
SECOND LATE REVISION  

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
LAHONTAN REGION  

MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 14-15, 2016 
APPLE VALLEY  

ITEM 10 
WORKSHOP - ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM (OWTS) POLICY 
IMPLEMENTATION 

SECOND LATE REVISION 
Please replace Late Addition (Enclosure 5) and Late Revision (Enclosure 6) that were 
previously provided on September 9, 2016, with the enclosures, below.  There are no 
changes to Enclosure 6 (Water Board staff presentation), below, except for new bates 
numbers.  Insert new enclosures following bates stamp 10-110. 
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5.1 
Region 5 Email (Aug. 26, 2016) - Response to 
Region 3 and Region 6 comments regarding 
the Kern County Draft LAMP. 
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Region 5 Email Attachment – Region 6 
comments submitted to Region 5 regarding 
Kern County Draft LAMP.  
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San Bernardino County Draft LAMP. 

5.2.A 
Region 6 Letter, Enclosure 1 – Region 6 
Technical Comments. 

5.2.B 
Region 6 Letter, Enclosure 2 – Region 8 
comments regarding San Bernardino County 
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5.2.C 
Region 6 Letter, Enclosure 3 – Region 7 
comments regarding San Bernardino County 
Draft LAMP. 

5.2.D 
San Bernardino County Letter (Sept. 9, 2016) – 
Response to Region 6 June 23, 2016 letter. 

5.3 
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Dorado County Draft LAMP  
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Region 5 Email (July 22, 2016) – Region 6 
comments regarding Modoc County Draft 
LAMP 

6 Water Board staff presentation 
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From:  Rapport, Eric@Waterboards 
Sent:  8/26/2016 2:57:59 PM 
To:  Kolb, Howard@Waterboards, Koo, David@Waterboards, Wu, Eric@Waterboards, Cass, 
Jehiel@Waterboards, Coony, Mike@Waterboards, Fenton, Donna@(KERN COUNTY) 
cc:  Hatton, Scott@Waterboards, Carpenter, Katie@Waterboards, Smith, Bryan@Waterboards, 
Wass, Lonnie@Waterboards, Amy Rutledge (RutledgeA@co.kern.ca.us) 
Subject:  Follow-up, 19 Responses in Progress to Comments, Regions 3, and 6, on Kern 
County's LAMP  
 
You may recall our 19 July 2016 meeting/teleconference on Kern County’s LAMP.   During the 
meeting, Region 3 expressed potential concern about un-sewered parcels within incorporated 
cities.  Region 4  later declined to comment due to limited area of Kern County in its 
jurisdiction.  Region 6  has provided written comments.   We requested all comments from 
external Regions by close of business, 12 August 2016.  Below are our responses to date: 
 
Region 3 
 
Regarding un-sewered areas within cities, I asked Brad Banner, California Conference of 
Directors of Environmental Health,(530-538-6772, HYPERLINK 
"mailto:bbanner@buttecounty.net"bbanner@buttecounty.net) to survey County Environmental 
Health Directors; of respondents, 84% have un-sewered parcels within cities, about 74% 
enforce county codes within cities, about 5% with current formal Memoranda of Understanding 
(MOUs); 0% report issues – see first attachment.  Based on subsequent discussions with Brad, 
unless a County Environmental Health Director indicates otherwise, a formal MOU is likely not 
necessary within Region 5. 
 
Nonetheless, Donna Fenton, Kern County Environmental Health Director (661-862-8726, 
HYPERLINK "mailto:donnaf@co.kern.ca.us"donnaf@co.kern.ca.us ), reports seepage pits in 
the City of Bakersfield within setbacks of public sanitary sewers.  This morning, we discussed 
these with Phil Burns, City of Bakersfield (661-326-3040, HYPERLINK 
"mailto:pburns@bakersfieldcity.us"pburns@bakersfieldcity.us ).  Phil and Donna are considering 
further edits to Kern County’s LAMP and other options.  We hope to have this issue resolved by 
close of business, next Thursday, 1 Sept 2016. 
 
Region 6 
 
Region 6 ‘s tech memo dated 8 August 2016 requests a more conservative approach than in 
Region 5; see second attachment.  The memo generally requests further consideration of 
OWTS Policy §§9.1, 9.1.9, and 9.1.10. Kern County’s LAMP should 1., include a Water Quality 
Assessment Program with focus on identified areas of potential concern, 2., require cumulative 
impact analyses for all new subdivisions with lots less than 2.5 acres, regardless of available 
piped potable water 3., abide by its Basin Plan limits for proposed parcel sizes, 4., consider 
OWTS referrals less than 10,000 gallons/day projected flow to Regional Boards case-by-case 
(as we also suggest), and 5., consider  Salt and Nutrient Management Plans (SNMPs).  
 
