality model (HSPF) will be used by Regional Board Staff.
Modeling will also be performed by Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory under US DOE

~

e The Regional Board will evaluate the appropriateness of REC-1 bacteria objectives|in
concrete lined channels that have little dry weather flow and that have no potential for
body emersion.

e Stakeholders have discussed the potential for conducting a Water Effects Ratio for
metals in the watershed. At this time the Regional Board Staff has no plans to
conduct this study. e
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Stakeholder Coordination:

e Regional Board staff have provided updates to the Dominguez Channel Watershe

Action Committee (DWAC), a stakeholder group.

e At a minimum, four informational workshops will be held with the Dominguez
Channel Watershed Action Committee during TMDL development.

TMDLs to be completed out of cycle:

IPollutant

Reason

Bacteria

INo date set by Consent Decree. Staff
currently working on the TMDL, expecte
completion in 2003.

d

L__—

Bacteria Los Angeles Harbor

EPA to establish in 2005

~

/

A\

'—\
R -
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