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SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE OFFICER CORRECTIONS: SALT ANAGEMENT PLANI BASIN 
PLAN AMENDMENTS ADOPTED UNDER RESOLUTION NO. RS-2014-0005 

On April 25. 2014, the Santa Ana Reg.iona~ Water Board adopted Resolution No1. RB-2014-0005, 
approving amendments. to the Basin Plan for the Santa Ana Region that revise the· 2004 SaH 
Manag,emem Plan and incorporate other Basin Plan chang.es. The amendments are shown in 
the attachment to Resolution No. RB-2014-0005, which is the underline/strikeout version of the 
amendments. 

Based on commeflts received and in reviewing, the amendments in preparation for State Water 
Board consideration ofi adoption, it has come to my attention that certain non-substantive 
conections are required. These corrections. are shown below. 

llile fiinall version of the amendmen1!s are shown in the corrected Attachment 11 to Resolution N'o. 
RB-2014-0005 which is attached to this memo. Also attached is a clean version ofi the· corrected 
amendmemts. 

If there are any questions concerning these correctiofls, please corntact Hope Smythe at 951-
782~93, or Hope.Smythe@waterboards.ca.gov .. 

IML.uAM RuH, CHAIR I KuRT V. BeRCHTa.O, E'<ECU11VE OFFICER 

rt>;)W1js ca gov/santaana 
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June 27, 2014, Corrections to Attachment 1 -Basin Plan Amendments (R8-201t4-0005) 

1. Existing Basin Plan, pages ~20, ~211 : Revise the following discussion1 on 
Assimilative Capacity to delete all references to· Tables~ andiS-4 as follows: 

Tables 5 3 and 5 4 sl:lew the assimilati\te GapaGily a"'ailable in manasement zones fGr 
whiGh "maMimWFR benefit" obj8Gti¥es l:lave been speGified. As· descnbed in Chapter 41 
and fater in this Chapter. the applicatioo of tflese "maximum benefit" objectives is. 
contingent on the implementation of cerrtain projects. and programs by specific 
dischargers as part of their maximum benefit demonstrations. Assimilative capaciiy 
created by these proj~stprograms. wm be all'ocated to the party(-ies)· responsible for 
imprementing them. 

Chapter 3: delineates the Prado Basin Management Zone, and Chapter 4 identifies the 
applicable TDS and nitrogen objectives for this Zone (the objectives for the surface 
waters that flow in this Zone). No assimilative capacity exists in this zone. 

Tlhese assimilatiVe capacity findings are significant from a regulatory peJSpective. l.f 
there is assimifative capacity in the recei~ing waters for TDS. nitrogen or other 
constituents. a1 waste discharge may: be of poorer quality than the. obj,ectives. for those 
constituents for the receiving1 waters, as ro1119 as the discllarge does not cause violation 
of tlhe objectives and PfiOVided that antidegradation requirements are met. However~ if. 
tlhere is no assimilative capacity in the receiving waters .• suGh as the management zeRes 
ideRtifieEJ iR Tables 53 and 54. the numerical limits in the discharge· requ irements 
cannot exceed ft1e receiving water objectives or the degradation process would be 
acceferated. 1 This rule was expressed clearly by the State Water Resources Contro& 
Board in a decision regarding the appropriate TDS discharge limitations. for the: Ranclll:o 
Caballero M'obilehome park. located in the Santa Ana. Region (Order No·. 73-41, the so 
called "Rancho~ Caballero decision~') ~Ref. 7]. However, this rule is not meant to restrict 
ovedying agricuHural iRigation, or sim~ar activities, such as landscape irrig.ation .. Even in 
management zones. without assimilati~e capacity, groundwater may be pumped, used 
for agficultura~ purposes. in the area and returned t.o the management zone fiiolllill which it 
originated. • 

rn regurating1 waste discharges to waters with assimilative capacity·, the Regionam Board 
wilE proceed as follows. (see also Section II 1.8.6., Special Considerations.- Subsurface 
Disposa Systems):. 

rf a discllarger proposes. to' discharge wastes, that are at or below (i.e .. , better than) the 
current ambient TDS andl ol'i nitrog,en water quality, then the discharge will not be· 
expected to result. in ttle lowering of water quality, and no· antideg.radation ana~ysis. wilE 

~ A disdlarger may cond\!Jd: cmaryses to demonstrate that dischar,ges, at levels hiW!er thM the· 
objectives. would not cause or contribute to. the violation ot the established objectiVes. s·ee·, for, 
example, the discussion of, wasteload allocations for discharges to the Santa Ana RiVer, amdl its. 
tribl!ltaries. (Section Ill. B. 4..) If the Regional Board approves this. demoostratiom, then the 
discharger would, be· reg111lated accordingly. 
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be required.. TD·S and nitrogen objectives are e:xpected to be: met Sucll discilarg;es 
aeart:y impfement tile Basin Plan and the· Board can pe1i111it tilem to plioceed. Of· course. 
other pertinent requirements:, sucn as those· ofi tine California Envilionmema~ Quality Ad. 
(CEQA.) must also be satisfied. For g,lioundwater management zones, current ambient. 
qualf1y js as defined in Table: a 3 ana Table 5 4, ar as these Tables may be revis~ 
{ttva~gR the 8asin Plan amendmeFtt precess} wil be detennined everv three vears 
pursuant. to tile detaifed monitoring program to be conducted by discha~rs in tfrte 
wafefSiled {see Sedion V •• Salt Management Plan - Monitoliing Prog.ram 
Requirem.ents.). 