I first discussed the memo with Region 6 staff, Mike Coony and Jay Cass (contact info in 
memo), their general rationale follows:  groundwater within the Antelope Valley is better quality 
than in the San Joaquin, therefore Region 6’s Basin Plan is more conservative than Region 5’s 
for OWTS.  Based on a recent USGS study (Izbicki et al 2015), the Antelope Valley has an 
extended vadose zone, with nitrified wastewater in largely vertical columns to several hundred 
feet below grade.  The SNMP for Antelope Valley proposes increasing artificial recharge, which 
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can cause an abrupt rise in water table.  The rising water table could encounter nitrified 
wastewater and increase dissolved nitrate concentrations in groundwater.   Based on the 
SNMP, increases could become significant in the next 25 years, dependent on wastewater 
loading rates.  See remaining attachments.  (They also wish to add Sand Canyon as an area of 
concern.)   I independently evaluated nitrate loading rates, concur with their rationale, and 
notified Donna of our intent to require Kern County’s LAMP  to abide by Region 6’s 
requirements within its jurisdiction.  I asked for her issues and concerns. 
 
Donna reports that within Region 6, Kern County has over 10,000 undeveloped, recorded 
parcels less than 2.5 acres, most with low income owners.  Most do not meet the Tier 1 
definition of a new subdivision in OWTS Policy §7.8.  On some parcels, Kern County Public 
Health Services Department has already approved standard OWTS based on soils engineers’ 
reports.  Donna recommended a compromise that allows standard installations on parcels with 
permits, and potential engineered systems on the remainder.    I pointed out that Tier 1 
standards in Policy §7.8 are based on average areas.  While Region 6’s request for 
consideration of all new subdivisions with lots less than 2.5 acres might be for Tier 2, I 
suggested her consideration of a cumulative impact assessment based on Izbicki’s 2015 model; 
and to contact John Izbicki, USGS, San Diego, (619-225-6131/ 778-0444 cell, HYPERLINK 
"mailto:jaizbicki@usgs.gov"jaizbicki@usgs.gov ).      
 
Yesterday, we briefed our Executive Officer on our general approach; see concurs, while 
Region 5 is the designated Regional Water Board for purposes of LAMP review, Region 6’s 
Basin Plan is more conservative and has a relatively large area of Kern County; therefore the 
LAMP should abide by Region 6’s requirements  within its jurisdiction.  While in Region 5, we 
will await data from the first Water Quality Assessment Report to assess adequacy of the 
current program, in Region 6, due to differing regulatory requirements and hydrogeology, a 
more proactive approach is appropriate. 
 
Actions Required: 
 
  1. Kern County to revise LAMP with respect to seepage pits within setbacks of sanitary 

sewers in the City of Bakersfield.  Kern County to propose appropriate cumulative impact 
assessment for parcels less than 2.5 acres, and address other comments in Region 6’ 
memo.  If feasible, complete by close of business, 16 September 2016.  We strongly 
suggest informal discussions with Region 6 staff beforehand. 

 
  2. Region 5 staff to revise Preliminary Completeness Checklist, and seek concurrence from 

Regions 3 and 6. 
 
Thank you for your insightful comments on Kern County’s LAMP. 
 
Regards, 
 
Eric 
 
Eric J. Rapport, C.HG., C.E.G. 
Senior Engineering Geologist (Specialist) 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Policy 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
364 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 205 
Redding, CA 96002 
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(530) 224-4998 direct 
(530) 224-4845 main 
(530) 224-4857 FAX 
 
Attachments 
Wastewater LAMP MOU Survey.docx.msg 
Region 6 Comments - Kern County Draft Local Agency Management Plan.pdf 
Antelope Valley_FINAL SNMP 08-12-2014.pdf 
RE Follow-Up This Morning's Discussion on Kern County.msg 
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Enclosure 3 

Water Boards 

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Sent via email 

February 25, 2016 

Mike Plaziak, Supervising Engineering Geologist 
mike.plaziak@waterboards.ca.gov 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Victorville Office 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, CA 92392 
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COMMENTS ON SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY'S DRAFT LOCAL AGENCY 

MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Dear Mr. Plaziak 

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (Colorado River Basin 
Water Board) staff received a copy of the draft "Local Agency Management Program for 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems" (Draft LAMP) from San Bernardino County, 
Public Health, and Environmental Health Services on November 2, 2015. The Draft 
LAMP was developed in response to the State Water Resources Control Board's Water 
Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS Policy). 

The OWTS Policy designates the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Lahontan Water Board) as San Bernardino County's primary contact for the purposes 
of reviewing and, if appropriate, approving the Draft LAMP. Because San Bernardino 
County includes jurisdictional areas within the Colorado River Basin Water Board, the 
Lahontan Water Board staff requested written comments on the Draft LAMP. Our 
comments are as follows: 

1. The County has permitting authority for onsite wastewater disposal s'iting, design,
operation, maintenance and has historically focused Its efforts to protect public
health. The OWTS Policy advocates for the additional protection of water quality.
The Draft LAMP should Include the County's wastewater disposal ordinance for
reference, a discussion of modifications, if any, to that ordinance, and the
schedule for its hearing and adoption of the final LAMP by the County's Board of 
Supervisors. In addition, clarification is necessary where the Draft LAMP cites
"public health and safety" (such as at the bottom of page 51) as its mandate,
leaving out water quality considerations.

&w.WAY,CHAIRI JoSI!� INTERIMEXECUTIVEOFFICER 
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Josh Dugas, REHS 
Division Chief 

172 W. 3rd Street, 1st Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415   |   Phone: 800.442.2283   Fax: 909.387.4323 
 

Public Health 
Environmental Health 

Services 

Trudy Raymundo 

Director 

Maxwell Ohikhuare, M.D. 
Health Officer 

Corwin Porter, MPH, REHS 

Assistant Director 

 

 

 

 

September 9, 2016 

Mike Plaziak, P.G. 

Supervising Engineering Geologist 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 

Victorville, CA 92392 

 

Response to Regional Water Board Comment Letter 

 

The County of San Bernardino appreciates the opportunity to work with the State Water Board and its 

Regional Boards to protect our valuable water resources and to provide our residents and visitors with 

clean water that is protected from degradation by septic systems. On June 24, 2016, the County received 

from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) comments on the 

Local Agency Management Program (LAMP) that the County submitted to the Regional Board on 

October 30, 2015.  We are pleased to announce that the majority of requested changes can and will be 

accommodated by the County.  Some of the recommendations from the Regional Water Board can be 

accommodated using a strategy that is different from that suggested by the Regional Water Board. Other 

recommendations cannot be accommodated due to one or more of the following reasons: 

 

o The requested change is not required by Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS) Policy;    

o The requested change is not feasible;  

o The requested change is cost prohibitive.  

 

Following are the recommendations that cannot be accommodated: 

 

o Water Quality Assessment Program (WQAP) (Page 1, section A) - The County WQAP proposal 

meets OWTS policy requirement 9.3.2. 

 

o Sewering High Density OWTS Areas (Page 3, section C, paragraph 3) - The County agrees that 

when the Regional Water Board determines that ground water is being substantially impacted by 

high density OWTS, municipal sewage collection should be sought. The County does not have 

the authority, nor the operating or financing mechanisms, to require this activity. Such activities 

would require further discussions with the Regional Water Boards and involved parties.  

 

 

o LAMP scope of coverage and site assessment (Enclosure 1, item 16) – The County’s current 

process for conducting inspections during construction meets OWTS policy standard 9.2.6.  We 

will continue to ensure systems are properly designed and have adequate capacity as part of our 

plan review, inspection and approval process. 

 

10-149



 
 

 
 

o Areas of Special Concern and Designated Maintenance Areas (Enclosure 3, page 2, item 5) - 

Authority to designate Areas of Special Concern should remain solely with the Regional Water 

Boards Executive Officer. Fifty percent (50%) nitrogen reduction is adequate for OWTS’s in 

Areas of Special Concern according to State OWTS policy 10.9.1. 

 

 

The following are recommendations that can be accommodated in a manner differing from what was 

requested by the Regional Water Board: 

 

o LAMP Standards Applicability, Requirements and Exceptions (Enclosure 1, item 10) - As an 

alternative to accepting national OWTS educational certification or creating a local program for 

service providers, the County will require annual certification from an approved third party for 

service providers. 

 

o Annual Reporting and existing OWTS inventory (Enclosure 2, item 4) – Historical GPS data on 

existing septic system location is not available. The County will begin documenting GPS 

coordinates of OWTS’s as new septic systems are approved, repairs are made or complaints are 

investigated. This information will be mapped and reported annually.  