2. Proposed Basin Plan Amendments. page 4 of· 62" Resolution No·. RB-2014-
0005.. Insert the following to the Assimilative c ·apacity discussion: 

Since adoption of tile 2004 Basin Plan amendment and pe1 Basin Pfan req,ui1ements:. 
ambient quality and assimilative capacity finding.s: have been, and will continue to be, 
updated every tlilree years. Following Regional Board approval at a dulv noticed Public 
.Hearing. +~e updated flnding,s: of ambient quality and assimilative capacity wiJ~ De! 
posted on the Reg;i'onaE B€>ard's wetirsite and wm be used fer 1eg;ulatory purp.oses:. 

3. Proposed Basin Plan Amendments. Page 7 of 62, Revise tile following 
discussion on Wastewater Rec:l'amati.on to. delete aU references fo, Table! 5-l (note, 
-tile proposed deletion of references to Table 5-7 was identified in the January 
31. 2014 proposed amendments, but was inadvertently deleted from tfle April25, 
20,14 amendments-). The· complete revised text showing deleti'on of Table 5-7 is. 
shown as. fonows: 

5>. Wastewater Reclamation 

Wastewater is, presently being recraimed in tile Santa Ana Watersiled in a number of 
different ways.:. 

3. G1oulildwater Recharge by Percolation 

Thrs. type of reclamation' is common ttuoug,hcut the Region .. Most wastewater 
biea1!ment pfants: tilat do' not discharge diredty to tine Ri,ver discharge their eftl'uent to' 
percolation ponds. AlE of the· treated wastewater in tile upper Santa Ana Basin, that is 
not: diliedl~ reclaimed fer commercial agriculturam and landscape· irrigation pu1poses, 
or discllar;ged direcUy· to the Santa Ana River, is returned to local or downst1eam 
groundWater management zones by percolation. In Orange County, reclaimed water 
is used for greenbelt and l'andscape iniigation, and inj,ected into coastal aquifers, to 
contml1 sea water intrusion. 

Signifri.cant additionalliedamation activities, are planned in the Region, as refteGteEI 
in Table 5 7. Tine Chino Basin Watenmaster, l'nland Empire utilities Ag,ency, 
Yucaipa Valley Water IDistliid, tile City of Beaumont and tne· San Timoteo 
Watershed Management Authority pliOpose· to implement extensiW.e groundWater 
recharg~ projeds using recycled water. To accommodate· these projects. and 
otiler water and wastewater management strategies, these agencies have made 
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the requisite demonstrations necessarry to suppoct the ·maximum benefit'" IDS 
and nitrate-nitrogen water q,uality objectives specified in thiS Plan fof c:ertain 
groundwater management zones (see Chapter 4). The recharge projects will 
provide reliable sources of additiana~ water supply needed to support expected 
developmeat within the' agencies" areas af jurisdiction. These agencies,' 
•maximum benefit" programs, are desaibed in detail in Sectiorl1 VI. of this Chapter; 

4. Existina Basin Plan. Page 5-38. continul Wastewater Reclamation 
DiscussiOn, delete reference to Table ~7 as fOllows: 

The &1ft Management Plan draws a bafance between the benefits and probtems, of 
liedamation by including carefully planned reclamation activities in the watershed. The 
Recommended Plan provides for reclamatioo within the upper basin. as shewn in 
Ta91e 5 7. AI recycled water recharge projects will be regulated pursuant to the priocess. 
identified in the discussion regarding assimilative capacity, and in accordance with the 
'"maximum benefif" implementation strategies identified later in this Chapter (see section 
VII •• Maximum Benefit lrnptementation Plans for Salt Management). 

5.. Existina Basin Plan. Paa! 5-29,, M. TDS and Nitrogen Wateload AllOcations 
fol the Santa Ana River. With the deletion of Table 5-7 from the Basin Plan, it is 
nec•sary to maintain a reference to. the reclamation/reuse plans th t fonnecl the. 
basis of the 2004 TDS and Nitrogen Wateload Allocations. Clarification that 
refentnces. to Table 5-7 are specifically referencing Table 5-1 of the 2004 Saft· Plan 
Amendments, is provided a foHows: 

WEI performed three model evatuations in order to assess wasteload allocation 
scenarios through the year 2010. These included a •baseline plan• and t'M) alternative 
plans ("2010-A. and •2010-B·). The baseline plan generally assumed the TDS and TIN 
limits and design flows for P01Ws specified in waste discharge requirements as of 
2001. These limits implemented the wasteload allocations specified in the 1995 Basin 
Plan when it was approved in 1995. A TDS limit of 550 mgll was assumed for the 
Rapid Infiltration and Extraction Facility (RIX) and the analysis assumed a 540 mgll 
TDS for the City of Beaumont. The baseline plan also assumed reclamation activities at 
the level specified in the 1995 Basin Plan, when it was approved. The purpose of the 
baseline plan assessment was to provide an accurate basis of comparison for the 
results, of evaluation of the two alternative plans. For alternative 2010-A, it was, 
generally· assumed that year 2001 discharge. efftuent limits for TDS and TIN applied1 to 
POTW discharges. but projected year 2010 surface water discharge amounts were 
applied. TDS limits of 550 mgll and 540 rngiL were again assumed for RIX and the· City 
of Bealmont discharges. The same limited reclamation and reuse incklded in the 
baseline plan was assumed (see R8-2004-Q001 . 2004 Salt Plan Amendments. Table 5-7 
in section IU.B.5.). For alternative 2010-8, POlW discharges were also generally 
limited to the 2001 TDS and TIN effluent limits (RIX was again held to 550 mgiL. and' 
Beaumont to 540 mg/L). However, jn this case, large increases in wastewater recycling· 
and reuse were assumed ( RB-2004-0001 . 2004 Salt Plan Amendments, Table 5-7), 
resulting in the reduced sUJface wa\er d\ftcharges projected for 2010. 