 

o Identifying Unauthorized Systems (Page 3, section E) - The County will actively search for 

unauthorized and failing systems during the course of routine field inspections and investigations.  

The County does not intend to initiate a grease trap interceptor program. 

 

We look forward to continued partnership with Regional Water Boards in the development and 

implementation of the San Bernardino County LAMP. Please feel free to schedule a meeting if further 

discussion is needed.  

 

Thank you, 

 

 
 

Jason Phillippe, REHS 
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TO: Eric Rapport 

Senior Engineer Geologist  
Eric.Rapport@waterboards.ca.gov 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region 
 
 
 

FROM: Robert Tucker 
Water Resource Control Engineer 
Robert.Tucker@waterboards.ca.gov 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 
 

DATE: May 10, 2016 
 

SUBJECT: Comments on the El Dorado County Local Agency Management Plan (LAMP) 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the El Dorado County LAMP for onsite 
waste treatment systems (OWTS). Our comments are limited because we are not 
aware of any portions of El Dorado County within the Lahontan region where the 
discharge of treated wastewater from OWTS is legally allowed. Basically, OWTS 
discharges in most - if not all - of El Dorado County that is within the Lahontan Region 
are restricted by the California Water Code to provide for protection of Lake Tahoe 
water quality. Here are our comments/questions on the LAMP: 
 
1. A map of El Dorado County would be helpful to understand if any portion of the 

county is within the Lahontan Region, but not within the Lake Tahoe watershed.   
Please consider providing a map of the County.  

 
2. In reviewing the LAMP we did not see information on minimum parcel size 

regarding the siting criteria for OWTS, but in section 5.3.1.2  the LAMP appears 
to be very strict requiring 5 acres for an OWTS without a public water system 
available. The cited section appears to be a requirement for new subdivisions. Is 
that correct? Is there a minimum parcel size siting criterion for new OWTS on 
existing lots?     

 
3. In the introduction of the LAMP on page 9, under “Reporting to RWQCB,” 

number 3 states the following: 
 
 “The number, location and description of permits issued for OWTS where a 

variance from the approved LAMP was granted.” 
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We did not find the procedures for a variance in the LAMP. It is understandable 
that variances may need to occur; however, there needs to be a description of 
the procedure in the LAMP. We suggest Lake Tahoe basin should be singled out 
as an area where no variance for OWTS will be allowed. A variance for a holding 
tank within the Lake Tahoe watershed basin could be acceptable (no discharge).  
A variance for an OWTS with a discharge within the Lake Tahoe watershed basin 
would be an illegal variance from the California Water Code Sections 13951-
13952.2. The LAMP must describe the procedures for allowing a variance.  

   
Please contact me at (530) 542-5467 (robert.tucker@waterboard.ca.gov) if you have  
any questions. 
 
cc (via email):   Scott Armstrong, Senior Engineering Geologist, SWQCB, Region 5 
  Lixin Fu, Water Resource Control Engineer, SWQCB, Region 5 
 
 
 
 
RTT/ma/T:  Comments on El Dorado LAMP 
File Under:  ECM/General/Counties/El Dorado/Septic Systems 
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From: Rapport, Eric@Waterboards  
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2016 8:09 AM 
To: warrenfarnam@co.modoc.ca.us 
Cc: Tucker, Robert@Waterboards; Smith, Bryan@Waterboards 
Subject: Informal Questions, Modoc Co LAMP 
 
Warren; 
 
My counterpart in Region 6 is out of the office.  In the interim, I have some informal questions 
and comments: 
 
1. Standard areas in Modoc for OWTS with projected sewage flow of 450 gpd are 1 acre with 

a private well, ½ acre with piped water.  Does Modoc County EHD either adjust area, or 
require supplemental treatments for higher projected flows? 

 
2. Monitoring and Identification of High Risk Areas, page 49, has a typo; should read….”in 

Modoc County is planned to be developed by year five when the State Water Board 
renews the waiver. …”   

 
3. Please further clarify Modoc County EHD’s variance procedures, for example in cases 

where a new or replacement OWTS does not meet minimum standards in OWTS Policy 
Section 9.4, or local codes. 

 
I would certainly appreciate your comments by 8/4/2016. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Eric 
 
Eric J. Rapport, C.HG., C.E.G. 
Senior Engineering Geologist (Specialist) 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Policy 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
364 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 205 
Redding, CA 96002 
(530) 224-4998 direct 
(530) 224-4845 main 
(530) 224-4857 FAX 
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9/9/2016

1

Agenda Item No. 10
Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
System Policy Implementation

Mike Coony, P.E
Water Resources Control Engineer

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
September 15, 2016

Outline
• OWTS Policy overview

– Septic system description and locations; policy 
purpose, tiers, responsibilities, implementation

• LAMP topics
– Implementation timeline, Density, Water Quality 

Assessment Program, and Supplemental 
Treatment Systems (STS)

• LAMP Issues
• Discussion

– Opportunity for Water Board input

2
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9/9/2016

2

Summary of LAMP Issues

• Density
• Water Quality Assessment Programs
• Supplemental Treatment Systems (STS)
• Local agency funding

3

Lahontan Areas Served with a Wastewater Treatment Plant

4

Cities/Communities

Wastewater Treatment 
Plants
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9/9/2016

3

Conventional Onsite Wastewater Treatment System

5

Fabricated in-place pit

Schematic of a Leach Line Prefabricated leach 
chamber

North Los Angeles County OWTS Locations

Lake Los 
Angeles

Pearblossom

Quartz Hill

Juniper Hills

Sun 
Village

Littlerock

Antelope 
AcresFairmont

Leona Valley

North

6

Legend
Palmdale
Lancaster
Onsite system

Watersheds, LA County
Antelope-Fremont (R6)
San Gabriel (R4)
Los Angeles (R4)
Santa Clara (R4)
Mojave (R6)
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9/9/2016

4

Kern County OWTS Locations

7

CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL 
BOARD

LAHONTAN
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD

Antelope 
Valley

North 
Edwards

Indian Wells 
Valley

Sand 
Canyon

North

Legend

Kern county
line

Water Board
Boundary

Sewered
Community

•  Onsite
system

OWTS Policy Purpose
• Allows continued use of OWTS
• Establishes risk-based, 5–tiered approach
• Recognizes local agencies provide the most 

effective means to manage OWTS
• Conditionally waives the requirement for 

OWTS owners to obtain Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs)

• Replaces Basin Plan Septic System Criteria

8
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9/9/2016

5

Tier Overview

9

TIER OWTS DESCRIPTION

0 Existing OWTS

1 New or replacement OWTS that meet Policy requirements

2 New or replacement OWTS that comply with a Local Agency 
Management Program

3 Existing, new, or replacement OWTS that are located near 
impaired water bodies  (none yet in Region 6)

4 Any OWTS requiring corrective action 

OWTS Policy Responsibilities
• OWTS Owners

– Comply with OWTS Policy and local agency 
requirements

– Treat only domestic wastewater
– Submit a Report of Waste Discharge if:

• Flow rate exceeds 10,000 gallons/day 
• Does not comply with local agency program
• Receives high strength wastewater (> BOD 900 mg/L)
• Receives commercial food wastewater and does not 

have a oil/grease interceptor

10
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9/9/2016

6

OWTS Policy Responsibilities (continued)

• Local Agencies
– Submit a LAMP by May 13, 2016, or select Tier 1
– If under a LAMP …

• Submit OWTS permit data annually
• Maintain records 
• Implement a Water Quality Assessment Program 

(WQAP)

• Regional Water Boards
– Amend Basin Plan  (done)
– Review and approve LAMPs (in progress)

11

Implementation Timeline
Initial five-year period

12

1 2 3 4 50

Regional 
Boards 
amend  

Basin Plan

5/13/13 5/13/14 5/13/16 5/13/17 5/13/18

OWTS Policy 
Effective Date

YEAR

5/13/15

Local agencies 
develop and 

submit LAMPs

Regional 
Boards 

review and 
approve 
LAMPs

Local agencies 
“adjustment 

period”

State Board 
Renews Waiver
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9/9/2016

7

Tier 1 – Low Risk New or 
Replacement OWTS

• Minimum site evaluation and siting standards
– Soils and percolation tests
– Depth to groundwater 
– Setbacks
– Density as a function of annual precipitation

• Minimum OWTS design and construction 
standards

13

Tier 1 Density
(Allowable Average Densities)

14

Average annual rainfall 
(inches/year)

Allowable density 
(acres/single family 
dwelling unit)

0 - 15 2.5

> 15 - 20 2

> 20 - 25 1.5

> 25 - 35 1

> 35 - 40 0.75

> 40 0.5
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9/9/2016

8

Tier 2 – LAMPS
• Tier 2 takes effect when Water Board approves 

local agency’s LAMP 
• Maximum flow limit is 10,000 gallons/day
• LAMP allows an alternative method to achieve 

OWTS Policy objectives
– May be more or less stringent than Tier 1 
– Requires Water Quality Assessment Program (WQAP) 

15

Proposed LAMP densities
• Lahontan’s Basin Plan Criteria – ½ acre 

minimum lot size per EDU
• Variable densities depending on site 

conditions
• Tier 1 densities for new subdivisions 

allowing vacant lots in existing subdivisions 
to install OWTS

16
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9/9/2016

9

Proposed Water Quality 
Assessment Programs

• Details of program identified in future
• Rely on data collected by others
• Rely on inspection and performance 

monitoring
• Interpretative approach undefined

17

High Risk Areas 
(STS may be needed)

• Potential surface water impairment
– Mountain areas, shallow soil over granite

• Potential groundwater impairment (high 
density)
– Along the Mojave River

• Hesperia, Apple Valley, San Bernardino County
– Lower slopes of the San Gabriel Mountains

• Wrightwood
• Little Rock, Pearblossom, Quartz Hill, Lake Los Angeles

• Shallow groundwater
– Woodfords, Alpine County

18
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9/9/2016

10

Why density matters?
• Hantzsche and Finnemore (1992) found that 

2½ acres or more is needed to protect 
groundwater in arid areas.

• Izbicki (USGS) et al (2015) performed model 
simulation for 1 EDU per ¼ acre where water 
table is 500 ft beneath ground surface
– For a single house, groundwater impacts 

estimated in 100 years
– For a tract with 16 houses, impacts occur in 50 

years

19

Summary of LAMP Issues
• Density – risk of WQ degradation; no findings 

to ensure WQ protection
• Water Quality Assessment Programs – limited 

or non-existent
• Supplemental Treatment Systems (STS) –

LAMPs lack information on how operations will 
be tracked to ensure effectiveness

• Local agency funding – lacking; limits ability to 
implement LAMPs

20

10-170



9/9/2016

11

Density Strategies in LAMPs
• Support Tier 1 densities for new 

subdivisions for most areas
• Require findings on how proposed 

density is as protective as Tier 1 
• Consider increased monitoring where 

high risk of impairment and/or in areas 
where higher densities are proposed

21

Water Quality Assessment Program 
(WQAP)

• Focus on high risk areas
• Consider all data sources

– Monitoring wells (new and existing)
– Existing groundwater supply well data
– Surface water monitoring 
– Other existing data sources

• Collaborate with local agencies and 
stakeholders on WQAP effectiveness

22
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9/9/2016

12

Supplemental Treatment 
Systems (STS)

• Local Agency needs to ensure ongoing 
compliance by periodic monitoring and 
inspections 

• Encourage Local Agencies to develop 
operating permit program

• At least one agency proposes to refer 
new STS to Water Board for WDR
issuance

23

Local Agency Funding

• Support increased funding to implement 
LAMP

• Additional technical expertise needed to 
implement WQAP and oversee STS 
performance

24
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9/9/2016

13

Discussion
Does Water Board support strategies presented to 
improve LAMPs ? Other ideas or input?
• Density – Tier 1 preference; higher density 

areas require increased monitoring 
• WQAP – Monitoring in high risk areas rather 

than jurisdiction-wide 
• STS – Support inspection and effluent 

monitoring in a local agency regulatory program  
• Funding - Need to require funding plan that 

meets LAMP needs 

25

Next Steps

• Review draft LAMPs; prepare 
comments

• Meet with local agencies to resolve 
issues and support effective LAMPs

• For LAMPs where Region 6 is lead; 
bring agenda items for Board 
consideration

26
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9/9/2016

14

Abbreviations

27

Item Description

BOD Biochemical Oxygen Demand

DDW Division of Drinking Water

EDU Equivalent dwelling unit

ft feet

gal gallons

GAMA Groundwater Ambient Monitoring 
and Assessment 

Geo-
tracker

State Water Board data system 
for selected groundwater 
monitoring data

LAMP Local Agency Management Plan

Item Description

OWTS Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
System

RWD Report of Waste Discharge

SNMP Salt and Nutrient Management 
Plan

sq ft square feet or square foot

STS Supplemental Treatment System

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

WDR Waste Discharge Requirement

WC (California) Water Code

WQAP Water Quality Assessment 
Program
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